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Development Services Department

1.0 APPLICATION SUMMARY

Applicant: Sony FM LLC – Ram A. Goel

FLU Category: Residential-4 (RES-4)

Service Area: Urban

Site Acreage: 2.61 acres

Community 
Plan Area: Thonotosassa

Overlay: None

Introduction Summary:

The request is to rezone the subject property from the existing Agricultural Rural (AR) and Commercial, Neighborhood 
(CN) zoning districts to a new Planned Development (PD) zoning district to be allowed to develop the property with a 
maximum of 20,538.2 square feet of limited retail and office uses.

Zoning: Existing Proposed
District(s) AR and CN PD

Typical General Use(s)

Agricultural
Neighborhood Commercial, Office and 

Personal Services Limited Retail and Office

Acreage 2.61 2.61

Density/Intensity AR - 217,800 sf/u / NA
CN - NA / 0.20 20,538.2 sf

Mathematical Maximum* AR - 0 residential units
CN – 22,738.32 sf 20,538.2 sf

*number represents a pre-development approximation 

Development Standards: Existing Proposed
District(s) AR and CN PD

Lot Size / Lot Width AR - 217,800 sf / 150’
CN - 7,000 sf / 70’ None

Setbacks/Buffering and 
Screening

AR - 50’ Fronts (north and east)
CN - 30’ Fronts (north and east)
AR - 25’ Sides (west and south)

CN - 20’/B Sides (west and south)

15’ Front (east)
81’1” Front (north)

20’ Side (west)
61’2” Side (south)

Height AR - 50’
CN - 35’ 26 ‘



APPLICATION NUMBER: RZ-PD 21-0701 
ZHM HEARING DATE: January 18, 2022 
BOCC LUM MEETING DATE: March 8, 2022 Case Reviewer: Kevie Defranc   

  

Page 2 of 15 

Additional Information:  

PD Variation(s) 
None requested as part of this application 
 
 

Waiver(s) to the Land Development Code None requested. 
 

 
Planning Commission Recommendation: 
Consistent 

Development Services Recommendation: 
Approvable, subject to proposed conditions 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA

2.1 Vicinity Map

Context of Surrounding Area:

Existing land uses within the area include office, outdoor recreational (cemetery), and residential (mobile home 
parks and single-family residential lots) uses.



APPLICATION NUMBER: RZ-PD 21-0701
ZHM HEARING DATE: January 18, 2022
BOCC LUM MEETING DATE: March 8, 2022 Case Reviewer: Kevie Defranc 

Page 4 of 15

2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA

2.2 Future Land Use Map

Subject Site Future Land Use Category: Residential-4 (RES-4)

Maximum Density/F.A.R.: 4 dwelling units per gross acre / 0.25

Typical Uses: Residential, suburban scale neighborhood commercial, office uses, and
multi-purpose projects.
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA

2.3 Immediate Area Map

Adjacent Zonings and Uses

Location: Zoning:

Maximum 
Density/F.A.R. 

Permitted by Zoning 
District:

Allowable Use: Existing Use:

North BPO NA / 0.20 Office development uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02

North US Highway 301 right-
of-way, Office, and Single-

Family Residential

South AR 217,800 sf/u / NA
Agricultural and 

agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02

Cemetery
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East  CN and AR 
CN - NA / 0.20 

AR - 217,800 sf/u / 
NA  

CN - Limited retail and 
personal services uses per 

LDC Section 2.02.02 
 

AR - Agricultural and 
agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

Walker Road right-of-way, 
Office, and Single-Family 

Residential 

West AR 217,800 sf/u / NA 
Agricultural and 

agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

Mobile Home Park 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA

2.4 Proposed Site Plan (partial provided below for size and orientation purposes. See Section 8.0 for full site plan)
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3.0 TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY (FULL TRANSPORTATION REPORT IN SECTION 9.0 OF STAFF REPORT)  

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

US 301 FDOT Principal 
Arterial - Rural 

4 Lanes 
Substandard Road 
Sufficient ROW Width 

 Corridor Preservation Plan   
 Site Access Improvements  
 Substandard Road Improvements  
 Other   

Walker Rd. County Local - 
Rural 

2 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 6,155 267 213 
Proposed 456 28 30 
Difference (+/1) (-) 5,699 (-) 239 (-) 183 
*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 X Vehicular & Pedestrian 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: 
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4.0 ADDITIONAL SITE INFORMATION & AGENCY COMMENTS SUMMARY  

INFORMATION/REVIEWING AGENCY  
 

   
 

Environmental: Comments 
Received Objections Conditions 

Requested 
Additional 

Information/Comments 

Environmental Protection Commission   Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No  

 Yes 
 No 

 

Natural Resources  Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 
 

Conservation & Environ. Lands Mgmt.  Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 
 

Check if Applicable: 
 Wetlands/Other Surface Waters         
 Use of Environmentally Sensitive Land 

Credit        
 Wellhead Protection Area                       
 Surface Water Resource Protection Area  

 Potable Water Wellfield Protection Area 
 Significant Wildlife Habitat  
 Coastal High Hazard Area 
 Urban/Suburban/Rural Scenic Corridor 
 Adjacent to ELAPP property 
 Other _Airport Height Restriction Area 

Public Facilities:  Comments 
Received Objections Conditions 

Requested 
Additional 

Information/Comments 
Transportation 

 Design Exc./Adm. Variance Requested  
 Off-site Improvements Provided   

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

See report. 

Service Area/ Water & Wastewater 
Urban       City of Tampa  
Rural        City of Temple Terrace  

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

This site is located 
within the 
Hillsborough County 
Urban Service Area, 
therefore the subject 
property should be 
served by 
Hillsborough County 
Water and 
Wastewater Service. 
This comment sheet 
does not guarantee 
water or wastewater 
service or a point of 
connection. 
Developer is 
responsible for 
submitting a utility 
service request at the 
time of development 
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plan review and will 
be responsible for any 
on-site improvements 
as well as possible off-
site improvements. 

Hillsborough County School Board  
Adequate     K-5  6-8   9-12    N/A 
Inadequate  K-5  6-8   9-12    N/A 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 Yes 
 No 

 

Impact/Mobility Fees 
Single Tenant Office          Retail - Shopping Center          Multi-Tenant Office          Medical Office (>10k s.f.)      
(Per 1,000 s.f.)                    (Per 1,000 s.f.)                           (Per 1,000 s.f.)                   (Per 1,000 s.f.)                     
Mobility: $9,005                 Mobility: $12,206                     Mobility: $7,502                Mobility: $28,313              
Fire: $158                             Fire: $313                                   Fire: $158                           Fire: $158 

Comprehensive Plan:  Comments 
Received Findings Conditions 

Requested 
Additional 

Information/Comments 
Planning Commission  

 Meets Locational Criteria       N/A 
 Locational Criteria Waiver Requested 
 Minimum Density Met            N/A 

 Yes 
 No 

 Inconsistent 
 Consistent 

 Yes 
 No 

 

 
 
5.0 IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS   
 
5.1 Compatibility  
 
Based on the adjacent zonings and uses identified above in the report, staff finds the proposed PD zoning district 
compatible with the existing zoning districts and development pattern in the area. Furthermore, to address any 
compatibility concerns, the proposal is restricting the allowed retail and office uses and the location of the allowed 
retail uses closer to the roadways, while placing the allowed office uses along the southern and western portions of 
the subject site to provide for a transition in uses. 
 
The applicant included a request for variations to a 30-foot buffer along Walker Road, for a 15-foot buffer.   A 30-foot 
buffer is not required along Walker Road. However, 30-foot setback is required along the segment of Walker Road 
adjacent to the portion of the property currently zoned CN and a 50-foot setback is required along the segment of 
Walker Road adjacent to the portion of the property currently zoned AR. The proposed PD zoning district reduces the 
minimum required eastern front setback along Walker Road to 15 feet as proposed on the site development plan and 
as outlined in the proposed conditions. In addition, the proposed PD zoning district is limited to one (1) full access 
connection to Walker Road as proposed in the site development plan and as outlined in the proposed conditions.   
 
5.2 Recommendation      
 
Based on the above considerations, staff recommends approval of the request, subject to conditions. 
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6.0 PROPOSED CONDITIONS  
 
Prior to PD site plan certification, the applicant shall revise the PD site plan as follows: 

 To correct the office spaces proposed square footage to 14,938.2 SQFT in the site data table. 
 
Approval - Approval of the request, subject to the conditions listed below, is based on the general site development 
plan received December 13, 2021. 
 
1. The development shall be approved for a maximum of 20,538.20 square feet of: 
 
a. Retail uses as follows: Locksmith; sporting good store; pet shop; rental and leasing, light equipment; appliance store; 
hardware store; optician/optical supplies; apparel and shoe store; radio and tv sales; automotive supply store; vehicle 
part sales; vehicle part sales - used; art supply store; and 
 
b. General office uses.  
 
c. Prohibited use includes a medical office use. 
 
2. The project shall be developed in accordance with the certified site development plan and the following standards: 
 
Maximum Building Area 20,538.20 square feet 
Minimum Front Setback 15 feet (east) 

80 feet (north) 
Minimum Side Setback  20 feet (west) 
    60 feet (south) 
Maximum Building Height 26 feet 
Maximum Impervious Surface 60% 
 
3. The landscape buffering and screening shall be in accordance with the requirements of Part 6.06.00 of the Land 
Development Code. 
 
4. The exterior lighting shall be in accordance with the standards of Part 6.10.00 of the Land Development Code. 
 
5. The parking shall be in accordance with the requirements of Part 6.05.00 of the Land Development Code. 
 
6. The project shall be served by (and limited to) one (1) right-in/right-out access to US Highway 301 and one (1) full 
access connection to Walker Road.  The Walker Road access shall align with Blanton Place. 
 
7. Notwithstanding anything herein these conditions or on the PD site plan to the contrary, bicycle and pedestrian 
access may be permitted anywhere along the PD boundaries. 
 
8. Notwithstanding anything on the PD site plan to the contrary, the developer shall be permitted to reconfigure 
internal pedestrian design/routing and parking lot areas as necessary to design a pedestrian system which can be 
approved during the plat/site/construction plan review process. 
 
9. As Walker Road is a substandard local roadway, prior to or concurrent with the initial increment of development the 
developer shall improve Walker Road, between the project access and US Highway 301, to the TS-3 (non-residential 
subtype) or TS-7 Typical Section standard as found within the Hillsborough County Transportation Technical Manual. 
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10. Approval of this application does not ensure that public wastewater and potable water services will be available at 
the time when the applicant seeks permits to actually develop. 
 
11. Approval of this rezoning petition by Hillsborough County does not constitute a guarantee that the Environmental 
Protection Commission approvals/permits necessary for the development as proposed will be issued, does not itself 
serve to justify any impacts to wetlands, and does not grant any implied or vested right to environmental approvals. 
 
12. If the notes and/or graphic on the site plan are in conflict with specific zoning conditions and/or the Land 
Development Code (LDC) regulations, the more restrictive regulation shall apply, unless specifically conditioned 
otherwise. References to development standards of the LDC in the above stated conditions shall be interpreted as the 
regulations in effect at the time of preliminary site plan/plat approval. 
 
13. The Development of the project shall proceed in strict accordance with the terms and conditions contained in the 
Development Order, the General Site Development Plan, the land use conditions contained herein, and all applicable 
rules, regulations, and ordinances of Hillsborough County. 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Zoning Administrator Sign Off:  

J. Brian Grady
Mon Jan 10 2022 13:01:08  

SITE, SUBDIVISION AND BUILDING CONSTRUCTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
& BUILDING REVIEW AND APPROVAL.  
Approval of this re-zoning petition by Hil lsborough County does not constitute a guarantee that the project will receive 
approvals/permits necessary for site development as proposed will be issued, nor does it imply that other required permits needed 
for site development or building construction are being waived or otherwise approved.  The project will be required to comply 
with the Site Development Plan Review approval process in addition to obtain all necessary building permits for on-site structures.  
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7.0 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND/OR GRAPHICS 
  
7.1 - The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) provided a memorandum associated with the subject project. 
The memorandum states:  
 
“This project is on a state road, US 301. 
 
The applicant is advised that permits for access to state highways are required, and approval is not guaranteed. The 
applicant is reminded that zoning application and site development plan approvals by the local government do not 
guarantee acceptance of external project driveway location(s) on state roads. 
 
It is recommended that the applicant meet with FDOT before zoning approval. Pre-application meetings may be made 
through Ms. Holly Champion at the District Seven Tampa Operations offices of the Florida Department of 
Transportation. 
 
Contact info: 
Holly Champion 
Holly.Champion@dot.stat.fl.us 
 
813-612-3365” 
 
 
7.2 - The Aviation Authority provided land use review comments that include the following: 
 
“The proposed site falls within Zone "A" on the Airport Height Zoning Map. Any structure including construction 
equipment that exceeds 110' feet Above Mean Sea Level may require an Airport Height Zoning Permit and must be 
reviewed by the Airport Zoning Director. 
 
Compatible without conditions (see comments above) - Any glint or glare issues identified from this project must be 
mitigated by the petitioner to the satisfaction of the Authority to avoid adverse impacts to aviation.” 
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8.0 PROPOSED SITE PLAN (FULL) 
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9.0 FULL TRANSPORTATION REPORT (see following pages) 





Less Internal Capture: N/A -0 -0 
Less Pass-By Trips: N/A -258 -214 

Less Internal Capture: N/A -4 -2 
Less Pass-By Trips: N/A -0 -12 



Source: Hillsborough County 2020 Level of Service Report



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 

4 Lanes 
Substandard Road 
Sufficient ROW Width 

 Corridor Preservation Plan   
 Site Access Improvements  
 Substandard Road Improvements  
 Other   

Walker Rd. County Local - 
Rural 

2 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 6,155 267 213 
Proposed 456 28 30 
Difference (+/-) (-) 5,699 (-) 239 (-) 183 
*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 X Vehicular & Pedestrian 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  



COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH 
LAND USE HEARING OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

Application number: RZ-PD 21-0701 

Hearing date: January 18, 2022 

Applicant: Soney FM, LLC / Ram A. Goel 

Request: Rezone from AR, CN, and 72-0261 to Planned 
Development to allow development of up to 
20,538.2 square feet of limited retail and office 
uses 

Location: 10710 Walker Road, Tampa 

Southwest corner of North US Highway 301 and 
Walker Road 

Parcel size: 2.61 acres +/- 

Existing zoning: AR, CN, and 72-0261 

Future land use designation: R-4 (4 du/ga; 0.25 FAR)

Service area: Urban 

Community planning area: Thonotosassa Community Plan 
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A. APPLICATION REVIEW

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF REPORT 
APPLICATION REVIEW SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 
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1.0 APPLICATION SUMMARY 

Applicant: Sony FM LLC – Ram A. Goel 

FLU Category: Residential-4 (RES-4) 

Service Area: Urban 

Site Acreage: 2.61 acres 

Community 
Plan Area: Thonotosassa 

Overlay: None 

Introduction Summary: 

The request is to rezone the subject property from the existing Agricultural Rural (AR) and Commercial, Neighborhood 
(CN) zoning districts to a new Planned Development (PD) zoning district to be allowed to develop the property with a 
maximum of 20,538.2 square feet of limited retail and office uses. 

Zoning: Existing Proposed 
District(s) AR and CN PD 

Typical General Use(s) 

Agricultural 
Neighborhood Commercial, Office and 

Personal Services 
Limited Retail and Office 

Acreage 2.61 2.61 

Density/Intensity 
AR - 217,800 sf/u / NA 

 CN - NA / 0.20 20,538.2 sf 

Mathematical Maximum* AR - 0 residential units 
CN – 22,738.32 sf 20,538.2 sf 

*number represents a pre-development approximation 

Development Standards: Existing Proposed 
District(s) AR and CN PD 

Lot Size / Lot Width AR - 217,800 sf / 150’ 
CN - 7,000 sf / 70’  None 

Setbacks/Buffering and 
Screening 

AR - 50’ Fronts (north and east) 
CN - 30’ Fronts (north and east) 
AR - 25’ Sides (west and south) 

CN - 20’/B Sides (west and south) 

15’ Front (east) 
81’1” Front (north) 

20’ Side (west) 
61’2” Side (south) 

Height AR - 50’ 
CN - 35’ 26 ‘ 
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Additional Information: 

PD Variation(s) 
None requested as part of this application 

Waiver(s) to the Land Development Code 
None requested. 

Planning Commission Recommendation: 
Consistent 

Development Services Recommendation: 
Approvable, subject to proposed conditions 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA 

2.1 Vicinity Map  

Context of Surrounding Area: 

Existing land uses within the area include office, outdoor recreational (cemetery), and residential (mobile home 
parks and single-family residential lots) uses. 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA 

2.2 Future Land Use Map 

Subject Site Future Land Use Category: Residential-4 (RES-4) 

Maximum Density/F.A.R.: 4 dwelling units per gross acre / 0.25 

Typical Uses: Residential, suburban scale neighborhood commercial, office uses, and 
multi-purpose projects. 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA 

2.3 Immediate Area Map 

Adjacent Zonings and Uses 

Location: Zoning: 

Maximum 
Density/F.A.R. 

Permitted by Zoning 
District: 

Allowable Use: Existing Use: 

North BPO NA / 0.20 Office development uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

North US Highway 301 right-
of-way, Office, and Single-

Family Residential 

South AR 217,800 sf/u / NA 
Agricultural and 

agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

Cemetery 
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East  CN and AR 
CN - NA / 0.20 

AR - 217,800 sf/u / 
NA  

CN - Limited retail and 
personal services uses per 

LDC Section 2.02.02 

AR - Agricultural and 
agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

Walker Road right-of-way, 
Office, and Single-Family 

Residential 

West AR 217,800 sf/u / NA 
Agricultural and 

agricultural-related uses 
per LDC Section 2.02.02 

Mobile Home Park 
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2.0 LAND USE MAP SET AND SUMMARY DATA  

2.4 Proposed Site Plan (partial provided below for size and orientation purposes. See Section 8.0 for full site plan)  
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3.0 TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY (FULL TRANSPORTATION REPORT IN SECTION 9.0 OF STAFF REPORT) 

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

US 301 
FDOT Principal 
Arterial - Rural 

4 Lanes 
☐Substandard Road
☐Sufficient ROW Width

☒ Corridor Preservation Plan
☐ Site Access Improvements
☐ Substandard Road Improvements
☐ Other

Walker Rd. 
County Local - 
Rural 

2 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 6,155 267 213 
Proposed 456 28 30 
Difference (+/1) (-) 5,699 (-) 239 (-) 183 
*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 X Vehicular & Pedestrian 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: 
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4.0 ADDITIONAL SITE INFORMATION & AGENCY COMMENTS SUMMARY 

INFORMATION/REVIEWING AGENCY 

Environmental: Comments 
Received Objections Conditions 

Requested 
Additional 

Information/Comments 

Environmental Protection Commission 
☐ Yes
☒ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

Natural Resources 
☐ Yes
☒ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

Conservation & Environ. Lands Mgmt. 
☒ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☒ No

☐ Yes
☒ No

Check if Applicable: 
☐ Wetlands/Other Surface Waters
☐ Use of Environmentally Sensitive Land
Credit
☐ Wellhead Protection Area
☐ Surface Water Resource Protection Area

☒ Potable Water Wellfield Protection Area
☐ Significant Wildlife Habitat
☐ Coastal High Hazard Area
☐ Urban/Suburban/Rural Scenic Corridor
☐ Adjacent to ELAPP property
☒ Other _Airport Height Restriction Area

Public Facilities: Comments 
Received Objections 

Conditions 
Requested 

Additional 
Information/Comments 

Transportation 
☐ Design Exc./Adm. Variance Requested
☒ Off-site Improvements Provided

☒ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☒ No

☒ Yes
☐ No

See report. 

Service Area/ Water & Wastewater 
☒Urban      ☐ City of Tampa
☐Rural       ☐ City of Temple Terrace

☒ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☒ No

☒ Yes
☐ No

This site is located 
within the 
Hillsborough County 
Urban Service Area, 
therefore the subject 
property should be 
served by 
Hillsborough County 
Water and 
Wastewater Service. 
This comment sheet 
does not guarantee 
water or wastewater 
service or a point of 
connection. 
Developer is 
responsible for 
submitting a utility 
service request at the 
time of development 
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plan review and will 
be responsible for any 
on-site improvements 
as well as possible off-
site improvements. 

Hillsborough County School Board 
Adequate    ☐ K-5  ☐6-8   ☐9-12    ☒N/A
Inadequate ☐ K-5  ☐6-8   ☐9-12    ☒N/A

☐ Yes
☒ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

☐ Yes
☐ No

Impact/Mobility Fees 
Single Tenant Office     Retail - Shopping Center     Multi-Tenant Office    Medical Office (>10k s.f.)   
(Per 1,000 s.f.)         (Per 1,000 s.f.)            (Per 1,000 s.f.)            (Per 1,000 s.f.)          
Mobility: $9,005         Mobility: $12,206         Mobility: $7,502           Mobility: $28,313       
Fire: $158        Fire: $313  Fire: $158     Fire: $158 

Comprehensive Plan:  
Comments 
Received Findings 

Conditions 
Requested 

Additional 
Information/Comments 

Planning Commission  
☐Meets Locational Criteria       ☐N/A
☒ Locational Criteria Waiver Requested
☐Minimum Density Met ☒ N/A

☒ Yes
☐ No

☐ Inconsistent
☒ Consistent

☐ Yes
☒ No

5.0 IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Compatibility  

Based on the adjacent zonings and uses identified above in the report, staff finds the proposed PD zoning district 
compatible with the existing zoning districts and development pattern in the area. Furthermore, to address any 
compatibility concerns, the proposal is restricting the allowed retail and office uses and the location of the allowed 
retail uses closer to the roadways, while placing the allowed office uses along the southern and western portions of 
the subject site to provide for a transition in uses. 

The applicant included a request for variations to a 30-foot buffer along Walker Road, for a 15-foot buffer.   A 30-foot 
buffer is not required along Walker Road. However, 30-foot setback is required along the segment of Walker Road 
adjacent to the portion of the property currently zoned CN and a 50-foot setback is required along the segment of 
Walker Road adjacent to the portion of the property currently zoned AR. The proposed PD zoning district reduces the 
minimum required eastern front setback along Walker Road to 15 feet as proposed on the site development plan and 
as outlined in the proposed conditions. In addition, the proposed PD zoning district is limited to one (1) full access 
connection to Walker Road as proposed in the site development plan and as outlined in the proposed conditions.   

5.2 Recommendation      

Based on the above considerations, staff recommends approval of the request, subject to conditions. 
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6.0 PROPOSED CONDITIONS  

Prior to PD site plan certification, the applicant shall revise the PD site plan as follows: 
• To correct the office spaces proposed square footage to 14,938.2 SQFT in the site data table.

Approval - Approval of the request, subject to the conditions listed below, is based on the general site development 
plan received December 13, 2021. 

1. The development shall be approved for a maximum of 20,538.20 square feet of:

a. Retail uses as follows: Locksmith; sporting good store; pet shop; rental and leasing, light equipment; appliance store;
hardware store; optician/optical supplies; apparel and shoe store; radio and tv sales; automotive supply store; vehicle
part sales; vehicle part sales - used; art supply store; and

b. General office uses.

c. Prohibited use includes a medical office use.

2. The project shall be developed in accordance with the certified site development plan and the following standards:

Maximum Building Area 20,538.20 square feet 
Minimum Front Setback 15 feet (east) 

80 feet (north) 
Minimum Side Setback  20 feet (west) 

60 feet (south) 
Maximum Building Height 26 feet 
Maximum Impervious Surface 60% 

3. The landscape buffering and screening shall be in accordance with the requirements of Part 6.06.00 of the Land
Development Code.

4. The exterior lighting shall be in accordance with the standards of Part 6.10.00 of the Land Development Code.

5. The parking shall be in accordance with the requirements of Part 6.05.00 of the Land Development Code.

6. The project shall be served by (and limited to) one (1) right-in/right-out access to US Highway 301 and one (1) full
access connection to Walker Road.  The Walker Road access shall align with Blanton Place.

7. Notwithstanding anything herein these conditions or on the PD site plan to the contrary, bicycle and pedestrian
access may be permitted anywhere along the PD boundaries.

8. Notwithstanding anything on the PD site plan to the contrary, the developer shall be permitted to reconfigure
internal pedestrian design/routing and parking lot areas as necessary to design a pedestrian system which can be
approved during the plat/site/construction plan review process.

9. As Walker Road is a substandard local roadway, prior to or concurrent with the initial increment of development the
developer shall improve Walker Road, between the project access and US Highway 301, to the TS-3 (non-residential
subtype) or TS-7 Typical Section standard as found within the Hillsborough County Transportation Technical Manual.
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10. Approval of this application does not ensure that public wastewater and potable water services will be available at
the time when the applicant seeks permits to actually develop.

11. Approval of this rezoning petition by Hillsborough County does not constitute a guarantee that the Environmental
Protection Commission approvals/permits necessary for the development as proposed will be issued, does not itself
serve to justify any impacts to wetlands, and does not grant any implied or vested right to environmental approvals.

12. If the notes and/or graphic on the site plan are in conflict with specific zoning conditions and/or the Land
Development Code (LDC) regulations, the more restrictive regulation shall apply, unless specifically conditioned
otherwise. References to development standards of the LDC in the above stated conditions shall be interpreted as the
regulations in effect at the time of preliminary site plan/plat approval.

13. The Development of the project shall proceed in strict accordance with the terms and conditions contained in the
Development Order, the General Site Development Plan, the land use conditions contained herein, and all applicable
rules, regulations, and ordinances of Hillsborough County.

Zoning Administrator Sign Off:  

J. Brian Grady
Mon Jan 10 2022 13:01:08

SITE, SUBDIVISION AND BUILDING CONSTRUCTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
& BUILDING REVIEW AND APPROVAL.  
Approval of this re-zoning petition by Hil lsborough County does not constitute a guarantee that the project will receive 
approvals/permits necessary for site development as proposed will be issued, nor does it imply that other required permits needed 
for site development or building construction are being waived or otherwise approved.  The project will be required to comply 
with the Site Development Plan Review approval process in addition to obtain all necessary building permits for on-site structures.  
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B. HEARING SUMMARY

This case was heard by the Hillsborough County Land Use Hearing Officer on January 
18, 2022. Mr. Brian Grady of the Hillsborough County Development Services Department 
introduced the petition. 

Applicant 
Mr. Shivam Kapse spoke on behalf of the applicant. He stated the subject property is 
zoned as AR and CN, with the northern area along Highway 301 zoned CN and the 
southern area zoned AR. He stated the applicant requests to rezone the subject property 
to a new Planned Development zoning district that would allow development of a 
maximum 20,538 square feet of limited retail and office uses. He stated the applicant 
confirms the proposed use for the commercial shops are limited to locksmith, sporting 
goods, pet shop, rental and leasing, light equipment, appliance store, hardware store, 
opticians, apparel, radio and TV sales, automotive supply, vehicle part sales and use, 
and art supply stores. He stated the proposed office spaces will be used for general 
offices not including any medical office use. He stated most of the uses generate a low 
amount of traffic. He stated the applicant provided a traffic study as requested by county 
staff. 

Mr. Kapse stated the applicant agrees to upgrade Walker Road to a TS-3 nonresidential. 
He stated the site development plan was designed to create less of an impact to the 
residents of nearby lots. He stated the retail shops will be in the northern area of the 
subject property along U.S. 301, away from residential properties. He stated the less 
intrusive office spaces will be in the southern area of the subject property.  

Mr. Kapse stated the applicant had not received any opposition from the neighboring lots 
or nearby residents. He stated the retail space will add to the economic benefits and will 
have value for nearby residents because it will provide quick access to shopping.  

Mr. Kapse stated the project had been approved by Southwest Water Management 
District. He stated the applicant met with Florida Department of Transportation to ensure 
there is no issue with access from U.S. 301. 

Development Services Department 
Mr. Kevie Defranc, Hillsborough County Development Services Department, presented a 
summary of the findings and analysis as detailed in the staff report previously submitted 
into the record. Mr. Defranc noted the applicant must, prior to PD site plan certification, 
submit a revised site plan that includes the required revision to the site data table.  

Planning Commission 
Ms. Jillian Massey, Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission, presented a 
summary of the findings and analysis as detailed in the Planning Commission report 
previously submitted into the record.  
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Proponents 
The hearing officer asked whether there was anyone at the hearing in person or online to 
speak in support of the application. There were none. 

Opponents 
The hearing officer asked whether there was anyone at the hearing in person or online to 
speak in opposition to the application.  

Mr. Thomas Curley stated he lives almost directly adjacent to the subject property. He 
stated he brough photographs to submit to the record. Mr. Curley stated he is not against 
development of the subject property, but that he has severe concerns with the driveway 
on the east side. He stated the driveway on the east side of the subject property would 
increase traffic going westbound on Highway 301 to southbound to enter the subject 
property. He stated the retail uses are high-traffic areas and would also increase truck 
deliveries. He stated Walker Road does not meet the residential standards for width and 
the lanes are only 8.5 feet. He stated this means trucks must go into opposing lanes and 
opposing traffic to swing out to make the turn.  

Mr. Curley displayed a photograph showing the narrow width of the roadway adjacent to 
where the driveway is proposed. He pointed out the beginning of the fence line to the 
cemetery and stated there is a visual obstruction caused by the fence, which is 10 feet 
from the road. He stated the traffic counts were put in place because the area is highly 
developed. He stated there is an intersection at Williams Road and at Harney and 
Williams. He stated the roadway is three-quarters of a mile long with no traffic control 
turns and it will be come a racetrack and a major detour. 

Mr. Curley stated the intersection is slated to have full signalization installed. He stated 
until the signal is installed the roadway will be a racetrack to get across. He stated it is 
dangerous because drivers will have to cross six lanes of traffic and there is much visual. 
He stated there is a main terminal for school buses in Hillsborough County. He stated 
buses come out of the lot at the end of Walker Road and they use this artery.  

Mr. Curley displayed a photograph and pointed out some visual issues. He stated the 
applicant will be installing 300 feet of sidewalk, but the sidewalk ends there. He stated the 
stop bar will be 10-feet back and the fence will block the view south. He stated this has 
been an ongoing thing, but the proposed project will add to it. He stated people will try to 
pull out and go south and they will not be able to see. He stated they will be focused on 
traffic coming across on the north side of 301 and it is going to be dangerous. 

Mr. Curley stated in his personal past experience driveways are not placed within 300 
feet of a major intersection. He stated the whole roadway is deteriorated. He stated the 
road was milled and resurfaced ten to twelve years ago and it is already shot. He stated 
the roadway was built in the 1950s and has never been addressed since. The hearing 
officer asked whether Mr. Curley was speaking of Walker Road or Highway 301. Mr. 
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Curley answered he was speaking of Walker Road. He stated Highway 301 was redone 
nine years ago. 

The hearing officer asked Mr. Curley what his credentials were to speak to traffic and 
roadway issues. Mr. Curley answered he was employed with the Florida Department of 
Transportation for twenty-four years and retired a year and half ago. He stated his job 
was project administrator. 

Mr. Curley displayed a photograph and stated this is the condition of the roadway at the 
corner of his property. He stated the roadway is narrow and the proposed project will add 
to the issue. He stated drivers will have to stop at the stop bar and will either have to put 
the nose of their vehicle out in the traffic or will just pull out. 

Mr. Curley stated he recommends the applicant continue to work with the Department of 
Transportation and locate both driveways on Highway 301. He stated the roadway is 
slated for signalization within the next two to three years. He stated once the signal 
controls are in place the issue will go away. He stated until then there will be no control. 
He stated he has complained because buses get up to sixty miles per hour on Walker 
Road in the morning. He stated the biggest fear is for the safety of children, physically 
challenged people, and dog walkers. He stated the driveway should be moved to a safer 
spot where it does not contribute to the issues. The hearing officer asked Mr. Curley to 
confirm his main concern is Walker Road. Mr. Curley confirmed his concern was Walker 
Road. 

Mr. Martin Garrett stated his concerns are the density of the number of buildings the 
applicant wishes to construct on the subject property, and the trash. He stated there will 
be garbage trucks getting in and out of the development. He stated he is concerned about 
safety because buses have to cross six lanes of traffic. He stated the buses are very slow. 
He stated there are semi-trucks and other traffic going down Highway 301 and there will 
be drivers turning in front of the buses. He stated it does not make the community safer. 
He stated he is concerned for the safety of the kids in the school buses. He stated the 
project will generate a lot of garbage and the community must live with it. 

Mr. Michael Johns stated the applicant listed 16 different businesses, which was 
confusing. He stated TECO maintains a power line between the subject property and the 
cemetery property and that should be considered. He stated he is concerned about 
stormwater runoff. He asked about the proposed parking area and where the water 
retention would be located. He stated there is a lot of traffic on the Walker Road-Highway 
301 area. He stated with 16 businesses and four cars a day to each there will be a lot of 
traffic generated. He stated he is not opposed to the proposal but the applicant is trying 
to overkill it. 

Development Services Department 
Mr. Grady stated Mr. James Ratliff, Hillsborough County Development Services would 
speak to transportation issues raised. 
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Mr. Ratliff stated the proposed development, when compared with the existing zoning, 
would represent a substantial reduction in the number of potential trips that could be 
placed on the roadways. He stated when considering the trip impacts it is important to 
realize that the trip impacts described in the report will be split between the two driveway 
connections. 

Mr. Ratliff stated staff did evaluate the driveway connection on Walker Road. He stated 
the driveway is placed about 350 feet south of the intersection with Highway 301 and 
aligned with Blanton Road. He stated in staff’s opinion it is the safest location for the 
driveway to align it with the driveway/private roadway across the street. 

Mr. Ratliff stated the applicant has committed to improve Walker Road to standards for 
the nonresidential typical section, the TS-3 typical section. He stated that will take care of 
the lane width issues the citizens raised. He stated the applicant will have to improve 
Walker Road between the project driveway and U.S. 301 to that standard, which includes 
a 12-foot lane width. 

Mr. Ratliff stated it is anticipated that the visibility issues created by fence will change 
under redevelopment scenarios. He stated when the driveway is installed the applicant 
will have to meet all site visibility requirements. He stated that will be reviewed at the time 
of construction plan review to ensure that if there are any obstructions in the site visibility 
triangle those issues will have to be removed so that access can proceed safely. 

Mr. Ratliff stated he did coordinate with FDOT staff on the project, including the access 
management administrator and senior traffic engineering specialist. He stated he believed 
the FDOT staff also coordinated with the interim permits manager and they did support 
the project as proposed. 

Mr. Grady stated Development Services had nothing further. 

Applicant Rebuttal 
Mr. Kapse stated he understood most of the issues raised were related to transportation, 
which Mr. Ratliff addressed. He stated he has the traffic study, which was performed by 
Gulf Coast Consulting. He stated it was initially conducted in 2020 and based on 
suggestions provided by planning staff the applicant narrowed the types of retail shops 
from those that were initially proposed in order to reduce the traffic flow. He stated 
according to the vehicle estimated trip generation for the revised project, it was reduced 
to 357 daily trips with 38 trips occurring during the peak hours. 

Mr. Kapse stated Walker Road is a two-lane undivided roadway with a posted speed limit 
of 35 miles per hour and is controlled by a stop sign at U.S. 301. Mr. Kapse displayed the 
applicant’s site development plan and pointed out where the stormwater pond is to be 
located. He stated the stormwater drainage issue has been taken care of and there would 
not be an issue with runoff. He stated the site development phase will provide good 
accessibility and view for vehicles coming from U.S. 301 to Walker Road. He stated the 
issue of traffic using the interior road of the proposed development to bypass the 
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intersection should not be so drastic as with a gas station. He stated it will be very hard 
for a vehicle to access at the same velocity at which it would be travelling on U.S. 301, 
but rather they would have to slow down and then move toward Walker Road. He stated 
that should minimize the issue. 

Mr. Kapse stated the applicant submitted the exact number of parking spaces that is 
required, which is 75. He stated the dumpster and trash collection area is located near 
U.S. 301 rather than toward Walker Road. He stated the dumpster truck activity will occur 
along U.S. 301 rather than near Walker Road. 

The hearing officer closed the hearing on rezoning 21-0701. 

C. EVIDENCE SUMBITTED
Mr. Curley submitted into the record at the hearing copies of his photographs and a list of 
his concerns. 

D. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Subject Property consists of approximately 2.61 acres and is located at 10710
Walker Road, Tampa, at the southwest corner of north US Highway 301 and
Walker Road.

2. The Subject Property is zoned AR, CN, and PD 72-0261 and is designated Res-4
on the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for Unincorporated
Hillsborough County Future Land Use Map.

3. The Subject Property is located within the boundaries of the Thonotosassa
Community Plan and is within the Urban Services Area.

4. The applicant is requesting to rezone the Subject Property to Planned
Development to allow development of the Subject Property with a maximum of
20,538.2 square feet of limited retail and office uses.

5. Land uses in the surrounding area include office, cemetery, mobile home parks,
and single-family residential.

6. Properties adjacent to the Subject Property include Highway 301, office, and
single-family residential uses to the north; a cemetery to the south; Walker Road,
office, and single-family residential uses to the east, and a mobile home park to
the west.

7. The proposed project will restrict the location of the allowed retail uses closer to
the U.S. 301 and will place the allowed office uses along the southern and western
portions of the Subject Property to provide for a transition in uses.
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8. The proposed PD zoning district will have one access connection to U.S. 301 and
one full access connection to Walker Road.

9. The proposed PD zoning district reduces the minimum required eastern front
setback along Walker Road to 15 feet as proposed on the site development plan
received December 13, 2021 and as outlined in the proposed conditions.

10. The Subject Property does not meet commercial locational criteria. The applicant
requested a waiver, which Planning Commission staff supports and recommends
the Board of County Commissioners approve.

11. Development Services staff found the rezoning request to be compatible with
existing zoning districts and development pattern in the surrounding area. Staff
recommends approval of the rezoning request, subject to conditions.

12. Planning Commission staff found the proposed development would fit the context
of the surrounding area and with other office uses along Highway 301 and
maintains a balance of retail and office uses that provides a compatible transition
to the surrounding single-family residential and mobile home properties. Planning
Commission staff concluded the rezoning is consistent with the comprehensive
plan.

E. FINDINGS OF COMPLIANCE OR NON-COMPLIANCE
WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The rezoning request is in compliance with, and does further the intent of the Goals, 
Objectives, and Policies of the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for 
Unincorporated Hillsborough County. 

F. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A development order is consistent with the comprehensive plan if “the land uses, densities 
or intensities, and other aspects of development permitted by such order…are compatible 
with and further the objectives, policies, land uses, and densities or intensities in the 
comprehensive plan and if it meets all other criteria enumerated by the local government.” 
§ 163.3194(3)(a), Fla. Stat. (2020). Based on the evidence and testimony submitted in
the record and at the hearing, including reports and testimony of Development Services
Staff and Planning Commission staff, applicant’s testimony and evidence, there is
substantial competent evidence demonstrating the requested rezoning is consistent with
the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for Unincorporated Hillsborough County,
and does comply with the applicable requirements of the Hillsborough County Land
Development Code.
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G. SUMMARY

The applicant has requested to rezone the Subject Property to Planned Development to 
allow development of the Subject Property with a maximum of 20,538.2 square feet of 
limited retail and office uses.  

H. RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, this recommendation 
is for APPROVAL of the rezoning request subject to the conditions stated in the 
Development Services Department staff report based on the applicant’s site development 
plan received December 13, 2021 with revisions to the site data table required prior to PD 
site plan certification. 

Pamela Jo Hatley PhD, JD  Date: 
Land Use Hearing Officer 
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Context 
 

 The +/- 2.61 acre subject property is located southwest of Walker Road and US Highway 
301. The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject site from Commercial Neighborhood 
(CN) and Agricultural Rural (AR) to a Planned Development to allow up to 20,538 sq. ft. 
of office and retail uses. 
 

 The site is located within the Urban Service Area and is located within the limits of the 
Thonotosassa Community Plan. 
 

 The subject site’s Future Land Use designation is Residential-4 (RES-4). Typical allowable 
uses in the RES-4 category include residential, suburban scale neighborhood commercial, 
office uses and multi-purpose projects. Non-residential uses shall meet locational criteria. 
Agricultural uses may be permitted pursuant to policies in the agricultural objective areas 
of the Future Land Use Element.  
 

 The RES-4 Future Land Use category is located on all sides. Further north, across US 
Highway 301 is the Suburban-Mixed Use (SMU-6) Future Land Use category. Southeast 
of the site is Residential-12 (RES-12). 
 

 The site has split zoning, with Commercial-Neighborhood (CN) and Agricultural - Rural 
(AR). North of the site is AR, Business-Professional Office (BPO) and Planned 
Development (PD) zoning with single family residential, light commercial (mobile home 
parks), office and vacant commercial. East of the site, across Walker Road, is CN and AR 
zoning with office, single family residential and vacant commercial uses. South of the site 
is AR zoning with a cemetery. West of the site is AR zoning, with light commercial (mobile 
home park) and single family residential uses. 

 
 
Compliance with Comprehensive Plan: 
The following Goals, Objectives and Policies apply to this modification request and are used as a 
basis for a consistency finding. 
 
Future Land Use Element 
 
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. 
Relationship to Land Development Regulations  



PD 21-0701 3 
 

  
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 a functional unit of community 
development.  There is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities and those that 
will emerge in the future. To preserve, protect and enhance neighborhoods and communities, all 
new development must conform to the following policies. 
 
Policy 16.1:  Established and planned neighborhoods and communities shall be protected by 
restricting incompatible land uses through mechanisms such as:  

a) locational criteria for the placement of non-residential uses as identified in this 
Plan, 

b) limiting commercial development in residential land use categories to 
neighborhood scale;  

c) requiring buffer areas and screening devices between unlike land uses; 
 

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.   
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Commercial-Locational Criteria  
 
Objective 22:  To avoid strip commercial development, locational criteria for neighborhood 
serving commercial uses shall be implemented to scale new commercial development consistent 
with the character of the areas and to the availability of public facilities and the market. 
 
Policy 22.1:  The locational criteria for neighborhood serving non-residential uses in specified 
land uses categories will:  

- provide a means of ensuring appropriate neighborhood serving commercial 
development without requiring that all neighborhood commercial sites be designated 
on the Future Land Use Map; 

- establish a maximum square footage for each proposed neighborhood serving 
commercial intersection node to ensure that the scale of neighborhood serving 
commercial development defined as convenience, neighborhood, and general types 
of commercial uses, is generally consistent with surrounding residential character; and 

- establish maximum frontages for neighborhood serving commercial uses at 
intersections ensuring that adequate access exists or can be provided. 

 
Discouraging Strip Commercial Development  
 
Objective 23: To maintain the vehicular capacity of public roads, the County discourages linear 
("strip") non-residential development patterns and the multiple access points which accompany 
such linear neighborhood serving commercial development. 
 
Policy 23.2: Scattered, unplanned retail commercial development shall be discouraged, and 
commercial/office concentration shall be encouraged. 
 
Community Design Component 
 
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:  Thonotosassa Community Plan  
 
Goals 

3. Sense of Community – Ensure that new development maintains and enhances 
Thonotosassa’s unique character and sense of place, and provides a place for community 
activities and events. 
 

4. Rural Character, Open Space and Agriculture – Provide improved yet affordable 
infrastructure and a balance of residential, commercial, and other land uses while 



PD 21-0701 5 
 

maintaining the rural nature of the Thonotosassa area. This goal includes 
encouragement for agriculture, protection of property owners’ rights and values, and the 
establishment of open space and green space and low density, rural residential uses. 

5. Diversity of People, Housing and Uses – Maintain the existing diversity of housing types 
and styles. Provide for commerce and jobs but protect the community identity and limit 
the location, type and size of new businesses to fit the surrounding area. 

 
Comprehensive Plan Strategies 
 

 Form a Thonotosassa Community Advisory Committee to become an effective voice for 
the community. 

 Designate Main Street as Thonotosassa’s downtown, develop a central gathering place 
and make downtown a focal point of commercial and community activity. 

 Establish the community’s boundaries and designate gateways. 
 Require minimum lot sizes of 1 acre for residential development within the Residential-1, 

Agricultural Estate, and Agricultural Rural Future Land Use categories. 
 Protect the area’s rural character. 
 Support agricultural uses throughout the community. 
 Retain the current boundaries of the Urban Service Area and continue to restrict central 

water and sewer services within the Rural Service Area. 
 Allow commercial uses along SR 579 south of Pruett Road to I-4. (Refer to the BOCC 

Action on February 21, 1995 regarding the Land Use Policy on County Road (CR) 579.) 
 By June 2004, a proposal for transfer of development rights and purchase of development 

rights will be presented to the Thonotosassa Community Plan Steering Committee for 
further consideration by the Board of County Commissioners.   

 
Staff Analysis of Goals, Objectives, and Policies: 
The +/- 2.61 acre subject property is located southwest of Walker Road and U.S. Highway 
301. The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject site from Commercial Neighborhood 
(CN) and Agricultural- Rural (AR) to a Planned Development (PD) to allow up to 20,538 sq. 
ft. of office and retail uses. The site is located within the Urban Service Area and is located 
within the limits of the Thonotosassa Community Plan. The maximum allowed FAR is 0.25 
and the sq. ft. is 28,422. The applicant is requesting 20,538 sq. ft and a FAR of 0.18, below 
the maximum density and intensity permitted in the Residential-4 (RES-4) Future Land Use 
category. 
 
The subject property does not meet Commercial-Locational Criteria. The subject property 
is located at the southwestern corner of Walker Road and U.S. Highway 301. Commercial-
Locational Criteria is based on the Future Land Use category of the property and the 
classification of the intersection of roadways as shown on the adopted 2040 Highway Cost 
Affordable Long-Range Transportation Plan. Roadways listed in the table as 2 or 4 lane 
roadways must be shown on the Highway Cost Affordable Long-Range Transportation 
Plan (Policy 22.2, FLUE).  Williams/U.S. Highway 301 is a qualifying intersection but, the 
site is not located within 900 feet of the intersection. Walker Road is a major local roadway. 
A major local must connect to at least two or more collector or higher roadways and/or be 
a primary access road to at least 500 dwelling units from a collector or arterial roadway. 
Due to Walker Road being a major local roadway, Walker Road is also a qualifying 
intersection. Per Policy 22.2, commercial uses need to be located within 300 feet of the 
Walker Road and U.S. Highway 301 intersections. 75% of the subject property is located 
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more than 300 feet outside the intersection node. Consequently, the site does not meet 
commercial locational criteria and a waiver was required.  
 
A waiver has been submitted for review. The waiver was submitted in July, 2021 and states 
that most spaces adjacent to U.S. Highway 301 have been developed for commercial 
activities. The waiver also states that proposing residential or office in place of retail 
commercial spaces would not be economically or financially viable. Unoccupancy of office 
spaces will create vacant areas that may contribute to vandalism and nuisance elements. 
In addition, the waiver states that there will be no potential safety concerns due to the retail 
space and the change will benefit public health. 
 
The overall area contains a mix of uses. There are mainly mobile home parks, office and 
single family residential along the intersection of U.S. Highway 301 and Walker Road. 
Although the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser shows the properties north and 
west of the site as light commercial, these properties are existing mobile homes. South of 
the site is a cemetery.  
 
75 % of the site is approximately 486 feet from the intersection node and is just over the 
300-foot threshold to meet Commercial-Locational Criteria. The originally proposed strip 
commercial development was incompatible with the existing single-family homes and 
mobile home parks adjacent to the site. To meet the neighborhood protection and 
compatibility policies in Objective 16, the applicant has amended the request to only allow 
retail uses on the northern portion of the site. The new proposal will place retail uses 
closest to the intersection node and will only allow office uses on the southern portion of 
the site. The office uses would provide a greater gradual transition of uses moving from 
the more intense retail commercial, at the intersection node, to office uses adjacent to 
existing residential properties. The applicant will be restricting uses for the commercial 
component and the proposed office will restrict medical office uses. The applicant is also 
providing a 20 foot buffer with type B screening on the south and west sides to help 
mitigate for the adjacent single family residential and mobile home uses. The proposed 
modification of commercial development would complement the surrounding land uses 
and is therefore consistent with Objective 16, Policies 16.1, 16.2 and 16.3 of the Future 
Land Use Element (FLUE). 
 
Policy 23.2 discourages scattered, unplanned retail commercial development. The 
proposed development of retail and office uses does fit in with the existing surrounding 
development pattern of office, single family residential, vacant residential and mobile 
homes. The proposed site has been amended to reduce the originally proposed strip retail 
development. The development will have separate retail and office buildings with the more 
intense retail use clustered closest to the intersection node. Based on this, Planning 
Commission staff recommends that the Board approve and grant the waiver for 
Commercial-Locational Criteria. 
 
The subject site is located in the Thonotosassa Community Plan. Goal 3 of the plan seeks 
to provide improved, yet affordable infrastructure and a balance of residential, commercial, 
and other land uses while maintaining the rural nature of the area. Goal 4 provides for 
commerce and jobs but states protecting the community identity by limiting the location, 
type, and size of new businesses to fit the context of the surrounding area. The proposed 
development would fit in with the context of the surrounding area. The proposed 
development fits in with the other office uses along 301, especially with the reduction in 
retail intensity and location restrictions. The proposed development maintains a balance 
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of retail and office uses that provides a compatible transition to the surrounding single 
family residential and mobile home properties. Based on this, the rezoning is consistent 
with the Thonotosassa Community Plan. 

Overall, the proposed Planned Development is consistent with the Goals, Objectives, and 
Policies of the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for Unincorporated 
Hillsborough County, as the proposed development fits with the context of the 
surrounding area. 

Recommendation 
Based upon the above considerations, Planning Commission staff finds the proposed Planned 
Development CONSISTENT with the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for 
Unincorporated Hillsborough County, subject to the conditions proposed by the Development 
Services Department of Hillsborough County. 
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PO Box 1110, Tampa, FL 33601 1110
(813) 272 5600

HCFLGOV.NET

BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

Harry Cohen
Ken Hagan
Pat Kemp

Gwendolyn "Gwen" Myers
Kimberly Overman

Mariella Smith
Stacy R. White

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
Bonnie M. Wise

COUNTY ATTORNEY
Christine M. Beck

INTERNAL AUDITOR
Peggy Caskey

DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
Gregory S. Horwedel

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

GENERAL SITE PLAN REVIEW/CERTIFICATION

Project Name:______________________________________________________

Zoning File:_____________________ Modification:________________________

Atlas Page:_____________________ Submitted:__________________________

To Planner for Review:___________ Date Due:___________________________

Contact Person:_________________ Phone:______________________________

Right Of Way or Land Required for Dedication: Yes No

( ) The Development Services Department HAS NO OBJECTION to this General Site Plan.

( ) The Development Services Department RECOMMENDS DISAPPROVAL of this General
Site Plan for the following reasons:

Reviewed by:___________________________________ Date:_______________

Date Agent/Owner notified of Disapproval:_______________________________

None

Gibsonton Dr. Townhomes

MM (22-0086)

None 02/22/22
02/22/22 ASAP

Michael D. Horner 962-2395/ mdhorner.aicp@gmail.com

✔

✔

Sam Ball 02-22-2022
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COMMENTS





Less Internal Capture: N/A -0 -0 
Less Pass-By Trips: N/A -258 -214 

Less Internal Capture: N/A -4 -2 
Less Pass-By Trips: N/A -0 -12 



Source: Hillsborough County 2020 Level of Service Report



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 

4 Lanes 
Substandard Road 
Sufficient ROW Width 

 Corridor Preservation Plan   
 Site Access Improvements  
 Substandard Road Improvements  
 Other   

Walker Rd. County Local - 
Rural 

2 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 6,155 267 213 
Proposed 456 28 30 
Difference (+/-) (-) 5,699 (-) 239 (-) 183 
*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 X Vehicular & Pedestrian 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: 
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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  



 
Florida Department of Transportation 

RON DESANTIS 
GOVERNOR 

11201 N. McKinley Drive 
Tampa, FL  33612 

KEVIN J. THIBAULT, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

 

www.fdot.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM  
 
 
DATE:  July 28, 2021  
 
TO:   Ashley Rome, Hillsborough County 
 
FROM:  Lindsey Mineer, FDOT  
 
COPIES:  Daniel Santos, FDOT  
      Holly Champion, FDOT 
  Richard Perez, Hillsborough County 
  James Ratliff, Hillsborough County 
  Ram Goel 
 
SUBJECT:  RZ-PD 21-0701, 10710 Walker Road 
 
This project is on a state road, US 301.   
 
The applicant is advised that permits for access to state highways are required, and 
approval is not guaranteed. The applicant is reminded that zoning application and site 
development plan approvals by the local government do not guarantee acceptance of 
external project driveway location(s) on state roads.  
 
It is recommended that the applicant meet with FDOT before zoning approval.  Pre-
application meetings may be made through Ms. Holly Champion at the District Seven 
Tampa Operations offices of the Florida Department of Transportation.   
 
Contact info: 
Holly Champion 
Holly.Champion@dot.state.fl.us 
 
813-612-3365 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

  
END OF MEMO 



           AGENCY REVIEW COMMENT SHEET

NOTE: THIS IS ONLY FOR ESTIMATE PURPOSES, BASED ON THE FEES AT THE TIME THE REVIEW WAS 
MADE. ACTUAL FEES WILL BE ASSESSED BASED ON PERMIT APPLICATIONS RECEIVED AND BASED ON 
THE FEE SCHEDULE AT THE TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. 

TO: DATE:

REVIEWER:

APPLICANT: PETITION NO:

LOCATION:

FOLIO NO:

Estimated Fees:

Project Summary/Description:

Zoning Review, Development Services

Ron Barnes, Impact & Mobility Fee Coordinator

Soney FM LLC - Ram A. Goel

10710 Walker Rd

61121.0000

12/21/2021

21-0701

(Various use types allowed. Estimates are a sample of potential development) 

Single Tenant Office              Retail - Shopping Center                        Multi-Tenant Office 
(Per 1,000 s.f.)                        (Per 1,000 s.f.)                                          (Per 1,000 s.f.) 
Mobility: $9,005                    Mobility: $12,206                                     Mobility: $7,502 
Fire: $158                                Fire: $313                                                  Fire: $158 

Medical Office (>10k s.f.)        
(Per 1,000 s.f.)                          
Mobility: $28,313              
Fire: $158                             

Urban Mobility, Northeast Fire - 21,400 s.f. retail and office space 

***revised fees estimated based on Jan 1, 2022 schedule***
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AVIATION AUTHORITY LAND USE REVIEW 

Hillsborough County - OPTIX 

 

DATE: September 24, 2021   

PROPOSED USE INFORMATION: 

Case No.: 21-0701 Reviewer: Tony Mantegna  

Location: 10710 WALKER RD   

Folio: 61121.0000   

Current use of Land: Vacant   

Zoning: AR   

REQUEST: New Retail   

 

COMMENTS: 

The proposed site falls within Zone "A" on the Airport Height Zoning Map. Any structure 
including construction equipment that exceeds 110' feet Above Mean Sea Level may require an 
Airport Height Zoning Permit and must be reviewed by the Airport Zoning Director. 

 

 Compatible without conditions (see comments above) - Any glint or glare issues identified 
from this project must be mitigated by the petitioner to the satisfaction of the Authority to avoid 
adverse impacts to aviation. 

 

 Not compatible (comments) -       

 

 Compatible with conditions (see comments above) –       

 

cc:  Aviation Authority Zoning Director/Legal/Records Management/Central Records  
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WATER RESOURCE SERVICES
REZONING REVIEW COMMENT SHEET: WATER & WASTEWATER

PETITION NO.:  PD21-0701 REVIEWED BY: Randy Rochelle DATE:  9/20/2021

FOLIO NO.: 61121.0000         

WATER

The property lies within the Hillsborough County Water Service Area. The applicant 
should contact the provider to determine the availability of water service.

No Hillsborough County water line of adequate capacity is presently available.

A 12 inch water main exists (adjacent to the site), (approximately 2850 feet
from the site) and is located south of the subject property within the south Right-of-Way
of Harney Road .

Water distribution improvements may be needed prior to connection to the County’s 
water system.

The nearest CIP water main ( inches), will be located (adjacent to the site), 
(feet from the site at ).  Expected completion date is .

WASTEWATER

The property lies within the Hillsborough County Wastewater Service Area. The
applicant should contact the provider to determine the availability of wastewater service.

No Hillsborough County wastewater line of adequate capacity is presently available.

A 8 inch wastewater force main exists (adjacent to the site), (approximately 
1370 feet from the site) and is located east of the subject property within the east

Right-of-Way of Williams Road. While this site would be a Hillsborough County 
customer, the wastewater in this area is pumped through the City of Temple Terrace 
and there are currently hydraulic limitations between the two systems. Until those are 
resolved, there could be infrastructure improvements required beyond the connection to 
the 8-inch force main on williams Road .

Wastewater distribution improvements may be needed prior to connection to the 
County’s wastewater system.

The nearest CIP wastewater main ( inches), will be located (adjacent to the 
site), (feet from the site at ).  Expected completion date is .    

COMMENTS:   This site is located within the Hillsborough County Urban Service Area, 
therefore the subject property should be served by Hillsborough County Water and
Wastewater Service. This comment sheet does not guarantee water or wastewater
service or a point of connection. Developer is responsible for submitting a utility service 
request at the time of development plan review and will be responsible for any on-site 
improvements as well as possible off-site improvements.



AGENCY REVIEW COMMENT SHEET 
 

TO:  ZONING TECHNICIAN, Planning Growth Management DATE: 26 May 2021 

REVIEWER:   Bernard W. Kaiser, Conservation and Environmental Lands Management 
APPLICANT:   Ram Goel PETITION NO:  RZ-PD 21-0701 
LOCATION:   10710 Walker Rd, Thonotosassa, FL  33592 
FOLIO NO:   61121.0000 SEC: 18   TWN: 28   RNG: 20 

 

 

 

  This agency has no comments. 

 

  This agency has no objection. 

 

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

 

 This agency objects, based on the listed or attached conditions. 

   

COMMENTS:        . 
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TRANSCRIPT























































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

              EXHIBITS SUBMITTED 

       DURING THE ZHM HEARING 

 



HEARING TYPE: ZHM, PHM, VRH, LUHO                   DATE:_ January 18, 2022____                

HEARING MASTER: Pamela Jo Hatley        PAGE: _1_OF_1_   

  

 

F:\Groups\WPODOCS\Zoning\Hearing Forms\Hearing – Exhibit List 

APPLICATION # SUBMITTED BY EXHIBITS SUBMITTED HRG. MASTER 
YES OR NO 

RZ 21-0110 Brian Grady   1.  Revised Staff Report Yes - Copy 

RZ 21-0110 Todd Pressman   2.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

RZ 21-0110 Scott Fitzpatrick   3.  Opponent Letter No 

RZ 21-0701 Thomas Curley   1.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

RZ 21-0744 William Molloy   1.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

RZ 21-0748 Brian Grady   1.  Revised Staff Report Yes - Copy 

RZ 21-0748 Elise Batsel   2.  Applicant Presentation Packet Yes - Copy 

MM 21-1226 Brian Grady   1.  Revised Staff Report Yes - Copy 

MM 21-1226 Kami Corbett   2.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

RZ 21-1336 Nicole Beugebauer   1.  Applicant Presentation Packet Yes - Copy 

MM 22-0086 Michael Horner   1.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

RZ 22-0105 Brian Grady   1.  Revised Staff Report Yes - Copy 

RZ 22-0105 Ryan McCaffrey   2.  Applicant Rep Map No 

RZ 22-0115 Todd Pressman   1.  Applicant Presentation Packet No 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 















TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2022 
 
 

2 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0110. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls applicant.  

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Michelle Heinrich, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents. 

Scott Fitzpatrick, opponent, presents testimony/submits exhibit.  

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions to applicant rep.  

Todd Pressman, applicant rep answers ZHM questions and continues rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes RZ 21-0110.  

C. REZONING STANDARD (RZ-STD): 

C.1. RZ 22-0025 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0025. 

Lisa Wilson, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions to applicant rep. 

Lisa Wilson, applicant rep, answers ZHM questions/continues testimony. 

Sam Ball, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant/closes RZ 20-0025. 

C.2. RZ 22-0115 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0115. 

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Isis Brown, Development Services, staff report. 



JANUARY 18, 2022 – ZONING HEARING MASTER 
 
 

The Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM), Hillsborough County, Florida, met in Regular 
Meeting, scheduled for Tuesday, January 18, 2022, at 6:00 p.m., held 
virtually. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls the meeting to order. 

A. WITHDRAWALS AND CONTINUANCES 

Brian Grady, Development Services, reviewed 
changes/withdrawals/continuances. 

D.5. RZ 21-0864 

Application W/D. 

A.17 RZ 21-1337 

Brian Grady, Development Services, continues to February 14, 2022, 
hearing. 

D.10. MM 22-0087 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls MM 22-0087  

Michael Horner, applicant rep, presents testimony.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM calls proponents/opponents/continues MM 22-0087 to 
the March 14, 2022, 6:00 p.m., hearing. 

Brian Grady, Development Services, continues withdrawals/continuances.  

A.25. MM 22-0090 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, hears request to continue MM 22-0090. 

Michael Horner, applicant rep, requests continuance. 

Brian Grady, Development Services, announces ZHM April hearing date.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls proponents/opponents/continues MM 22-0090 to 
the April 18, 2022, hearing at 6:00 p.m.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, overview of ZHM process. 
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Senior Assistant County Attorney Cameron Clark, overview of oral 
argument/ZHM process. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, Oath.  

B. REMANDS 

B.1. RZ 21-0110 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0110. 

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Michelle Heinrich, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents. 

Scott Fitzpatrick, opponent, presents testimony/submits exhibit.  

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions to applicant rep.  

Todd Pressman, applicant rep answers ZHM questions and continues rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes RZ 21-0110.  

C. REZONING STANDARD (RZ-STD): 

C.1. RZ 22-0025 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0025. 

Lisa Wilson, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions to applicant rep. 

Lisa Wilson, applicant rep, answers ZHM questions/continues testimony. 

Sam Ball, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep/closes RZ 20-0025. 
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C.2. RZ 22-0115 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0115. 

Todd Pressman, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Isis Brown, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep. 

Brian Grady, Development Services, offers correction to the record. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls applicant rebuttal/closes RZ 22-0115. 

C.3. RZ 22-0201 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0201. 

John LaRocca, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Chris Grandlienard, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents. 

Andrea Diaz, opponent, presents testimony. 

James Lavallee, opponent, presents testimony.  

Antje Rivera, opponent, presents testimony.  

Alex Pernas, opponent, presents testimony.  

Brandy Meyer, opponent, presents testimony. 

Osvaldo Enrique, opponent, presents testimony.  

Brian Grady, Development Services, enters correction to the record. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for applicant rebuttal and summation.   

John LaRocca, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.   
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Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes application RZ 22-0201. 

D. REZONING-PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (RZ-PD) & MAJOR MODIFICATION (MM): 

D.1. RZ 21-0701  

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0701. 

Shivam Kapse, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Kevie Defranc, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant. 

Thomas Curley, opponent, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions opponent. 

Thomas Curley, opponent, answers ZHM question and continues testimony.   

Marvin Garrett, opponent, presents testimony.  

Michael Jones, opponent, presents testimony.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls opponents/Development Services. 

James Ratliff, Transportation Review Section, Development Services, 
presents testimony.  

Shivam Kapse, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.   

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes application RZ 21-0701.  

D.2. RZ 21-0744 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0744. 

Sean Cashen, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

William Sullivan, applicant rep, presents testimony.  

William Molloy, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Timothy Lampkin, Development Services, staff report. 



TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2022 
 
 

5 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents. 

Hunter Wessinger, opponent, presents testimony.  

Bryce Manley, opponent, presents testimony.  

Kevin Koudela, opponent, presents testimony. 

Linda Skidmore, opponent, presents testimony.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for applicant rebuttal. 

William Molloy, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.   

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, questions to applicant rep. 

William Molloy, applicant rep, answers ZHM and continues testimony. 

William Sullivan, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes RZ 21-0744. 

 D.3. RZ 21-0745 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0745. 

Clayton Bricklemeyer, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Timothy Lampkin, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents.  

Greg VanBebber, opponent, presents testimony. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls opponents/Development Services/applicant rep. 

Clayton Bricklemeyer, applicant rep, presents rebuttal.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes RZ 21-0745. 
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D.4. RZ 21-0748 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-0748. 

Elise Batsel, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Michelle Heinrich, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep/closes RZ 21-0748. 

D.6. RZ 21-1042 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-1042. 

John LaRocca, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Kevie Defranc, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant/closes RZ 21-1042.  

D.7. MM 21-1226 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls MM 21-1226. 

Kami Corbett, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Kevie Defranc, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep/closes MM 21-1226. 

D.8. RZ 21-1336 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 21-1336. 

Nicole Neugebauer, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Kevie Defranc, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 
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Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep. 

Nicole Neugebauer, applicant rep, enters correction for the record.  

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM closes RZ 21-1336. 

D.9. MM 22-0086 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls MM 22-0086 and enters correction 
for the record. 

Michael Horner, applicant rep, presents testimony/submits exhibits. 

Brian Grady, Development Services, addresses applicant rep questions.  

Sam Ball, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep. 

Michael Horner, applicant rep, presents additional testimony. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, closes MM 22-0086.  

D.11. RZ 22-0096 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0096. 

Clayton Brickelmeyer, applicant rep, presents testimony. 

Kevie Defranc, Development Services, staff report. 

Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep/closes RZ 22-0096. 

D.12. RZ 22-0105 

Brian Grady, Development Services, calls RZ 22-0105. 

Ryan McCaffrey, applicant rep, presents testimony and submits exhibit. 

Tania Chapela, Development Services, staff report. 
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Jillian Massey, Planning Commission, staff report. 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, calls for proponents/opponents/Development 
Services/applicant rep/closes RZ 22-0105. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Pamela Jo Hatley, ZHM, adjourns the meeting. 
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