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APPLICATION: RZ-STD 20-1282
ZHM HEARING DATE: February 15, 2021
BOCC MEETING DATE: April 13, 2021 CASE REVIEWER: Tania C. Chapela

Application Review Summary and Recommendation
1.0 Summary

1.1 Project Narrative

The request is to rezone approximately 4.79 acres from RSC-4 (Residential, Single Family) to
RMC-12 (Residential, Multi-Family). The property is in the intersection of Livingston Avenue
and Fiddlers Lane, in Lutz.

1.2 Evaluation of Existing and Planned Public Facilities

This site is located within the City of Tampa Water and Waste Water Area. Developer is
responsible for submitting a utility services request at the time of development plan review and
will be responsible for any on-site improvements as well as possible off-site improvements.

1.3 Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The proposed rezoning would allow for development that is CONSISTENT with the Goals,
Objectives and Policies of the Future of Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan and is not
compatible with the existing development pattern found in the surrounding area.

1.4 Compatibility

The surrounding is a residential area with single-family conventional homes and multi-family
developments along Livingston Avenue with RSC-3, RSC-4, RMC-12, RMC-16, and PD Zoning
Districts. The adjacent property to the north is zoned RSC-3 (Residential Single Family) and it is
occupied with single-family homes. The property to the east is zoned PD 81-0105 and developed
with 40 single-family units. The properties to the east, across Livingston Avenue, are zoned RSC-
6 (Residential, Single Family) and developed with single-family conventional dwellings. Across
Fiddlers Lane, to the south is a vacant land zoned RSC-6.

Several multi-family developments are existing along Livingston Avenue, nearing the subject
property, to the south. To the west of Livingston avenue is a mobile home park zoned PD 91-0039
approved for 65 units, and a multi-family development with 448 dwelling units zoned RMC-16.
To the east are two properties zoned RMC-12 170 units, and 312 apartment units, separately. The
RMC-12 zoning district is compatible with the RES-12 Future Land Use Designation since both
categories allow for multi-family uses with a density of up to 12 dwelling units per acre.

1.5 Agency Comments

Transportation
Transportation Review Section staff has no objection to this request. The proposed rezoning would
result in an increase of trips potentially generated by development of the subject site by an
estimated 379 average daily trips, an estimated 23 trips in the a.m. peak hour, and 28 trips in the
p.m. peak hour.




APPLICATION: RZ-STD 20-1282
ZHM HEARING DATE: February 15, 2021
BOCC MEETING DATE: April 13, 2021 CASE REVIEWER: Tania C. Chapela

Livingston Avenue is considered a substandard road. The developer will be required to improve S
Livingston Avenue (between the project entrance and the nearest standard roadway) to current
County standards unless otherwise approved through the Section 6.04.02.B. administrative
variance process. As this is a Euclidean zoning request, the administrative variance and/or design
exception from the TTM will be considered at the time of plat/site/construction plan review.
Livingston Avenue is shown on the Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan as a future
4-lane roadway. Therefore, up to 37.5 feet of preservation would be required on either side.

1.6 Exibits
Exhibit 1: Aerial Map
Exhibit 2: Zoning Map

2.0 Recommendation

Staff finds the proposed zoning district RMC-12 (Residential, Multi-Family) compatible with the
surrounding development and zoning pattern. Staff recommends approval of the request.

Staff's Recommendation: Approvable

Zoning
Administrator

. J. Brian Grady
Slgn—off: on Feb 82021 14:23:35
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COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH
LAND USE HEARING OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

Application number:

RZ 20-1282

Hearing date:

February 15, 2021

Applicant: Russell Versaggi

Request: Rezone a 4.79-acre parcel from RSC-4 to RMC-12
Location: Livingston Avenue and Fiddlers Lane, Lutz

Parcel size: 4.79 acres

Existing zoning:

Residential, Single Family (RSC-4)

Future land use designation:

Residential-12 (12 du/ga; 0.50/0.35 FAR)

Service area:

Urban

Community planning area:

N/A
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A. APPLICATION REVIEW

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF REPORT
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APPLICATION: RZ-STD 20-1282
ZHM HEARING DATE: February 15,2021
BOCC MEETING DATE: April 13, 2021 CASE REVIEWER: Tania C. Chapela

Application Review Summary and Recommendation
1.0 Summary

1.1 Project Narrative

The request is to rezone approximately 4.79 acres from RSC-4 (Residential, Single Family) to
RMC-12 (Residential, Multi-Family). The property is in the intersection of Livingston Avenue
and Fiddlers Lane, in Lutz.

1.2 Evaluation of Existing and Planned Public Facilities

This site is located within the City of Tampa Water and Waste Water Area. Developer is
responsible for submitting a utility services request at the time of development plan review and
will be responsible for any on-site improvements as well as possible off-site improvements.

1.3 Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The proposed rezoning would allow for development that is CONSISTENT with the Goals,
Objectives and Policies of the Future of Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan and is not
compatible with the existing development pattern found in the surrounding area.

1.4 Compatibility

The surrounding is a residential area with single-family conventional homes and multi-family
developments along Livingston Avenue with RSC-3, RSC-4, RMC-12, RMC-16, and PD Zoning
Districts. The adjacent property to the north is zoned RSC-3 (Residential Single Family) and it is
occupied with single-family homes. The property to the east is zoned PD 81-0105 and developed
with 40 single-family units. The properties to the east, across Livingston Avenue, are zoned RSC-
6 (Residential, Single Family) and developed with single-family conventional dwellings. Across
Fiddlers Lane, to the south is a vacant land zoned RSC-6.

Several multi-family developments are existing along Livingston Avenue, nearing the subject
property, to the south. To the west of Livingston avenue is a mobile home park zoned PD 91-0039
approved for 65 units, and a multi-family development with 448 dwelling units zoned RMC-16.
To the east are two properties zoned RMC-12 170 units, and 312 apartment units, separately. The
RMC-12 zoning district is compatible with the RES-12 Future Land Use Designation since both
categories allow for multi-family uses with a density of up to 12 dwelling units per acre.

1.5 Agency Comments

Transportation
Transportation Review Section staff has no objection to this request. The proposed rezoning would
result in an increase of trips potentially generated by development of the subject site by an
estimated 379 average daily trips, an estimated 23 trips in the a.m. peak hour, and 28 trips in the
p.m. peak hour.
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APPLICATION: RZ-STD 20-1282
ZHM HEARING DATE: February 15,2021
BOCC MEETING DATE: April 13, 2021 CASE REVIEWER: Tania C. Chapela

Livingston Avenue is considered a substandard road. The developer will be required to improve S
Livingston Avenue (between the project entrance and the nearest standard roadway) to current
County standards unless otherwise approved through the Section 6.04.02.B. administrative
variance process. As this is a Euclidean zoning request, the administrative variance and/or design
exception from the TTM will be considered at the time of plat/site/construction plan review.
Livingston Avenue is shown on the Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan as a future
4-lane roadway. Therefore, up to 37.5 feet of preservation would be required on either side.

1.6 Exibits
Exhibit 1: Aerial Map
Exhibit 2: Zoning Map

2.0 Recommendation

Staff finds the proposed zoning district RMC-12 (Residential, Multi-Family) compatible with the
surrounding development and zoning pattern. Staff recommends approval of the request.

Staff's Recommendation: Approvable

Zoning
Administrator

. J.Brian Grady
Sign-off: on Feb 82021142335
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B. HEARING SUMMARY

This case was heard by the Hillsborough County Land Use Hearing Officer on February
15, 2021. Mr. Brian Grady of the Hillsborough County Development Services Department
introduced the petition.

Applicant
Mr. Jesse Blackstock spoke on behalf of the applicant. Mr. Blackstock introduced the
applicant, Russell Versaggi, and traffic consultant Michael Yates, who were in attendance.

Mr. Blackstock stated the subject property is in Lutz, located at the intersection of
Livingston Avenue and a private drive called Fiddlers Lane. He stated the property
consists of approximately 4.94 acres and has a small jurisdictional wetland of about one-
half acre in the northeast corner.

Mr. Blackstock stated the applicant is requesting to rezone the property from RSC-4 to
RMC-12, which is in accordance with the Res-12 Future Land Use category. Mr.
Blackstock stated the Res-12 land use category would allow up to a maximum density of
12 units per acre, which would yield approximately 59 units on the 4.94-acre parcel. He
explained the subject property could yield approximately 41 residential townhomes based
on the existing wetland, access roadway, stormwater management, and landscape
buffers. He stated this is what the applicant is proposing and he could show a site plan.

Mr. Blackstock stated the Planning Commission found the proposed rezoning to be
consistent with the comprehensive plan. He stated an existing development called
Fiddlers Cove is located immediately west of the applicant’s project and has similar
density and is zoned PD with Res-12 Future Land Use category. Mr. Blackstock stated
the applicant has communicated with Fiddlers Cove property association members. Mr.
Blackstock stated he was aware of some opponents who were in attendance to speak on
behalf of surrounding residents.

Mr. Blackstock projected the applicant’s site plan and stated the county’s transportation
staff, including Mr. Williams, consider the project to be de minimis because the number
of trips do not warrant a traffic study or access-related detail, or a left turn lane from
Livingston Avenue. Mr. Blackstone entered into the record a copy of the trip generation
estimate that was prepared by Mr. Yates. Mr. Blackstone stated Livingston Avenue is a
substandard roadway and improvements might be required as a result. He stated road
improvements will be addressed at the time of site plan permitting. Mr. Blackstone stated
Livingston Avenue is operating at a Level of Service C, which is acceptable in
Hillsborough County. Mr. Blackstone entered into the record the County’s Level of Service
Report from 2019.

Mr. Blackstone requested the Hearing Officer to enter a favorable recommendation.
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Development Services Department

Ms. Tania Chapela, Hillsborough County Development Services Department, presented
a summary of the findings and analysis as detailed in the staff report previously submitted
into the record. She stated Development Services staff finds the proposed rezoning to
RMC-12 is compatible with the surrounding development and zoning pattern, and staff
recommends approval.

Planning Commission

Ms. Melissa Lienhard, 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. She stated the Planning Commission staff finds the
proposed rezoning consistent with the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for
Unincorporated Hillsborough County.

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. There were several persons who wished to speak.
The hearing officer stated the opponents have 15 minutes total.

Mr. Todd Pressman stated he was speaking as agent for the communities of Fiddlers
Cove, High Oaks, Regal Oaks, Curry Cove, and Silver Forrest. He stated there are
approximately 700 signatures on an opposition petition in the record. Mr. Pressman noted
the hearing room was filled to capacity with persons in opposition, and he asked them to
stand. Mr. Pressman estimated there were 60 persons or more in the hearing room who
stood in opposition.

Mr. Pressman stated the communities are concerned with the issues of density
compatibility and housing type compatibility. Mr. Pressman noted the Planning
Commission staff report stated much of the surrounding area is developed with residential
uses of suburban to urban densities. He stated this calls into question the Planning
Commission observed much different densities and capacities, yet at the same time its
report finds the rezoning consistent.

Mr. Pressman projected an aerial photograph showing the subject property is surrounded
by single-family homes. Mr. Pressman stated there was a lot of talk about different zoning
categories. He stated the aerial photograph shows one little area of the 12 densities, and
everything else is R-3 capacity.

Mr. Pressman projected a Future Land Use Map excerpt of the area. He stated,

“everything to the north is R-2, to the east is R-1, R-4 is to the west.” Mr. Pressman stated,
“there is a small area of R-12 to the south.” Mr. Pressman concluded “the actual area is
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many fold less than what the applicant is requesting.” He pointed out, “a Future Land Use
category is not entitled to go to the maximum. It simply is the maximum.”

Mr. Pressman stated Policy 16.8 requires the overall density and lot size of new
residential development shall reflect the character of the surrounding area. He stated that
looking at the Future Land Use Map and surrounding zoning, that did not appear to be
the case. Mr. Pressman stated Objective 12.1 requires new development to recognize
existing community and be designed in a way that is compatible. He stated in his opinion
it can not be compatible with that high density with the surrounding categories many fold
less than what is proposed. Mr. Pressman stated Policy 12-1.4 provides compatibility may
be achieved through utilization of site design techniques that include height, scale, mass,
and bulk of structures. He stated that as multifamily, those will be different than a
suburban single-family that surrounds the area.

Mr. Pressman stated there is also concern in terms of the buffering aspects. He said he
has been told 50 percent of the wetlands are coming out. He asked, “How much of a
buffer will be left and will that be compatible under Policy 12-1.4.” Mr. Pressman stated
that Policy 16.10 requires any density increase to be compatible with existing proposed
and planned surrounding development. He stated that looking at the Future Land Use
Map and surrounding zonings, that does not appear to be the case.

Mr. Pressman stated he had one telephone conversation with the developer, and there
was a request by the citizens Mr. Pressman represents, and that a large number state
was rebuffed, and they would like to have had a chance to try and work the plan a little
better, but that was not agreed to.

Mr. Tom Johnston stated he lives due west of the proposed development on Curry Road,
and he has lived there for 35 years. He stated that back when his first wife was ill he
wanted to run his business out of his home rather than in his office. He wanted to put a
12 x 18-inch sign next to his driveway for customers who would have to come to his home.
He was told that was incompatible. Mr. Johnston stated that later he checked in to building
a two-store garage with a second story where he could have his computers and file
servers. He stated he was told that was incompatible with the area. He said he was
curious, now that homes are all the way around this parcel, when was it changed so that
this becomes compatible. Mr. Johnston stated that putting a multifamily, high density in
the middle of single-family homes that run from $350,000 to $800,000 does not seem
compatible to him. He concluded, “l would encourage you to turn this down.”

Mr. Zachery Burke stated he lives in Fiddlers Cove and that he spoke for most members
of the owners’ association when he said there are a lot of concerns. He stated the
compatibility of the request does not fit in with his community. Mr. Burke stated it is a very
quiet community, just single-family homes. He stated he is very concerned about traffic
that will be added onto Livingston Avenue due to the extra volume. He stated that pulling
out of his neighborhood from Fiddlers Lane on Livingston Avenue there is so much traffic
it is almost impossible to even turn left. He stated he is also concerned about a decrease
in property values because a lot of the appeal to his neighborhood is the quietness of it,
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and all the trees and just the nature that is provided. He stated he is concerned about the
buffer because his community has amenities, and there will not be enough of a border
between the two communities. He stated that people will use his community pool and
things of that nature. Mr. Burke added that he is the president of the Fiddlers Cove
association.

The hearing officer stated the opposition has 8 minutes left.

Ms. Lauren Shepard stated she lives with her husband on High Oaks Lane in Lutz. She
stated her fence literally sits right before the subject property. She noted the number of
people in the hearing room despite the pandemic. She stated the community needs help
and these are families in need at a very uncertain time. She stated that as a newlywed
16 years ago she and her husband could have lived anywhere. She stated they were
living in south Tampa and liked it there. She stated it was a little congested and a “really
cookie-cutter type of homes” where they were at. She said they decided to find a beautiful
place to raise their family. They said, “Let's have some more land, quiet, trees, peaceful
community.” Ms. Shepard stated she decided to take her husband to Lutz, and she told
him, “that's where we belong.” She explained that they looked down a street that was
covered in canopied with beautiful live oaks, a community of single-family homes. She
said they knew there was property behind them that would years down the road quite
possibly there could be more homes there. She said that was okay, perfectly fine, and
single-family homes made sense to them. Ms. Shepard said she and her husband want
to live somewhere with privacy, quiet, really cozy living, wildlife, huge trees, lots of
preserve. She said they knew immediately Lutz was for them. She said 16 single-family
homes makes sense, but 40 does not. She asked the hearing officer to listen to the people
who are in attendance in red. She said they need help and want to stay in their homes
and keep their value.

The hearing officer stated the opponents have a little over 5 minutes and 40 seconds left.

Ms. Maria Elena D’Amico stated she lives on Darnell Road in Lutz. She stated she wished
to add her name and her husband’s name to the list of people opposed to the rezoning.
She stated she is a long-time resident of Lutz and she bought her home in 2001. She
stated she and her husband loved it because of the large piece of land. She stated this is
not New Tampa, and not a formal subdivision. Ms. D’Amico stated they loved the trees
and privacy, and that is what made it appealing to them. She stated they understand the
land will be sold and built upon, and that is not a problem. She stated that keeping it as
an ASC-1 zoning or Residential-4 zoning would be wonderful. She stated that multi-family
zoning does not fit with the community because everything around it is on a half an acre
or more. She stated developers have come in before and tried to put multi-family zoning
in and the community has gotten together and discussed it with them and decided that
multi-family zoning was not good for the neighborhood. She stated that in 2019 a
developer wanted to put in multi-family on land to the north and west of the subject
property. She stated they were able to work on larger single-family homes to be put into
the area. She stated that in 2001 Deer Park Preserve had originally proposed 200
townhomes and 100 houses. She said the community came out in force and said
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“absolutely not, this is Lutz. We like larger land. We like our privacy. This will not work.”
Ms. D’Amico stated they were able to get them to 50 or 60-foot lots and 100-feet deep,
and the homes there have 1,700 to 2,000 square feet. Ms. D’Amico stated the multi-family
homes are half a mile south of the subject property. She stated she chose to be “up here”
because she did not want to be around all the multi-family. She said it does not fit the
neighborhood and value-wise, residential-wise, this will hurt their values.

The hearing officer asked how many speakers were online who wished to speak. There
were 12 people signed up and a few were raising their hands indicating they wished to
speak. The hearing officer told the opponents there was about 3 and a half minutes left.
She asked everyone appearing virtually to state their name and state if they are in
opposition to the rezoning.

Mr. Alan Vernick stated he lives on Curry Road in Lutz and is in opposition.

Mr. Carl Brown stated he lives on Curry Road and he and his wife are both in strong
opposition to the development.

Mr. John Lax stated he and his wife, Robin, live on Darnell Road in Lutz, immediately
across the road from the subject property and they are in strong opposition.

Mr. Doug Tibbett stated he and his wife, Brittany, live on Victarra Circle in Lutz, and are
against the development.

Ms. Jan DeCamp Brown stated she lives on Curry Road and is opposed to the
development because of the severe incompatibility with the surrounding area.

Mr. John Stephens stated he and Cheryl Stephens live on High Oaks Lane in Lutz and
wished to go on record as being in opposition to the proposed rezoning.

Ms. Heidi Taylor stated she is representing Audrey Major, who lives on Curry Road in
Lutz, and she is in opposition to the development.

Ms. Lesley Miller stated she and her husband, Kevin, live on Victarra Circle in Lutz, and
they are both in opposition.

Ms. Shirley Gastmann stated she lives on Curry Road and is “most definitely against this
high-density development.”

Development Services Department
Mr. Grady stated there were no further comments for Hillsborough County Development
Services.

Applicant Rebuttal

Mr. Blackstock stated said he wanted to address some of the main concerns, and wanted
to ask some procedural questions related to a continuance to think about getting with the
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residents and talking. He stated the applicant, Mr. Versaggi, did meet with Fiddlers Cove
association several times either via telephone or in person.

Mr. Blackstock stated the main concerns he heard were density and housing type. He
stated the applicant is asking for Euclidian zoning for a multi-family development, which
does allow for more than just a townhome unit. Mr. Blackstock stated the developer is
willing to enter into a deed restriction or something similar that would restrict development
to traditional two-story townhome units and not be three-story, or garden-style apartments
or other in order to use the RMC-12 zoning designation.

Mr. Blackstock stated the second issue of density was a bit of a struggle to understand
because there is the same density next to and south of the subject property. He stated a
couple of parcels south have RMC-16 zoning and traditional garden-style apartments and
other traditional-style townhome developments. Mr. Blackstock stated the applicant is
trying to meet with the character of that property, acknowledging the subject property is
on the northern tip of the Res-12 density. He stated the applicant is trying to utilize and
mimic what has been done to the south over the years. He stated the high Level of Service
of C on the road is a “win-win.”

Mr. Blackstock stated that he wanted to ask the procedural question because the
applicant’s request is a standard rezoning so there will not be conditions. He said he is
not sure how that would work out as part of the request to have some kind of deed
restriction.

Mr. Grady answered Mr. Blackstock’s question and stated the applicant could in this
process offer a restriction to limit development to townhomes only. Mr. Grady stated if the
applicant desired to go on the record now and state that development will be restricted to
townhomes for consideration of the hearing officer he could do so.

Mr. Blackstock stated yes, and said he looked at Mr. Versaggi, who agreed.

Mr. Grady confirmed Mr. Blackstock was offering up the restriction to limit development
to townhomes.

Mr. Blackstock confirmed the applicant was offering that restriction and stated that had
always been the intent. He stated that is a challenge with not having a Planned
Development in place.

The hearing officer asked Mr. Blackstock to clarify the restriction that he is offering. Mr.
Blackstock stated, “townhome developments, traditional townhomes, not anything
beyond.”

Mr. Grady confirmed, “Limit the use to townhomes.” Mr. Blackstock stated “Yeah.” Mr.
Grady told Mr. Blackstock that if he desired a continuance the application would have to
be continued to the April 19th zoning hearing master meeting. Mr. Blackstock declined
the continuance and stated the applicant was going to move forward.
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The hearing officer closed the hearing on item 20-1282.
C. EVIDENCE SUBMITTED

Mr. Blackstock entered into the record at the hearing the following documentary evidence:
(1) Estimated Project Trip Ends; (2) Hillsborough County 2019 Level of Service Report.

Mr. Pressman entered into the record at the hearing the following documentary evidence:
(1) Future Land Use Map excerpt; (2) Zoning Map excerpt; (3) an aerial photo depicting
single family uses on surrounding properties.

D. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The subject property consists of approximately 4.79 acres of undeveloped land
located in Lutz at the intersection of Livingston Avenue and Fiddlers Lane.

2. The subject property is designated Residential-12 on the Future Land Use Map,
which allows a density of 12 dwelling units per gross acre. The subject property is
within the Urban Service Area and is not within the boundaries of the Lutz
Community Plan.

3. The subject property is currently zoned Residential, Single-Family Conventional-4.

4. The area surrounding the subject property is developed with a mix of single-family
conventional and multi-family housing. Properties along Livingston Avenue are
zoned RSC-3, RSC-4, RMC-12, RMC-16, and PD. Properties immediately
adjacent to the subject property are zoned RSC-3 to the north, PD 81-0105 to the
east, RSC-6 to the south, and RSC-6 to the west.

5. The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property to Residential, Multi-
Family-12.

6. The applicant has agreed to restrict development of the subject property to
traditional townhome development.

7. The proposed rezoning will allow development that is comparable to and
compatible with the established mix of residential development along this segment
of Livingston Avenue and the surrounding area.

8. The proposed rezoning to RMC-12 is consistent with the Residential-12 Future
Land Use Map designation.

9. The proposed density of 12 units per gross acre is the maximum allowed in the
Residential-12 Future Land Use designation. The rezoning to RMC-12 furthers
comprehensive plan policy 1.2, which requires development within the Urban
Services Area in land use categories allowing 4 units per acre or greater to occur
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at a density of at least 75% of the allowable density of the applicable land use
category.

10.The proposed rezoning will allow development that furthers comprehensive plan
policies that encourage a variety of lot sizes and gradual transitions of intensities
between land uses.

E. FINDING OF COMPLIANCE OF 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, and opponents’
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.

G. SUMMARY

The applicant is seeking to rezone a 4.79-acre parcel from to RSC-4 to RMC-12. The
applicant offered and has agreed to restrict development on the subject property to
traditional townhomes.

H. RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, this recommendation
is for approval of the rezoning request with a restriction for traditional townhome
development.

Pamely (o Hattoy March 3. 2021
Pamela Jo Hétley, PhD, dD Date
Land Use Hearing Officer
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Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 — 272 - 5940

601 E Kennedy Blvd
18" floor

Tampa, FL, 33602

Hillsborough County

City-County

Planning Commission

Unincorporated Hillsborough County Rezoning

Hearing Date:
February 15, 2021

Report Prepared:
February 2, 2021

Petition: 20-1282
No Address (folio: 34639.0000)

In the vicinity of Livingston Avenue and Fiddlers
Lane

Summary Data:

Comprehensive Plan Finding:

CONSISTENT

Adopted Future Land Use:

Residential-12 (12 du/ga; 0.50/0.35 FAR)

Service Area

Urban

Community Plan:

N/A

Requested Zoning:

Residential Single-Family Conventional — 4
(RSC-4) to Residential Multi-family Conventional-
12 (RMC-12)

Parcel Size (Approx.):

4.79 +/- acres (208,652.4 square feet)

Street Functional
Classification:

Livingston Avenue — County Arterial
Fiddlers Lane — Local

Locational Criteria

N/A

Evacuation Zone

The subject property is not in an Evacuation Zone




Context

o The 4.79 +/- acre subject site is located directly northeast and adjacent to the Livingston
Avenue and Fiddlers Lane intersection. It is in the Urban Service Area and falls outside of the
limits of the Lutz Community Plan. The applicant indicates that they would like rezone the
parcel from Residential Single-Family Conventional - 4 (RSC-4) to Residential Multi-Family
Conventional - 12 (RMC-12).

e The subject site is designated as Residential - 12 (RES-12) on the Future Land Use Map.
Typical allowable uses within the RES - 12 Future Land Use category includes residential,
urban scale neighborhood commercial, office uses, multi-purpose projects and mixed use
development. Non-residential uses shall meet established locational criteria for specific land
use.

o RES-12 and Natural Preservation (N) are located to the east and south of the subject site. To
the west and north are Residential-4 (RES-4), Residential-1 (RES-1) and the N Future Land
Use category.

e The subject site is currently zoned Residential Single-Family Conventional — 4 (RSC-4).
Agricultural Single-Family Conventional - 1 (ASC-1) and Residential Single-Family
Conventional-3 (RSC-3), are located to the north of the site. To the south, is zoned Residential
Single-Family Conventional - 6 (RSC-6) and RSC-3. Planned Development and RSC-3 are
located to the east of the site. To the west properties are zoned RSC-6.

e The subject site is undeveloped. Directly north of the site are residential single-family homes
and undeveloped parcels. Single-family homes and a large undeveloped parcel are located
further east of the subject site. To the west along Livingston Avenue are townhomes, a mobile
home Planned Development (PD) and a residential single-family home development. The
large parcel immediately to the south is also undeveloped.

¢ In the northeast corner of the subject site is an identified wetland area that is 0.49 +/- acres in
size.

Compliance with Comprehensive Plan:
The following Goals, Objectives, and Policies apply to this rezoning request and are used as a
basis for a consistency finding.

Future Land Use Element

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 1.2: Minimum Density All new residential or mixed use land use categories within the
USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities.

Within the USA and in categories allowing 4 units per acre or greater, new development or
redevelopment shall occur at a density of at least 75% of the allowable density of the land use
category, unless the development meets the criteria of Policy 1.3.



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.

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 emerge in the future. To preserve and protect 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:
o the creation of like uses; or
creation of complementary uses; or

[ ]
e mitigation of adverse impacts; and
e fransportation/pedestrian connections

Policy 16.7: Residential neighborhoods shall be designed to include an efficient system of
internal circulation and street stub-outs to connect adjacent neighborhoods together.

Policy 16.8: The overall density and lot sizes of new residential projects shall reflect the character
of the surrounding area, recognizing the choice of lifestyles described in this Plan.

Policy 16.11: Within residential projects, site planning techniques shall be encouraged to ensure
a variety and variation of lot sizes, block faces, setbacks and housing types.

COMMUNITY DESIGN COMPONENT
2.0 COUNTY LEVEL DESIGN
2.1 MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

GOAL 1: Plan a pattern of compact, livable and walkable neighborhoods and communities within
the urban service area which are supported by locally-oriented employment, goods and services.

OBJECTIVE 1-1: Make it easier to develop in a traditional urban pattern in the Urban Service
Area of the County.

Policy 1-1.1: Encourage and provide incentives for developers to utilize traditional neighborhood
development patterns, which encompasses the following policies:

RZ 20-1282 3



o Neighborhood identity - compatibility with unique components of the neighborhood,
distinctively designed streets and public spaces, entrance gateways, and natural
features emphasized.

e Residential variety and diversity - varied residential densities, a mixture of housing
types, accessory dwellings, and home-based employment opportunities.

o Compatible planning - compatible land use relationships, which incorporate open
space, active uses facing public spaces, utilization of school sites as parks, and
coordinated utilities placement.

e Central place - non-residential neighborhood serving uses at a central gathering place,
with pedestrian friendly environments.

e Linkages - interconnection of internal neighborhood components and interconnection
to the surroundings via a basic grid network of access and open space.

o Movement - walkable and shaded blocks and streets with sidewalks and crosswalks,
facilities for bicycles, and transit stops where appropriate.

e Cars and streets - streets narrow enough to discourage speeding, but with room for
on-street parking, encouraging cars stored toward the back of the lot, possibly
accessible by alleys, allowing shared driveways and duplex or quadriplex garages at
the rear lot line.

e Street-friendly housing - housing which is close to and faces the street, with active
uses and porches on the front, and windows and doors establishing visual connection
to the street - garages located to the side or rear, or at least set back.

o Social spaces - a variety of sizes and uses of open space is provided in each
neighborhood, encouraging both active and passive uses and fostering interaction
between neighbors.

o Design which is sensitive to natural, manmade, and cultural context, climate-
appropriate design and materials, limited fill, water-wise landscape, preserved natural
features, design features from local history and culture.

OBJECTIVE 1-2: Promote a variety of uses in order to create vitality and bring many activities of
daily life within walking distances of homes.

Policy 1-2.2: Require a mix of housing types and lot sizes within mixed use neighborhoods,
emphasizing harmonious design and building type.

Policy 1-2.5: Provide a greater variety of allowable development patterns, which encourage good
community design and which reflect the character of the surroundings.

GOAL 12: Design neighborhoods which are related to the predominant character of the
surroundings.

OBJECTIVE 12-1: New developments should recognize the existing community and be designed
in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) 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.



Staff Analysis of Goals, Objectives and Policies:
The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject site from Residential Single-Family
Conventional - 4 (RSC-4) to Residential Multi-Family Conventional - 12 (RMC-12).

The proposed zoning to the Residential Multi-Family Conventional-12 (RMC-12) zoning
classification would allow development comparable to the established mix of residential
development in this area. The proposed maximum density of 12 units per gross acre is the
maximum allowed within the Residential-12 Future Land Use classification and meets the
intent of Future Land Use Element (FLUE) Policy 1.2 pertaining to minimum density.

Although much of the surrounding area is developed with residential uses at suburban to
urban densities, the subject property is near a number of parcels along the northern
boundary that have ASC-1 zoning classifications. Various policies of the Comprehensive
Plan encourage a variety of lot sizes and encourages gradual transitions of intensities
through site planning. The site will be subject to the buffering and screening requirements
of the Land Development Code between the proposed townhome development and single
family detached residential structures to the north. In the northeast corner of the subject
site are identified wetlands.

FLUE Objective 16 requires the protection of existing neighborhoods through a number of
site planning techniques. Policy 16.2 calls for the gradual transitions of intensities
between different land uses. Any proposed new development is to use professional site
planning, buffering and screening techniques to protect the surrounding neighboring
communities. In this proposal, a rezoning to RMC-12 using such techniques could provide
for a proper transition between the residential single family detached residential structures
to the north. The proposed land use is compatible with the surrounding area and meets
the intent of FLUE Policy 16.11.

Within the Community Design Component section of the FLUE, the proposed residential
development is to be a compact, self-contained livable and walkable neighborhood
community. It is expected to have a distinct neighborhood identity with designed streets
that will emphasize the development’s natural features on the site. The residential
development is to be compatible with the surrounding developed neighborhoods. These
development characteristics meet the intent of Goal 1, Objective 1-1 and the accompanying
Community Design Component policies.

The proposed development is to achieve the intent of Objective 1-2, Policy 1-2.2 and Policy
1-2.5 by creating a mixture of lots sizes and residential building types that complement the
surrounding neighborhoods.

Goal 8, Objective 8-1, Goal 12, Objective 12-1 and Policy 12-1.4 of the Livable Communities
Component Section will be met as the proposed residential rezoning is to be compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood’s character by utilizing appropriate architecture,
various site design techniques, as well as buffering, setbacks, and landscaping.

Recommendation

Based upon the above considerations, the Planning Commission staff finds the proposed
rezoning CONSISTENT with the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan for Unincorporated
Hillsborough County.
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AGENCY REVIEW COMMENT SHEET

TO: Zoning Technician, Development Services Department DATE: 02/03/2021
REVIEWER: Sofia Garantiva, AICP, Senior Planner AGENCY/DEPT: Transportation
PLANNING AREA/SECTOR: Lutz (LU) PETITION NO: RZ-STD 20-1282

This agency has no comments.

X This agency has no objection.

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

This agency objects for the reasons set forth below.

REPORT SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

e The proposed rezoning would result in an increase of trips potentially generated by development
of the subject site by an estimated 379 average daily trips, an estimated 23 trips in the a.m. peak
hour, and 28 trips in the p.m. peak hour.

e Livingston Avenue is considered a substandard road. The developer will be required to improve S
Livingston Avenue (between the project entrance and the nearest standard roadway) to current
County standards unless otherwise approved through the Section 6.04.02.B. administrative
variance process. As this is a Euclidean zoning request, the administrative variance and/or design
exception from the TTM will be considered at the time of plat/site/construction plan review.

e Livingston Avenue is shown on the Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan as a future 4-
lane roadway. Therefore, up to 37.5 feet of preservation would be required on either side.

e Transportation Review Section staff has no objection to this request.

PROJECT SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to rezone from Agricultural Single Family Conventional - 1 (ASC-1) to
Residential Multifamily Conventional - 12 (RMC-12). The applicant is proposing the development of 41
townhomes. The site is located on the northeast corner of Fiddlers Lane and Livingston Avenue. The site
currently vacant. The Future Land Use designation is RES-12.

Since this is a Standard Rezoning, the applicant is not required to submit a transportation analysis study.
However, staff has prepared a comparison of the potential trips generated by development permitted, based
upon the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, under the existing
and proposed zoning designations utilizing a generalized worst-case scenario. Staff’s analysis is
summarized below.

Existing Use:

24 Hour Total Peak Hour Trips

Land Use/Size
Two-Way Volume AM | PM

Page 1 of 2
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ASC-1: 4 Single Family DU’s 38 3 4
(ITE Code 210)
Proposed Use:
Land Use/Size e %;;ch;I;(r)l . Total Peak Hour Trips
worwdy vou AM PM
RMC-12: 57 Multifamily DU’s
(ITE LUC 220) 417 26 32
Trip Generation Difference:
Total Peak Hour Trips
Land Use/Size 24 Hour P
Two-Way Volume AM PM
Difference (+) 379 (+) 23 (+) 28

The proposed rezoning would result in an increase of trips potentially generated by development of the
subject site by an estimated 379 average daily trips, an estimated 23 trips in the a.m. peak hour, and 28
trips in the p.m. peak hour.

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE SERVING THE SITE

The site is located on the northeast corner of Fiddlers Lane and Livingston Avenue with frontage on both
roadways.

Livingston Avenue is 2-lane undivided rural collector roadway characterized by +/- 10-foot lanes, +/-25
feet of pavement within a right-of-way varying from +/-35 to 63 feet in width. There are no sidewalks or
bike lanes on either side of the roadway. There are no paved shoulders or curb and gutter. As such,
Livingston Avenue is considered a substandard road. The developer will be required to improve S
Livingston Avenue (between the project entrance and the nearest standard roadway) to current County
standards unless otherwise approved through the Section 6.04.02.B. administrative variance process.
Deviations from Hillsborough County Transportation Technical Manual (TTM) standards may be
considered consistent with Section 1.7.2 and other applicable sections of the TTM. As this is a Euclidean
zoning request, the administrative variance and/or design exception from the TTM will be considered at
the time of plat/site/construction plan review.

Livingston Avenue is shown on the Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan as a future 4-lane
roadway. As such, the total ROW required would be 110 feet. There appears to be 35 feet of right-of-way
existing at the narrowest point, therefore up to 37.5 feet of preservation would be required on either side.
Building setbacks shall be calculated from the future right-of-way line. The right-of-way preservation area
should be shown on all site plans as "37.5 feet of ROW Preservation to be Provided Along Livingston Road
Per Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan."

Fiddlers Lane is a +/- 50-foot private roadway with +/- 20 feet of pavement. Fiddlers Lane is not shown on
the Hillsborough County Corridor Preservation Plan, as such, no preservation is needed.

SITE ACCESS ANALYSIS & CONNECTIVITY

As this is a Euclidean zoning request, access will be reviewed at the time of plat/site/construction plan
review for consistency with applicable rules and regulations within the Hillsborough County Land
Development Code and Transportation Technical Manual; however, it is anticipated pedestrian and
vehicular access will be from Livingston Avenue.

Page 2 of 2
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ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE (L.OS)

FDOT Generalized Level of Service

Peak Hr
Roadway From To LOS Standard Directional
LOS
LIVINGSTON AVE | SINCLAIR HILLS DR | VANDERVORT RD D C

Source: 2019 Hillsborough County Level of Service (LOS) Report

Fiddlers Lane is not considered a major county or state roadway and is not included in the 2019
Hillsborough County Level of Service (LOS) Report.

Page 3 of 2
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COMMISSION DIRECTORS
Janet L. Dougherty
Mariella Smith cHAIR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Pat Kemp VICE-CHAIR
Ken Hagan

Lesley “Les” Miller, Jr.
Sandra L. Murman
Kimberly Overman

Hooshang Boostani, P.E. WASTE DIVISION
Elaine S. DeLeeuw, ADMIN DIVISION
Sam Elrabi, P.E. WATER DIVISION

Rick Muratti, Esq. LEGAL DEPT

Stacy White Andy Schipfer, P.E. WETLANDS DIVISION
Sterlin Woodard, P.E. AIR DIVISION
AGENCY COMMENT SHEET
REZONING
HEARING DATE: November 16, 2020 COMMENT DATE: November 2, 2020
PETITION NO.: 20-1282 PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1611 Livingston Ave.,
Lutz, FL 33556

EPC REVIEWER: Jackie Perry Cahanin
FOLIO #: 034639.0000
CONTACT INFORMATION: (813) 627-2600 X
1241 STR: 32-275-19E

EMAIL: cahaninj@epchc.org

REQUESTED ZONING: From ASC-1 to RMC-12

FINDINGS
WETLANDS PRESENT YES
SITE INSPECTION DATE NA
WETLAND LINE VALIDITY NA
WETLANDS VERIFICATION (AERIAL PHOTO, | Wetland present in northeastern portion of the
SOILS SURVEY, EPC FILES) parcel

The EPC Wetlands Division has reviewed the proposed rezoning. In the site plan’s current
configuration, a resubmittal is not necessary. If the zoning proposal changes and/or the site plans
are altered, EPC staff will need to review the zoning again. This project as submitted is
conceptually justified to move forward through the zoning review process as long as the
following conditions are included:

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

e The construction and location of any proposed wetland impacts are not approved by this
correspondence, but shall be reviewed by EPC staff under separate application pursuant to the
EPC Wetlands rule detailed in Chapter 1-11, Rules of the EPC, (Chapter 1-11) to determine
whether such impacts are necessary to accomplish reasonable use of the subject property.

e Prior to the issuance of any building or land alteration permits or other development, the
approved wetland / other surface water (OSW) line must be incorporated into the site plan. The
wetland/ OSW line must appear on all site plans, labeled as "EPC Wetland Line", and the wetland

Environmental Excellence in a Changing World
Roger P. Stewart Center

3629 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, FL 33619 - (813) 627-2600 - www.epchc.org
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer
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must be labeled as "Wetland Conservation Area" pursuant to the Hillsborough County Land
Development Code (LDC).

e Final design of buildings, stormwater retention areas, and ingress/egresses are subject to change
pending formal agency jurisdictional determinations of wetland and other surface water
boundaries and approval by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS:

The following specific comments are made for informational purposes only and to provide guidance as
to the EPC review process. However, future EPC staff review is not limited to the following, regardless
of the obviousness of the concern as raised by the general site plan and EPC staff may identify other
legitimate concerns at any time prior to final project approval.

e The subject property contains wetland/OSW areas, which have not been delineated. Knowledge of
the actual extent of the wetland and OSW are necessary in order to verify the avoidance of wetland
impacts pursuant to Chapter 1-11. Prior to the issuance of any building or land alteration permits or
other development, the wetlands/OSWs must be field delineated in their entirety by EPC staff or
Southwest Florida Water Management District staff (SWFWMD) and the wetland line surveyed.
Once delineated, surveys must be submitted for review and formal approval by EPC staff.

e  The site plan depicts wetland impacts that have not been authorized by the Executive Director of the
EPC. The wetland impacts are indicated for an internal road for the development of Livingston
Townhomes. Chapter 1-11, prohibits wetland impacts unless they are necessary for reasonable use of
the property. Staff of the EPC recommends that this requirement be taken into account during the
earliest stages of site design so that wetland impacts are avoided or minimized to the greatest extent
possible. The size, location, and configuration of the wetlands may result in requirements to reduce
or reconfigure the improvements depicted on the plan. If you choose to proceed with the wetland
impacts depicted on the plan, a separate wetland impact/mitigation proposal and appropriate fees
must be submitted to this agency for review.

e The Hillsborough County Land Development Code (LDC) defines wetlands and other surface
waters as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. Pursuant to the LDC, wetlands and other surface waters
are further defined as Conservation Areas or Preservation Areas and these areas must be designated
as such on all development plans and plats. A minimum setback must be maintained around the
Conservation/Preservation Area and the setback line must also be shown on all future plan
submittals.

e Any activity interfering with the integrity of wetland(s) or other surface water(s), such as clearing,
excavating, draining or filling, without written authorization from the Executive Director of the EPC
or authorized agent, pursuant to Section 1-11.07, would be a violation of Section 17 of the
Environmental Protection Act of Hillsborough County, Chapter 84-446, and of Chapter 1-11.

Jpc/mst

cc: jesse@blackstockeng.com

Environmental Excellence in a Changing World
Roger P. Stewart Center

3629 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, FL 33619 - (813) 627-2600 - www.epchc.org
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer



Hillsborough County

PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Preparing Students for Life

Request for Review Fee Payment

Date: Dec. 15, 2020
Jurisdiction: Hillsborough County
Case Number: 20-1282

Parcel Folio Number(s): 34639.0000

NOTE: The Hillsborough County School District implemented School Concurrency review fees
Sept. 1, 2020, that apply to this application. The applicant must submit payment for an
adequate facilities analysis of the project’s residential impact. Payment can be made online at
the following location:

https://hillsborough-county-school-district---growth-management-
planni.square.site/product/adequate-facilities-analysis-rezoning-initial-submittal-1st-revision-
included-/3?cp=true&sa=true&sbp=false&qg=false

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me using the information below.
Sincerely,

Matthew Pleasant

Department Manager, Planning & Siting
Growth Management Department
Operations Division

Hillsborough County Public Schools

E: matthew.pleasant@hcps.net

P: 813.272.4429

Raymond O. Shelton School Administrative Center ¢ 901 East Kennedy Blvd. e Tampa, FL 33602-3507
Phone: 813-272-4004 o FAX: 813-272-4002 e School District Main Office: 813-272-4000
P.O. Box 3408 e Tampa, FL 33601-3408 e Website: www.sdhc.k12.fl.us




WATER RESOURCE SERVICES
REZONING REVIEW COMMENT SHEET: WATER & WASTEWATER

PETITION NO.: STD20-1282 REVIEWED BY: Randy Rochelle DATE: 9/28/2020

FOLIO NO.: 34639.0000

[l

Od o Ood X

O O oo O X

This agency would [X] (support), [_] (conditionally support) the proposal.
WATER

The property lies within the _City of Tampa 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 inch water main exists [_] (adjacent to the site), [_| (approximately feet
from the site) .

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

No CIP water line is planned that may provide service to the proposed development.

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 _City of Tampa 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 ___ inch wastewater main exists [_| (adjacent to the site), [_] (approximately
feet from the site)

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

No CIP wastewater line is planned that may provide service to the proposed
development.

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 City of Tampa Water and Wastewater Service

Area. The applicant should contact the City of Tampa's Water and Wastewater
Departments to determine the availability of Water and/or Wastewater Serivce and for
their Comments .
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

______________________________ X
)
IN RE: )
)
ZONE HEARING MASTER )
HEARINGS )
)
______________________________ X

ZONING HEARING MASTER HEARING
TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS

BEFORE: PAMELA JO HATLEY
Land Use Hearing Master

DATE: Monday, February 15, 2021

TIME: Commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Concluding at 11:35 p.m.

PLACE: Appeared via Cisco Webex
Videoconference

Reported By:

Christina M. Walsh, RPR
Executive Reporting Service
Ulmerton Business Center
13555 Automobile Blvd., Suite 100
Clearwater, FL 33762
(800) 337-7740

Executive Reporting Service

Electronically signed by Christina Walsh (401-124-891-9213) 94d4dfaa-4e30-46fb-955¢c-9¢c83937459d7
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1 HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY,
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

ZONING HEARING MASTER HEARINGS
February 15, 2021
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1 MR. GRADY: The next item is agenda item
2 C-2, Rezoning-Standard 20-1282. The applicant
3 is —-- the applicant is Russell Versaggi.
4 The request is to rezone from RSC-4,
5 Residential Single-Family Conventional, to RMC-12,
6 Residential Multifamily Conventional.
I Tania Chapela will provide staff
8 recommendation after presentation by the applicant.
9 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: The applicant.
10 MR. BLACKSTOCK: All right. Good evening
11 Mrs. Hatley and staff. My name is Jesse Blackstock
12 with Blackstock Engineering located at 5010 West
13 Cleveland Street, Tampa, Florida.
14 I'm here tonight to speak on behalf of
15 Russell Versaggi, who is also in attendance and
16 will be available for any questions that may arise.
17 In addition to Mr. Versaggi, I also have our
18 traffic consultant, Michael Yates with Palm Traffic
19 who's also available for any questions.
20 The site in question is located at the
21 intersection of -- intersection of Livingston
22 Avenue and a private drive known as Fiddler Lane in
23 Lutz. The property's approximately 4.94 acres in
24 size and does contain a small Jjurisdictional
25 wetland in a northeast corner of approximately a
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1 little over a half an acre.
2 Our request before you tonight is to have the
3 standard Euclidean rezoning designation revised
4 from an RSC-4 to an RMC-12, which is in accordance
5 with underlying Future Land Use category of a
6 RES-12.
7 Utilizing that RES-12 category would allow us
8 up to a maximum density of 12 units per acre, which
9 would yield approximately 59 units on a 4.94-acre
10 parcel.
11 Our project based on the existing wetland
12 access roadway, stormwater management, and of
13 course landscape buffers, we could yield
14 approximately 41 residential townhomes on this
15 property, which is what Mr. Versaggli is proposing.
16 I realize this is Euclidean request, but we
17 are proposing townhomes and I can show it -- show a
18 site plan.
19 The Planning Commission did find this
20 proposed zoning designation to be consistent with
21 the County's Comprehensive Plan. There is an
22 existing similarly dense development located
23 immediately to the west of our development known as
24 Fiddlers Cove, which is zoned PD, and also within
25 the RES-12 Future Land Use category.
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1 The applicant has been in communications with
2 the surrounding developments' HOA members of

3 Fiddlers Cove during the process of establishing

4 the rezoning request for this site.

5 That's the site plan showing the townhomes

6 there. I think the biggest thing that might come

7 up this evening -- I know we have some opposition

8 here to speak on behalf of the surrounding

9 residents.
10 The project's access and traffic has been
11 discussed with Transportation Staff, including
12 Mr. Williams, and the project is considered de
13 minimis based on the fact that our number of trips
14 do not warrant a traffic study for this request and
15 further the number of proposed trips do not meet
16 warrants for access-related detail or a left turn
17 lane into the access of the project on Livingston.
18 I'd like at this point to enter into the
19 record a copy of the trip generation that was
20 prepared by Mr. Yates and then, let's see,
21 Livingston is a substandard roadway and
22 improvements may be required as a result, which is
23 also in the staff report that will be read here
24 shortly by Development Services. And these will be
25 addressed at the time of site plan permitting.
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1 However, I would like to point out that

2 Livingston is operating at a Level of Service C,

3 which is an acceptable level of service within

4 Hillsborough County, and I'd also like to enter

5 into the record the County's Level of Service

6 report from 2019.

7 At that point I'd like to kind of summarize.
8 We would like to -- we, you know, respectfully

9 request for a favorable recommendation from the

10 Zoning Hearing Master this evening and will be

11 available for any questions that may arise.

12 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.

13 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Mrs. Hatley, thank you.

14 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: And please see the
15 clerk and enter those into the record. Thank you.
16 All right. Development Services.

17 MS. CHAPELA: Good evening. Tania Chapela.
18 The request is to rezone approximately

19 4.79 acres from RSC-4 Residential Single-Family to
20 RMC-12 Residential Multifamily.
21 The property is in the intersection of
22 Livingston Avenue and Fiddlers Lane in Lutz.
23 The surrounding is residential area with
24 single-family conventional homes and multifamily
25 developments along Livingston Avenue with RSC-3,
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1 RSC-4, RMC-12, RMC-16, and PD zoning districts
2 allowing both single-family and multifamily
3 developments.
4 The adjacent property to the north is zoned
5 RSC-3 Residential Single-Family and is occupied
6 with single—-family homes.
7 The property to the east is zoned PD 81-0105
8 and development -- developed with 40 single-family
9 units.
10 The properties to the east across Livingston
11 Avenue are zoned RSC-6 Residential Single-Family
12 and developed with Single-Family Conventional
13 dwellings.
14 Across Fiddlers Lane to the south is a vacant
15 land zoned RSC-6. Several multifamily developments
16 are existing along Livingston Avenue nearing the
17 subject property about 13,000 feet to the south.
18 To the west of Livingston Avenue is a mobile
19 home park zoned PD 91-0039 approved for 65 units
20 and a multifamily development with 448 dwelling
21 units zoned RMC-16.
22 To the east are two properties zoned RMC-12
23 with 170 units and 312 apartment units separately.
24 The RMC-12 zoning district is compatible with the
25 RES-12 Future Land Use designation. Since both
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1 configurations allow for multifamily uses with a
2 density of up to about two dwelling units per acre.
3 The Environmental Protection Commission
4 Wetlands Division has reviewed the proposed
5 rezoning and found wetlands are present in the
6 property.
7 However, this project as submitted is
8 conceptually justified to move forward through the
9 zoning review process subject to conditions.
10 Transportation Review section staff have no
11 objections to this request. No objection has been
12 received from other reviewing agencies.
13 Development Services staff finds the proposed
14 zoning district RMC-12, Residential Multifamily,
15 compatible with the surrounding development and
16 zoning pattern.
17 Staff recommends approval of the request.
18 This concludes my presentation.
19 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
20 Planning Commission.
21 MS. LIENHARD: Thank you. Melissa Lienhard,
22 Planning Commission staff.
23 The subject property is located in the
24 Residential-12 Future Land Use category. It is in
25 the Urban Service Area, and it is not located
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1 within a limits of a community plan.
2 The proposed rezoning would allow development
3 that is comparable to the established mix of
4 residential developments in the immediate area.
5 The proposed maximum density of 12 units per
6 gross acre is the maximum allowed within the
7 Residential-12 Future Land Use category, and this
8 meets the intent of Future Land Use Element Policy
9 1.2 pertaining to minimum density.
10 Although much of the surrounding area is
11 developed with residential uses at suburban to
12 urban densities, the subject property is near a
13 number of parcels along the northern boundary that
14 have an ASC-1 zoning classification.
15 Various policies of the Comprehensive Plan
16 encourage a variety of lot sizes and encourage
17 gradual transitions of intensities and densities
18 through site planning.
19 The site will be subject to the buffering and
20 screening requirements of the Land Development Code
21 between the proposed townhome development and the
22 single-family dwelling units to the north.
23 Future Land Use Objective 16 requires the
24 protection of existing neighborhoods through a
25 number of site planning techniques. Policy 16.2
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1 calls for the gradual transitions of intensities

2 and densities between land uses.

3 Any proposed new development is to use

4 professional site planning, buffering and screening
5 techniques to protect the surrounding neighborhood
6 communities.

7 And this proposal and rezoning to RMC-12

8 using such techniques could provide for a proper

9 transition between the residential single-family to
10 the north.
11 The proposed Land Use is compatible with the
12 surrounding area and meets the intent of FLU Policy
13 16.11. Within the Community Design Component of
14 the Future Land Use Element, the proposed
15 residential development is to be compact,
16 self-contained, liveable and walkable neighborhood
17 communities.
18 It is expected to have a distinct
19 neighborhood identity with designated streets that
20 will emphasize the development's natural features
21 on the site.
22 The residential development is to be
23 compatible with the surrounding developed
24 neighborhoods. These development characteristics
25 meet the intent of Goal 1, Objective 1-1, and the
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1 accompanying Community Design Component policies.
2 The proposed development is consistent with
3 policy direction by providing for another option in
4 the area for different lot sizes and residential
5 building types that complement the surrounding
6 neighborhoods, which is consistent with policy
7 direction.
8 Based upon those considerations, Planning
9 Commission staff finds the proposed rezoning
10 consistent with the Future of Hillsborough
11 Comprehensive Plan for unincorporated Hillsborough
12 County. Thank you.
13 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
14 Are there any proponents? Anyone wishing to
15 speak in support of this item in the room or
16 online, please? No one online. Anyone in the
17 room? Okay.
18 Anyone 1in the room or online who wishes to
19 speak in opposition? Okay. I'm sorry.
20 Let me go back. Are you here to speak in
21 opposition, sir?
22 MR. PRESSMAN: Yes.
23 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay.
24 MR. REGISTER: Madam Hearing Master, just so
25 you know, we do have about 12 online signed up as
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1 well in opposition.
2 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: All right. Together
3 everyone has 15 minutes total.
4 MR. PRESSMAN: Thank you, Madam Hearing
5 Officer. My name is Todd Pressman, 200 2nd Avenue
o South, No. 451, St. Petersburg, Florida.
I I'm an agent this evening for Fiddlers Cove,
8 High Oaks community, Regal Oaks community, Curry
9 Cove community, and the Silver Forrest community.
10 On record, as I'm told, is there are
11 approximately 700 petition signatures in opposition
12 to this request, and I would like to place on the
13 record, as you can see, that the room is filled to
14 capacity virtually with folks in opposition. If
15 you all want to stand for a moment.
16 I would estimate 60 persons are here in
17 attendance in opposition if not more. There are --
18 it would be main points, Hearing Officer, revolving
19 around this issue for these communities. One is
20 compatibility of the density. The second is
21 compatibility of the housing type.
22 Now, even the Planning Commission report
23 states, and as the Planning Commission
24 representative stated, quote, Much of the
25 surrounding area is developed with residential uses
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1 of suburban to urban densities.

2 So that calls into our gquestion our opinion

3 that on one hand the Planning Commission is saying
4 and observing much different densities and

5 capacities, yet at the same time the report is

6 saying that it's consistent.

7 So going -- looking on the overhead, if T

8 may, 1if we can pull this up quickly. Very simple

9 and very factual, the site is surrounded by
10 single-family. The site is in purple.
11 Looking at the zoning and there was a lot of
12 talk about a lot of different categories. As you
13 can see, there is one little area of the 12
14 densities. Everything else is as indicated, R-3,
15 three capacity. A density of three, a density of
16 three, AS-1. But that becomes much more apparent
17 on the Comp Plan categories, which site being in
18 purple here, everything to the north is R-2.
19 To the east is R-1. R-4 is to the west.
20 There is a small area of R-12 to the south. So the
21 actual area is many fold less than what the
22 applicant is requesting. And as you well know, a
23 Future Land Use category is not entitled to go to
24 the maximum. It simply is the maximum.
25 Policy 16.8, the overall density and lot size
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1 of the new residential shall reflect the character
2 of the surrounding area. Just by virtue of looking
3 at the Future Land Use Map and the surrounding
4 zoning, that does not appear to be the case and is
5 not -- in our opinion is not the case.
o Objective 12.1, new development should
7 recognize existing community and be designed in a
8 way that is compatible. Our opinion is we don't
9 think it can be compatible with that high density
10 with the surrounding categories many fold less than
11 what's proposed.
12 Policy 12-1.4, compatibility may be achieved
13 through utilization of site design techniques which
14 includes height, scale, mass, and bulk of
15 structures. As multifamily, those will be
16 different than a suburban single-family that the
17 Planning Commission's pointed surrounds the area.
18 There's also a concern in terms of those
19 buffering aspects under that policy that as I've
20 been told speaking with the developer, 50 percent
21 of the wetlands are coming out.
22 So the question is: How much of a buffer
23 will be left and will that be compatible under
24 Policy 12-1.47? Policy 12 -- excuse me. Policy
25 16.10, any density increase shall be compatible
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1 with existing proposed and planned surrounding
2 development.
3 Simply looking at the Future Land Use Map and
4 the surrounding zonings, that doesn't appear to be
5 the case.
o Last concern is, I did have one telephone
7 conversation with who, as I understood, was the
8 developer -- if I have that title wrong, please
9 correct me -- and there was a request by the
10 citizens that I'm working with, which I'm proud to
11 represent a large number of represents that was
12 rebuffed would like to have had a chance to sit
13 down, try and work the plan a little better, but
14 that was not agreed to.
15 I'll be happy to answer any questions you
16 might have, and I would like to make sure folks
17 here have a chance to speak. Thank you.
18 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you. All
19 right.
20 Anyone else in the room who wishes to speak
21 in opposition? Please come forward, sir. State
22 your name and address first and speak into the
23 microphone, please. Pull it down if you need to a
24 little bit. There you go.
25 MR. JOHNSTON: I'm Tom Johnston. I live at
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1 2115 Curry Road, which is due west of the proposed
2 development. I've lived there for 35 years.
3 Back when my first wife was i1l1ll, I wanted to
4 run my business out of my home rather than in my
5 office. I wanted to put a 12-by-18-inch sign next
6 to my driveway for the customers that would have to
7 come to my home to pick up things, stuff like that.
8 I was told that that was incompatible.
9 Later, I proposed -- and I checked in to build a
10 two-story garage with the second story where I
11 could have my computers and my file servers and
12 stuff. I was told that was incompatible with the
13 area.
14 I'm curious, though, now we have homes all
15 the way around this parcel. When did we change it
16 that this becomes compatible? Putting a
17 multifamily, a high density in the middle of
18 single-family homes that run from 350,000 to
19 800,000 doesn't seem compatible to me.
20 And I would encourage you to turn this down.
21 Thank you.
22 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you, sir.
23 MR. BURKE: Hi, there. My name's Zachery
24 Burke. I live in Fiddlers Cove --
25 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. Adjust the
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1 microphone. Thank you. And, yes, your address,
2 please.
3 MR. BURKE: Is 2633 Fiddlestick Circle.
4 I think I speak for most of the members of my
5 association when I say there's a lot of concerns.
6 Mostly Jjust being, you know, the compatibility of
7 it as was stated earlier just doesn't really fit in
8 with, you know, our community.
9 It's a very gquiet community. Just
10 single-family homes. We're very concerned, you
11 know, about the traffic that'll actually be added
12 on to Livingston due to all the extra volume. I
13 know myself like just pulling out of our
14 neighborhood off of Fiddlers Lane, it's already --
15 off of Livingston, there's so much traffic. It's
16 almost impossible to even turn left.
17 And then we're also concerned about decrease
18 in our property values because a lot of the appeal
19 to our neighborhood is the quietness of it and all
20 the trees and just the nature that is provided like
21 all of the quietness and also -- let's see.
22 And then just like the buffer, you know,
23 we're really concerned that, you know, we have like
24 amenities in our community that there won't be
25 enough of a border between our two communities.
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1 People will use our pool and things of that nature
2 as well. So I think that's all I have.
3 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. Thank you.
4 MR. BURKE: And, yes, I'm the president of
5 the HOA in Fiddlers Cove.
6 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. Thank you.
7 Please see the clerk here, Mr. Burke.
8 All right. The opposition has eight minutes
9 left. Yes, ma'am. Are there persons online who
10 wish to speak as well? All right. Yes, ma'am.
11 MR. SHEPARD: Hello. Thank you for
12 listening. I'm Lauren Shepard. I live with my
13 husband at 2503 High Oaks Lane in Lutz.
14 And my fence literally sits right before the
15 property that's in question here. As a lot of
16 others have said look around the room, I mean, even
17 during a pandemic a good turnout. Right.
18 This is a community that needs your help. We
19 need your help. These are families in need at a
20 very uncertain time. Let me tell you my story as a
21 newlywed 16 years ago, we could have lived
22 anywhere.
23 We were living in south Tampa. We liked it
24 there. It was a little congested and a really
25 cookie-cutter type of homes where we were at.
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1 And we decided let's find a beautiful place

2 to raise our family. Let's have some more land,

3 quiet, trees, peaceful community. So I decided to
4 take my husband -- I actually know we were just

5 married -- dragged him in the car and said, We're

6 going to Lutz. That's where we belong.

7 So there we were looking down a street that

8 was covered in canopied with beautiful live oaks, a
9 community of single-family homes. We knew we had
10 property behind us and was probably -- would, you
11 know -- once years down the road quite possibly
12 there could be more homes there. That's okay.
13 That was perfectly fine. Single-family homes made
14 sense to us.
15 We want to live somewhere with privacy,
16 quiet, really cozy living, wildlife. Like I said,
17 huge trees. Lots of preserve. We knew immediately
18 Lutz was for us. Doesn't make sense to us.
19 Sixteen family -- you know, 16 homes, single-family
20 homes makes sense, 40 doesn't to us.
21 And I really would want you to, please,
22 listen to the people that are here in red. We need
23 your help. We want to stay in our homes and keep
24 our value. Thank you.
25 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. Please see
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1 the clerk here.

2 All right. There's five -- a little over

3 five minutes and 40 seconds on the record.

4 MS. D'AMICO: Thank you. Good evening,

5 everybody. My name is Maria Elena D'Amico. I live
6 at 16105 Darnell Road in Lutz.

7 I would like to add my name, my husband's

8 name to the list of people opposed to this

9 rezoning. I am a long-time resident of Lutz. We
10 bought our home in 2001. We loved it because of
11 the large land, the large piece of land. This is
12 not New Tampa. This is not a formal subdivision.
13 We love the trees and the privacy, and that's what
14 made it appealing to us.
15 We understand that land will be sold. We
16 understand that land will be built upon. That's
17 not a problem. Keeping it as an ASC-1 zoning or
18 Residential-4 zoning would be wonderful.
19 Multifamily zoning does not fit with the
20 community. Everything around it is on a half an
21 acre or more.
22 There have been properties that have come
23 in -- developers that have come in before and tried
24 to put multifamily zoning and the community has
25 gotten together and discussed it with them. I
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1 don't want to say fought, but we discussed it. We
2 talked about it. And we decided that multifamily

3 zoning wasn't good for the neighborhood.

4 In 2019, we had a wonderful zoning attorney

5 who helped us talk too, Hung Mai, who was

6 developing land just to the north and west of this
7 property. He wanted to put in many multifamily

8 townhome villas, whatever he wanted to call it. We
9 were able to work on larger single-family homes be
10 put into the area.
11 For anybody that was around in 2001 when Deer
12 Park Preserve went in just to the south of this,
13 they had originally proposed 200 townhomes and 100
14 houses. The community came out in force and said
15 absolutely not.
16 This is Lutz. We like larger land. We like
17 our privacy. This will not work. We were able to
18 get them to 50 or 60-foot lots and 100-foot deep.
19 And right now the homes that are there are
20 1700 square feet to 2,000 square feet.
21 All of the multifamily homes, I don't know if
22 you can see this on a map, are -- here we go, are
23 half an acre -- half a mile south of this. When
24 they say it is in near proximity, it's a half a
25 mile south.
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1 We chose to be up here because we don't want
2 to be around all those multifamily. It does not

3 fit the neighborhood and value-wise,

4 residential-wise, this will hurt all our values.

5 Thank you.

6 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you. Please

I see the clerk.

8 How many speakers do we have online who wish
9 to speak to this item?
10 MR. REGISTER: We have 12 people who have
11 signed up. I'm not -- we have -- I'm seeing a few
12 people raise their hands now.
13 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. There's about
14 three and a half minutes. So what we need to do is
15 if everyone online would like to state your name
16 and that you're in opposition to this, that's about
17 all we have time for, but we'll allow that.
18 Please state your name and your address for
19 the record and state your opposition in the record
20 please.
21 MR. VERNICK: I'm Alan Vernick. 2110 Curry
22 Road, Lutz, and we are in opposition.
23 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
24 MR. BROWN: My name is Carl Brown. I live
25 at 2002 Curry Road. My wife and I both are in
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1 strong opposition to this development.
2 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
3 MR. LAX: My name is John Lax. My wife,
4 Robin, and I live at 16102 Darnell Road, Lutz,
5 immediately across from the road from the property,
6 and we're in strong opposition.
7 MR. TIBBETT: My name is Doug Tibbett. My
8 wife, Brittany, and I live at 2525 Victarra Circle
9 in Lutz, and we are against this development.
10 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: They want you to go.
11 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
12 MS. MILLER: My name -- (Overlapping talk)
13 Lesley Miller.
14 MS. DECAMP BROWN: Jan Decamp Brown, 2002
15 Curry Road. We are opposed to this development
16 because of the severe incompatibility with the
17 surrounding area.
18 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: What is your name
19 again, please, the person who just spoke?
20 MS. DECAMP BROWN: Jan Decamp Brown.
21 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Jan Decamp Brown,
22 thank you. And —--
23 MR. REGISTER: I believe we have Cheryl
24 Stephens.
25 MR. STEPHENS: Yes. Hi. This is John and
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1 Cheryl Stephens. We live at 2513 High Oaks Lane in
2 Lutz. And we would like to go on record as being
3 in opposition to the rezoning proposed. Thank you.
4 MS. TAYLOR: This is Heidi Taylor
5 representing Audrey Major at 1810 Curry Road, Lutz.
6 She is in opposition of this development.
7 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
8 MR. REGISTER: Was there anyone else? I
9 believe we have Lesley Miller.
10 MS. MILLER: Hi my name is Lesley Miller.
11 My husband, Kevin, and I live at 2530 Victarra
12 Circle in Lutz. And we are both in opposition to
13 this.
14 MR. REGISTER: We have Shirley -- I'm sorry.
15 I can't see the last name.
16 MS. GASTMANN: Shirley Gastmann. I'm at
17 2111 Curry Road, and I am most definitely against
18 this high-density development. Thank you.
19 MR. REGISTER: I believe that may be
20 everyone online. If there's anyone else online
21 that would -- that signed up to speak and would
22 like to speak now? I believe that's all.
23 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay. Thank you.
24 Thank you, everyone.
25 Okay. County Staff, anything more?
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1 MR. GRADY: Nothing further.

2 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: All right.

3 Applicant, you have five minutes for rebuttal and

4 summation.

5 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Hi. Good evening. Jesse

6 Blackstock with Blackstock Engineering for the

7 record representing the applicant, Russell

8 Versaggi.

9 I think in summary just to some of the main
10 concerns we heard, I want to ask after I get
11 through here for a second is ask some procedural
12 questions as far as maybe a continuance or

13 something to kind of think about more, you know,

14 getting with the residents and talking a little

15 bit.

16 Because we did Mr. Versaggi did meet with

17 the Fiddlers Cove HOA several times at least either
18 via phone or maybe in person. I'm not sure which,
19 but it was more than one occasion.
20 And I think some of the main concerns are
21 what I heard were density and the housing type
22 itself, and I'm fully aware of the fact that we're
23 asking for Euclidean rezoning for a multifamily
24 which does allow more for more than just a townhome
25 unit.
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1 And the developer's actually willing to
2 enter in like a deed restriction or something that
3 would restrict it to traditional two-story, you
4 know, townhome unit and not be three-story,
5 garden-style apartments or whatever for potentially
6 being dealt with RMC-12 zoning designation.
7 And in the second issue, again, was the
8 density itself, and that part of -- I have a little
9 bit of, you know -- it's -- to me it's a little bit
10 of a struggle to kind of understand that struggle,
11 to kind of understand that concern when right next
12 door, we have 40 -- 39 and 40 condo units, which
13 are on the same acreage if you less out Fiddlers
14 Lane itself which a private road.
15 So it's got the same density to our north and
16 to our west, do we have that, no. But to our
17 south -- a couple parcels south of us we have
18 RMC-16 and we have traditional garden-style
19 apartments and other traditional-style townhome
20 developments.
21 So we're trying to meet with that character
22 of that property, and we are acknowledging the fact
23 that we're on the northern tip of the FL -- you
24 know, RES-12 density, but we're trying to utilize
25 and mimic what's been done to the south over the
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1 years. So high Level of Service of C on the road
2 is just to me a win-win.

3 So anyway, I wanted to ask procedurally

4 because, obviously, it's a standard rezoning

5 request. We're not going to have conditions and

6 things like that on here.

7 So I'm not sure how that would work out as

8 part of this request to have some kind of deed

9 restriction, fall-back position because we don't
10 have that.

11 MR. GRADY: Well, you can through this

12 process, if you're offering up, you can offer up a
13 restriction if you want to restrict it to

14 townhomes only. You can certainly through this

15 process —-

16 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Okay.

17 MR. GRADY: If you want to on the record now
18 say you're going to restrict it for consideration
19 of the Hearing Officer, the townhomes, you can
20 certainly offer that up.
21 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Yeah. That is certainly --
22 and I look back at Russ, but he said yes
23 (overlapping talk).
24 MR. GRADY: And, again, so that you are
25 offering up that restriction to limit it to
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1 townhomes.
2 MR. BLACKSTOCK: We are. That's always been
3 the intent. I mean, that's one of the challenges
4 with not having a PD in place. So our proposed is
5 it's a lovely challenge of what you're actually
6 proposing, so...
7 MR. GRADY: Okay.
8 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: So clarify that for
9 me again, please. What is the restriction that
10 you're offering tonight?
11 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Townhome developments.
12 Traditional townhomes, not anything beyond --
13 MR. GRADY: Limit the use to townhomes.
14 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Yeah.
15 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Okay.
16 MR. GRADY: And then, again, if you're
17 desirous for a continuance, you can certainly ask
18 for a continuance that would have to be continued
19 to the April 19th --
20 MR. BLACKSTOCK: ©No. I think we're going to
21 move forward as I look back at Russ, Jjust making
22 sure.
23 MR. GRADY: Okay.
24 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Thank you.
25 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you.
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1 MR. BLACKSTOCK: Have a good evening.
2 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: All right. This

3 will close the hearing on item 20-1282.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

______________________________ X
)
IN RE: )
)
7ZONE HEARING MASTER )
HEARINGS )
)
______________________________ X

ZONING HEARING MASTER HEARING
TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS

BEFORE : DWIGHT WELLS
Land Use Hearing Master

DATE: Tuesday, January 19, 2021

TIME: Commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Concluding at 6:08 p.m.

PLACE: Appeared via Webex Videoconference
Reported By:

Christina M. Walsh, RPR
Executive Reporting Service
Ulmerton Business Center
13555 Automobile Blvd., Suite 100
Clearwater, FL 33762
(800) 337-7740

Electronically signed by Christina Walsh (401-124-891-9213)
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1 application is out of order to be heard and is
2 being continued to the February 15th, 2021, Zoning
3 Hearing Master Hearing beginning at 6:00 p.m.
4 Item A-22, Rezoning-Standard 20-1279. This
5 application is being continued by staff to the
6 February 15th, 2021, Zoning Hearing Master Hearing
7 beginning at 6:00 p.m.
8 Item A-23, Rezoning-Standard 20-1282. This
9 application is out of order to be heard and is
10 being continued to the February 15th, 2021, Zoning
11 Hearing Master Hearing beginning at 6:00 p.m.
12 Item A-24, Rezoning-PD 20-1377. This
13 application is out of order to be heard and is
14 being continued to the February 15th, 2021, Zoning
15 Hearing Master Hearing beginning at 6:00 p.m.
16 Item A-25, Major Mod Application 21-0024.
17 This application is being continued by the
18 applicant to the February 15th, 2021, Zoning
19 Hearing Master Hearing beginning at 6:00 p.m.
20 Item A-26, Rezoning-PD 20-0034 (sic). This
21 application is being continued by the applicant to
22 the February 15th, 2021, Zoning Hearing Master
23 Hearing beginning at 6:00 p.m.
24 Item A-27, Major Mod Application 21-0036.
25 This application is out of order to be heard and is
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
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ZONING HEARING MASTER HEARING
TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS

BEFORE : PAMELA JO HATLEY
Land Use Hearing Master

DATE: Monday, December 14, 2020

TIME: Commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Concluding at 8:36 p.m.

PLACE: Appeared via Webex videoconference

Reported By:

Christina M. Walsh, RPR
Executive Reporting Service
Ulmerton Business Center
13555 Automobile Blvd., Suite 100
Clearwater, FL 33762
(800) 337-7740

Electronically signed by Christina Walsh (401-124-891-9213)

Executive Reporting Service

9dc74e94-8071-485c-91b6-fbe0aa73bc46



Page 12
1 Hearing Master Hearing.
2 Item A-24, Rezoning-PD 20-1265. This
3 application is being continued by the applicant to
4 the January 19, 2021, Zoning Hearing Master
5 Hearing.
6 Item A-25, Rezoning-PD 20-1266. This
7 application is being continued by the applicant to
8 the January 19, 2021, Zoning Hearing Master
9 Hearing.
10 And item A-26, Rezoning Standard 20-1282.
11 This application is out of order to be heard and is
12 being continued to the January 19, 2021, Zoning
13 Hearing Master Hearing.
14 That concludes all withdrawals and
15 continuances.
16 HEARING MASTER HATLEY: Thank you,
17 Mr. Grady.
18 All right. I'm going to go over a few
19 procedures for the meeting this evening. First of
20 all, the agenda items tonight are items that
21 require a public hearing by a Hearing Officer
22 before going before the Board of County
23 Commissioners for final decision.
24 I will conduct a hearing on each item on the
25 agenda and will submit a written recommendation.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

______________________________ X
)
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)
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ZONING HEARING MASTER HEARING
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BEFORE : JAMES SCAROLA and SUSAN FINCH
Land Use Hearing Masters

DATE: Monday, November 16, 2020

TIME: Commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Concluding at 11:38 p.m.

PLACE: Appeared via Webex Videoconference

Reported By:

Christina M. Walsh, RPR
Executive Reporting Service
Ulmerton Business Center
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Clearwater, FL 33762
(800) 337-7740
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1 Hearing.
2 Item A-19, RZ-PD 20-1148. This application
3 is being continued by staff to the December 14,
4 2020, Zoning Hearing Master Hearing.
5 Item A-20, RZ-PD 20-1149. This application
6 is being continued by the applicant to the
7 December 14, 2020, Zoning Hearing Master Hearing.
8 Item A-21, Rezoning Standard 20-1171. This
9 application is out of order to be heard and is
10 being continued to the December 14, 2020, Zoning
11 Hearing Master Hearing.
12 Item A-22, RZ Standard 20-1279. This
13 application is being continued by the staff to the
14 January 19, 2021, Zoning Hearing Master Hearing.
15 And item A-23, RZ Standard 20-1282. This
16 application is out of order to be heard and is
17 being continued to the December 14, 2020, Zoning
18 Hearing Master Hearing.
19 That concludes all withdrawals and
20 continuances.
21 HEARING MASTER SCAROLA: Okay. Thank you
22 for that, Brian.
23 Ladies and gentlemen, with respect to our
24 procedures tonight and in regards to all the
25 rezoning and modifications to zoning requests on
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November 23, 2020

Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM) RECEIVED
County Center
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard NOV 2 7 2020

Tampa, FL 33602
Development Services

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected neighbor, I am writing this letter to express serious concerns |
regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the '
developer plans to build 41 townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This
development is considered unacceptable and is being opposed for the following i
reasons: '

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application FForm, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree
with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the immediate
surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.
Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new
residential or mixed use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we are not sure why any higher density
zoning was ever considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of
step with the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in
the University Community Area, but this area is also Lutz and should be
considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low
density, semi-rural, single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are large and are on at
least 1/2 acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded,
conservation-based area. These communities need to be protected as directed
in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the
neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that there
is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities."




We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west
and southeast respectively are zoned R-6 are more dense communities than all
the other surrounding communities. We believe that it functions as a
'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough
County's Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest
Dr on Livingston Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes
is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that
have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown,
townhomes generally become rental properties and draw transient occupants
who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of
new residential projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area,
recognizing a choice of lifestyles." This development of small townhomes docs
not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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 ¢) mitigation of adverse impacts; and d)
transportation /pedestrian connections.' This proposed rezoning does none of
that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use' nor
a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss to north of
275. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has
certainly only increased with development to the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within close

proximity to the Violet Curry preserve and more dense development could

compromise these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife on this

property that will need to be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher ]
tortoises).

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and
objectives laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities.
It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low
density, semi-rural, single family community.'

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments
should recognize the existing community and be designed in a way that is
compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the established character of the
surrounding neighborhood. Small townhomes are not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the
communities surrounding it.




Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on
this parcel needs to be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single
family residences with 2 to 3 car attached garages on large lots, and thus in
agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared
for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County. We moved
to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large

properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high density development and
transient occupants who do not have pride in community. Please help us
preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Name: 3\-\)‘(\_}\\ D\ OQ\(]Q\(‘)—\ _
Addres.b > ,)\ I\)\ A0 0 XA 't\&\ L ,L 3¢ 54 \
Phone. \(g -\ ~_}) o‘\\ \C: L (l

Email:
- YRVARRISH & ‘; l\\ \\l\\\ws ( oY)




November 23, 2020

RECEIVED

Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM) o "
County Center NOV 2 7 2020
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard Development Services
Tampa, FL 33602
Re: Opposition to Rezoning

Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected neighbor, I am writing this letter to express serious concerns
regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the
developer plans to build 41 townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq [t in size. This
development is considered unacceptable and is being opposed for the following
reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree
with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the immediate
surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.
Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new
residential or mixed use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we are not sure why any higher density
zoning was ever considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of
step with the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in
the University Community Area, but this area is also Lutz and should be
considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low
density, semi-rural, single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are large and are on at
least 1/2 acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded,
conservation-based area. These communities need to be protected as directed
in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the
neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that there
is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities."




We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west
and southeast respectively are zoned R-6 are more dense communities than all
the other surrounding communities. We believe that it functions as a
'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough
County's Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest
Dr on Livingston Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes
is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that
have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown,
townhomes generally become rental properties and draw transient occupants
who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of
new residential projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area,
recognizing a choice of lifestyles." This development of small townhomes does
not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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.' This proposed rezoning does none of
that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use' nor
a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss to north of
2'75. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of tralfic has
certainly only increased with development to the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within close
proximity to the Violet Curry preserve and more dense development could
compromise these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife on this
property that will need to be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher
tortoises).

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and
objectives laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities.
It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low
density, semi-rural, single family community.'

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments
should recognize the existing community and be designed in a way that is
compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the established character of the
surrounding neighborhood. Small townhomes are not compatible with the |
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the
communities surrounding it.




Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on
this parcel needs to be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single
family residences with 2 to 3 car attached garages on large lots, and thus in
agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared
for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County. We moved
to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large
properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high density development and
transient occupants who do not have pride in community. Please help us
preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Name: /p/rrft.'c;n Pancat
Address: 3. ey aengee £0, Lurz, PL 33sYy
Phone:

r!'}i B v.‘( A= I(‘ (( a
Email: '
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November 23, 2020

RECEIVED
Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)

County Center NUV 27 2[]20
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602 Development Services

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected neighbor, | am writing this letter to express serious concerns regarding
the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build
41 townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This developmenl is considered
unacceptable and is being opposed for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillshorough County Application Form, the developer has requesied
a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree with the Future
Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the immediate surrounding communities west,
and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3. Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2:
'"Minimum Densily - All new residential or mixed use land use calegories within the USA
shall have a densily of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing communities
around this parcel, we are not sure why any higher densily zoning was ever considered.
RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of step with the existing communities
and development palterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be
no more than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in the Universily
Communily Area, bul this area is also Lulz and should be considered by the Lulz
Communily Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single
family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas wesl and north, all homes are large and are on at least 1/2
acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based
area. These communilies need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 stales "the neighborhood is the functional unit of
community development and that there is a need lo protect exisling neighborhoods
and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the west and
southeast respectively are zoned R-6 are more dense communities than all the other




surrounding communities. We believe that it functions as a 'transition area' as
described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's
Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Dr on Livingston
Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely
compatible with the surrounding communities that have been established over the last
30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes generally become rental properties
and draw transient occupants who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a
community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new
residential projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a
choice of lifestyles.’ This development of small townhomes does not reflect the
character of the surrounding area at all.

Palicy 16.3 states that '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 ¢) mitigation of adverse impacts; and d) transportation/pedestrian
connections.' This proposed rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed
into a small acreage is neither a 'like use' nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss to north of 275. This
has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only
increased wilh development to the north and into Pasco Counly.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within close
proximity to the Violet Curry preserve and more dense development could compromise
these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife on this property that will need to
be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher tortoises).

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives
laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is
counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low density,
semi-rural, single family community.'

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should
recognize the existing community and be designed in a way thatis compatible (as
defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the established character of the surrounding
neighborhood. Small townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.
Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel
needs to be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences
with 2 to 3 car altached garages on large lots, and thus in agreement with the
Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit and well-being




of the citizens of Hillsborough County. We moved to this area of Hillsborough County
because of its rural environment with large properties and space, away from urban
sprawl, high density development and transient occupants who do not have pride in
community. Please help us preserve our communities.

8. An example of what this property would become is similar to the condos located at
15417 - 15419 - 15421 - 15423 Livingston Ave, south of the proposed Rezoning
Request. These units are not maintained as those in the communities of Silver Forest,
High Oaks, Regal Qaks, Curry, and Victarra and this Request should be denied.

Thank you for your consideration.

Name: Patric & Suzi Zwolenski

Address: 2527 Victarra Circle, Lutz, FL 33559
Phone: 813-343-2085

Email: blackhawkpi@verizon.net




November 13,2020

Zoning hearing master
DSD-community development division
PO Box 1110

Tampa, Fl 33601

Rezoning application RZ-STD-20-1282

RECEIVED
NV 2 3 7070

Thomas G. Johnston Development Services

2115 Curry Rd

Lutz, Fl.

I have lived in this area since 1982 and at my present address since 1987. Over the years many
questions have been raised of what was allowable in this area. The answer has many times been that
the proposal was not in compliance with the homes in the area. This has included a two-story garage
with a room above for storage, a sign designating a home office and the subdividing of the parcel on the
north side of Curry rd. at Livingston ave. which was sub divided into three acres plus lots.

East of this property is fiddler cove with approximately 50 single family home on small lots with market
values in the 200,000-dollar range.

North of this property there is approximately 65 homes on half acre lots with market values in the
$350,000 to $500,000 range.




West is Curry cove and estates with approximately 65 homes on half acre lots with market values from
$350,000 to $775,000.

Southwest is Silver Forest with approximately 120 homes on 7000 square foot lots and above with
market values in the $200,000 to $300,000 range.

To the south is vacant land, a nature preserves and then more single-family homes.

There is in my opinion no way a multi-family designation fits in and as in the past considered compatible
with the surrounding area.

Additionally, when | moved in in 1987 there was a proposal to widen Livingston with turn lanes to ease
congestion. Today the congestion on Livingston far greater than in 1987 and much more dangerous
with traffic backing up from Bearss on the south to past Victarra on the north when schools are going
full tilt. This makes it almost impossible for emergency vehicles to get by, and when there is an accident
north of Sinclair hills drive, causes a major traffic problem all the way to sunset In. When | asked about
improvements to Livingston, | was told that the cost of replacing the bridge over I-275 made it cost
prohibited and unlikely to happen anytime soon.

By approving this zoning request, you will be devaluing the surrounding properties and creating a
dangerous situation which is at capacity now and would only cause considerable problems in the future.

I would encourage you to reject any multi-family zoning in favor of single family and compatible zoning
that fits the area around it.

Sincerely Yours

Thomas G. Johnston
2115 Curry Rd.
Lutz, Fl 33549

tjohnst3@verizon.net




Car( R.L. Brown, PG
2002 Curry Road
Lutz, Florida 33549

December 1, 2020

Melissa Lienhard, AICP, Principal Planner
Hillsborough County Planning Commission
County Center

601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning Standard Request
Zoning Application #RZ 20-1282

Dear Melissa Lienhard,

| am sending this letter to you to express my significant concerns regarding the above
referenced Rezoning Standard request. It is my understanding that the developer has
filed plans to construct a total of 41 Townhomes each approximately 1,200 square feet
in size with 2 bedrooms and 2 baths. | consider this development grossly unacceptable
and | am strongly opposed to its permitting for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. As
indicated above, | disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12
since the immediate surrounding communities west and north of the subject
parcel are zoned ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed-use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we do not understand why any higher density
zoning was ever considered for this parcel development. RSC-12 is not
compatible and is completely incongruent with the existing communities and
development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. | understand that the parcel is in the
University Community Area, but this area is also in Lutz and | feel that it
should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan standards to 'maintain
Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.’



Melissa Lienhard, AICP, Principal Planner
Hillsborough County Planning Commission
Zoning Application: #RZ 20-1282

December 1, 2020

Page 2 of 4

3.

In the surrounding areas west and north of the proposed development, all
homes are relatively large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots. The homes
directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the
functional unit of community development and that there is a need to
protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the
west and east, respectively, are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities
than all the other surrounding communities. We believe that these two well-
established communities function as a 'transition area' as described in Policy
16.2.

It is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the
significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan. There
are no townhomes located north of Deer Forest Drive, off of Livingston
Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not
remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that have been
established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes
frequently become rental properties and draw transient occupants who have
no interest in maintaining the quality of their community.

Further, Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density
and lot sizes of new residential projects will reflect the character of the
surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles." This development
of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area in
any respect.

Policy 16.3 of the Comprehensive Plan states that '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.'



Melissa Lienhard, AICP, Principal Planner
Hillsborough County Planning Commission
Zoning Application: #RZ 20-1282

December 1, 2020

Page 3 of 4

This proposed development of townhomes does not meet any of these criteria,
since these proposed townhomes will be tightly packed into a small acreage site
and, as proposed, is neither a 'like use' nor a ‘complimentary use’.

5. The traffic on Livingston Avenue, specifically in the area of the proposed
development is already always backed up from Bearss Avenue extending to the
north of the I-275 overpass during peak morning times and the reverse is true in
the peak afternoon times. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the
level of traffic has certainly only increased with other development to the north
and into Pasco County.

6. The subject parcel is located a short distance from the Violet Cury Preserve and
is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve. Both of these
environmentally-sensitive properties were acquired under the ELAPP Program
which was ‘established for the purpose of providing the process and funding for
identifying, acquiring, preserving and protecting endangered, environmentally-
sensitive and significant lands in Hillsborough County.’ It is felt that this
development of higher density will continue to compromise and negatively impact
OUR valued ecosystems of established wildlife.

To reiterate, | feel that permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the
intent and objectives laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing
communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as
a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Further, it is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the goals of
the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County and Objective 12-1 of the rezoning
application states ‘New developments should recognize the existing community
and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with
the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. It is my opinion that
small townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be
detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Therefore, | am asking that you consider denying this rezoning request. At the very
least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible with the surrounding
homes - larger, single family residences with attached garages on large lots, and thus in
agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County which was
prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.



Melissa Lienhard, AICP, Principal Planner
Hillsborough County Planning Commission
Zoning Application: #RZ 20-1282

December 1, 2020

Page 4 of 4

Speaking for those within our community, we are NOT opposed to all forms of
residential development. What we are strongly opposed to is development that is NOT
in agreement in regard to the compatibility and intent of the Hillsborough County
Comprehensive Plan. We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its
rural environment with large properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high
density development and possible transient occupants who do not take pride in their
community. Please help us in preserving our communities.

Thank you for your kind consideration,

Carl R.L. Brown, PG
2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FL 33549
813.975.9119 (h)
813.340.3104 (c)
CRLB@Tampabay.rr.com



November 23, 2020

Honorable Ken Hagan, County Commissioner District 2
Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Commissioner Hagan;

As an affected neighbor, | am writing this letter to express serious concerns regarding the
above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build 41
townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This development is considered unacceptable and is
being opposed for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a
rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree with the Future Land Use
designation of RSC-12 since the immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-
1, RSC-2 and RSC-3. Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed use land use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4
du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing development patterns do not support
those densities. With the existing communities around this parcel, we are not sure why any
higher density zoning was ever considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of
step with the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no
more than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in the University Community
Area, but this area is also Lutz and should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan
Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community."'

3. Inthe surrounding areas west and north, all homes are large and are on at least 1/2 acre
lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan.
Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that
there is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the west and southeast
respectively are zoned R-6 are more dense communities than all the other surrounding
communities. We believe that it functions as a 'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's
Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Dr on Livingston Avenue,
and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with
the surrounding communities that have been established over the last 30+ years.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new
residential projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of
lifestyles.' This development of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the
surrounding area at all.



Policy 16.3 states that '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.' This proposed
rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like
use' nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss to north of
275. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only
increased with development to the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within proximity to the
Violet Curry preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems.
There is also established wildlife on this property that will need to be taken into consideration
and relocated (gopher tortoises).

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid
out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the
Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community."'

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should
recognize the existing community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in
FLUE policy 1.4) with the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. Small
townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to
the values of the communities surrounding it.

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs
to be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 to 3 car
attached garages on large lots, and thus in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of
Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough
County. We moved to_this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with
large properties and space, away from urban sprawl and high-density development. Please help
us preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

(o G e

Alan Vernick

2110 Curry Road
Lutz FL 33549-3703
813-546-3954
alan@vti.com



November 23, 2020

Honorable Gwen Myers, County Commissioner District 3 Hillsborough County Board of
County Commissioners

601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Commissioner Myers;

As an affected neighbor, | am writing this letter to express serious concerns regarding the
above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build 41
townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This development is considered unacceptable and is
being opposed for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a
rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree with the Future Land Use
designation of RSC-12 since the immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-
1, RSC-2 and RSC-3. Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed use land use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4
du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing development patterns do not support
those densities. With the existing communities around this parcel, we are not sure why any
higher density zoning was ever considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of
step with the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no
more than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in the University Community
Area, but this area is also Lutz and should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan
Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community."'

3. Inthe surrounding areas west and north, all homes are large and are on at least 1/2 acre
lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan.
Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that
there is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the west and southeast
respectively are zoned R-6 are more dense communities than all the other surrounding
communities. We believe that it functions as a 'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's
Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Dr on Livingston Avenue,
and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with
the surrounding communities that have been established over the last 30+ years.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new
residential projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of
lifestyles.' This development of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the
surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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.' This proposed



rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like
use' nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss to north of
275. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only
increased with development to the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within proximity to the
Violet Curry preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems.
There is also established wildlife on this property that will need to be taken into consideration
and relocated (gopher tortoises).

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid
out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the
Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

7. Obijective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should
recognize the existing community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in
FLUE policy 1.4) with the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. Small
townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to
the values of the communities surrounding it.

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs
to be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 to 3 car
attached garages on large lots, and thus in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of
Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough
County. We moved to_this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with
large properties and space, away from urban sprawl and high-density development. Please help
us preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

(o ZA e e

Alan Vernick

2110 Curry Road
Lutz FL 33549-3703
813-546-3954
alan@vti.com



November 23, 2020

Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)
County Center

601 E. Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected neighbor in close proximity to this parcel, I am writing this letter to express
serious concerns regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the
developer plans to build 41 townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This development is
considered unacceptable and is being opposed for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a
rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree with the Future Land Use
designation of RSC-12 since the immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-
1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new residential or mixed
use land use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless
environmental features or existing development patterns do not support those densities. With the
existing communities around this parcel, we are not sure why any higher density zoning was ever
considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and is completely out of step with the existing
communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no more
than one unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in the University Community Area, but
this area is also Lutz and should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to
'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots.
The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan.
Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that
there is a need to protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west and southeast
respectively are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities than all the other surrounding
communities. We believe that it functions as a 'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.



4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's
Comprehensive Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Dr on Livingston Avenue,
and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with
the surrounding communities that have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience
has shown, townhomes frequently become rental properties and draw transient occupants who
have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new residential
projects will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles.' This
development of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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.' This proposed
rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use'
nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss Avenue to north of I-275. This
has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only increased with
development to the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within close proximity to the
Violet Cury preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems. There is
also established wildlife on this property that will need to be taken into consideration and
relocated (gopher tortoises).

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should recognize
the existing community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy
1.4) with the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. Small townhomes are not
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the
communities surrounding it.

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid out
in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz
Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs to
be compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 to 3 car
attached garages on large lots, and thus in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of
Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough
County.

We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large
properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high density development and transient occupants
who do not have pride in community. Please help us preserve our communities.



Thank you for your consideration.

Name: Carol Henderson

Address: 2001 Curry Rd., Lutz, FL 33549
Phone: 813-404-4512

Email: cphdkids@verizon.net



Camacho, Juan

From: Hearings

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 9:12 AM

To: Timoteo, Rosalina

Cc: Camacho, Juan

Subject: FW: Opposition to Rezoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Bianca O. Vazquez
Planning and Zoning Technician
Development Services Department

P: (813) 276-2156

F: (813) 635-7362

E: vazquezb@HillsboroughCounty.org
W: HCFLGov.net

Hillsborough County
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 20" Floor, Tampa, FL 33602

Facebook | Twitter | YouTube | LinkedIn | HCFL Stay Safe

UGH (isdsiaies
2020

HCFLGov.net/Census

Please note: All correspondence to or from this office is subject to Florida's Public Records law.

Please make use of CenterPass to make appointment requests online at
https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/businesses/permits-and-records/centerpass

From: Jan DeCamp <JanDeCamp@tampabay.rr.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 3:01 PM

To: Hearings <Hearings@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>

Subject: Opposition to Rezoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

[External]
November 23, 2020
Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)

County Center
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard



Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected property owner in close proximity to this parcel, I am writing this letter to express my serious
concerns regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build 41
townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq. ft. in size. I consider this development is considered unacceptable, and I oppose
it for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a rezoning from
ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. I disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the
immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new residential or mixed use land
use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or
existing development patterns do not support those densities.'

With the existing communities around this parcel, I am not sure why RSC-12 would ever be considered. RSC-
12 is not compatible with any of the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no more than one unit
per acre. I understand that the parcel is in the University Community Area, but this area is also Lutz and should
be considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural,
single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are larger with attached garages and are on at least 1/2
acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These communities
need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states 'the
neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that there is a need to protect existing
neighborhoods and communities."

I recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west and southeast respectively are
zoned R-6 and are more dense communities than all the other surrounding communities. But I believe that those
neighborhoods function as the 'transition area' as described in Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive
Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Drive off Livingston Avenue, and this proposed
development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that
have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes frequently become rental
properties and draw transient occupants who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new residential projects
will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles.' This development of
small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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
¢) mitigation of adverse impacts; and
d) transportation/pedestrian connections.'

This proposed rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use'
nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss Avenue to north of the I-275 overpass. This
has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only increased with development to
the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve and within close proximity to the Violet Cury
preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife
on this property that will need to be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher tortoises).

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should recognize the existing
community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the
established character of the surrounding neighborhood.' Small townhomes are not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid out in the
Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan
to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible
with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 car attached garages on larger lots, which
would be more in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit
and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.

We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large properties and space,
away from urban sprawl, high density development and transient occupants who do not have pride in
community. Please help us preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jan DeCamp-Brown

2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FLL 33549
813-975-9119
jandecamp@tampabay.rr.com

This email is from an EXTERNAL source and did not originate from a Hillsborough County email address. Use caution
when clicking on links and attachments from outside sources.



November 26, 2020

RECEIVED
Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)
County Center DEG 012020
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, FL 33602 Development Services

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

As an affected neighbor in close proximity to this parcel, I am writing this letter to express serious
concerns regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build
41 townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. This development is considered unacceptable and is being
opposed for the following reasons:

I. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a rezoning from
ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. We disagree with the FFuture Land Use designation of RSC-12
since the immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new residential or mixed use land
use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or
existing development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing communities around this
parcel, we are not sure why any higher density zoning was ever considered. RSC-12 is not compatible and
is completely out of step with the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no more than one
unit per acre. We understand that the parcel is in the University Community Area, but this area is also
Lutz and should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Luiz as a low density,
semi-rural, single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes arc large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots. The homes
directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These communities need to be
protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is
the functional unit of community development and that there is a need to protect existing neighborhoods
and communitics."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west and southeast
respectively are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities than all the other surrounding communities.
We believe that it functions as a 'transition area' as described in Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive
Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Dr on Livingston Avenue, and this proposed
development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities
that have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes frequently
become rental properties and draw transient occupants who have no interest in maintaining the quality of
a community.




Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new residential projects
will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles.' This development of
small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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 ¢) mitigation of adverse
impacts; and d) transportation/pedestrian connections.’ This proposed rezoning does none of that.
Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use' nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss Avenue to north of 1-275, This has been
noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only increased with development to the
north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve, within close proximity to the Violet
Cury preserve and more dense development could compromise these ccosystems, There is also
established wildlifc on this property that will need to be taken inio consideration and relocated (gopher
tortoises).

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should recognize the
existing community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the
established character of the surrounding neighborhood. Small townhomes are not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the

comimunities surrounding it.

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid out in the
Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. Tt is counter-productive to the Lutz Community
Plan to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs tobe

compatible with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 to 3 car attached garages
on large lots, and thus in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared for
ihe benefit and well-being of the citizens of Llillsborough County.

We moved to this area of Iillsborough Couniy because of its ruval environment with large propertics and
space, away from urban sprawl, high density development and transient occupants who do not have pride
in community. Please help us preserve our communities,

Thank you for your consideration,

Shawn Duffield

S Dgledl

15920 Shawver Lake Dr.
papaduffield@verizon.net




Camacho, Juan

From: Hearings

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 9:13 AM
To: Camacho, Juan

Cc: Timoteo, Rosalina

Subject: FW: Attn: Commissioner Gwen Myers

Bianca O. Vazquez
Planning and Zoning Technician
Development Services Department

P: (813) 276-2156

F: (813) 635-7362

E: vazquezb@HillsboroughCounty.org
W: HCFLGov.net

Hillsborough County
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 20" Floor, Tampa, FL 33602

Facebook | Twitter | YouTube | LinkedIn | HCFL Stay Safe

UGH (isdsiaies
2020

HCFLGov.net/Census

Please note: All correspondence to or from this office is subject to Florida's Public Records law.

Please make use of CenterPass to make appointment requests online at
https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/businesses/permits-and-records/centerpass

From: Jan DeCamp <JanDeCamp@tampabay.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 3:04 PM

To: Hearings <Hearings@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>
Subject: Attn: Commissioner Gwen Myers

[External]
November 23, 2020
Honorable Gwen Myers, County Commissioner District 3

Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard



Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning
Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282

Dear Commissioner Myers,

As an affected property owner in close proximity to this parcel, I am writing this letter to express my serious
concerns regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build 41
townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. I consider this development is considered unacceptable, and I oppose it
for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a rezoning from
ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. I disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the
immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All new residential or mixed use land
use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or
existing development patterns do not support those densities.'

With the existing communities around this parcel, I am not sure why RSC-12 would ever be considered. RSC-
12 is not compatible with any of the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no more than one unit
per acre. I understand that the parcel is in the University Community Area, but this area is also Lutz and should
be considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural,
single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are larger with attached garages and are on at least 1/2
acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These communities
need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states 'the
neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that there is a need to protect existing
neighborhoods and communities."

I recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west and southeast respectively are
zoned R-6 and are more dense communities than all the other surrounding communities. But I believe that those
neighborhoods function as the 'transition area' as described in Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive
Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Drive off Livingston Avenue, and this proposed
development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that
have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes frequently become rental
properties and draw transient occupants who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new residential projects
will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles.' This development of
small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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
¢) mitigation of adverse impacts; and
d) transportation/pedestrian connections.'

This proposed rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use'
nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss Avenue to north of the I-275 overpass. This
has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only increased with development to
the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve and within close proximity to the Violet Cury
preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife
on this property that will need to be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher tortoises).

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should recognize the existing
community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the
established character of the surrounding neighborhood.' Small townhomes are not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid out in the
Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan
to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible
with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 car attached garages on larger lots, which
would be more in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit
and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.

We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large properties and space,
away from urban sprawl, high density development and transient occupants who do not have pride in
community. Please help us preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jan DeCamp-Brown

2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FLL 33549
813-975-9119
jandecamp@tampabay.rr.com

This email is from an EXTERNAL source and did not originate from a Hillsborough County email address. Use caution
when clicking on links and attachments from outside sources.



Camacho, Juan

From: Hearings

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 9:13 AM
To: Timoteo, Rosalina

Cc: Camacho, Juan

Subject: FW: Attn: Commissioner Ken Hagan

Bianca O. Vazquez
Planning and Zoning Technician
Development Services Department

P: (813) 276-2156

F: (813) 635-7362

E: vazquezb@HillsboroughCounty.org
W: HCFLGov.net

Hillsborough County
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 20" Floor, Tampa, FL 33602

Facebook | Twitter | YouTube | LinkedIn | HCFL Stay Safe

IGH (s
2020

HCFLGov.net/Census

Please note: All correspondence to or from this office is subject to Florida's Public Records law.

Please make use of CenterPass to make appointment requests online at
https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/businesses/permits-and-records/centerpass

From: Jan DeCamp <JanDeCamp@tampabay.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 3:06 PM

To: Hearings <Hearings@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>
Subject: Attn: Commissioner Ken Hagan

[External]

November 23, 2020

Honorable Ken Hagan, County Commissioner District 2
1



Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Opposition to Rezoning - Zoning Application #RZ STD 20-1282
Dear Commissioner Hagan,

As an affected property owner in close proximity to this parcel, I am writing this letter to express my serious
concerns regarding the above referenced Rezoning Standard request. As filed, the developer plans to build 41
townhomes, 2bd/2ba 1200 sq ft in size. I consider this development is considered unacceptable, and I oppose it
for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has requested a rezoning from
ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. I disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12 since the
immediate surrounding communities west, and north are ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: '"Minimum Density - All new residential or mixed use land
use categories within the USA shall have a density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or
existing development patterns do not support those densities.'

With the existing communities around this parcel, I am not sure why RSC-12 would ever be considered. RSC-
12 is not compatible with any of the existing communities and development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that there be no more than one unit
per acre. I understand that the parcel is in the University Community Area, but this area is also Lutz and should
be considered by the Lutz Community Plan Standards to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural,
single family community.'

3. In the surrounding areas west and north, all homes are larger with attached garages and are on at least 1/2
acre lots. The homes directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These communities
need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the
neighborhood is the functional unit of community development and that there is a need to protect existing
neighborhoods and communities."

I recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler’s Cove communities to the west and southeast respectively are
zoned R-6 and are more dense communities than all the other surrounding communities. But I believe that those
neighborhoods function as the 'transition area' as described in Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.2.

4. Achieving proper compatibility is one of the significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive
Plan. There are no townhomes north of Deer Forest Drive off Livingston Avenue, and this proposed
development of small townhomes is therefore not remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that
have been established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes frequently become rental
properties and draw transient occupants who have no interest in maintaining the quality of a community.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density and lot sizes of new residential projects
will reflect the character of the surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles.' This development of
small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area at all.

Policy 16.3 states that '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

¢) mitigation of adverse impacts; and

d) transportation/pedestrian connections.'

This proposed rezoning does none of that. Townhomes tightly packed into a small acreage is neither a 'like use'
nor a 'complimentary use'.

5. Livingston traffic is already frequently backed up from Bearss Avenue to north of the 1-275 overpass. This
has been noted in past zoning hearings and the level of traffic has certainly only increased with development to
the north and into Pasco County.

6. This parcel is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve and within close proximity to the Violet Cury
preserve and more dense development could compromise these ecosystems. There is also established wildlife
on this property that will need to be taken into consideration and relocated (gopher tortoises).

7. Objective 12-1 of the Rezoning Application reiterates ‘New developments should recognize the existing
community and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with the
established character of the surrounding neighborhood.' Small townhomes are not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood and will be detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the intent and objectives laid out in the
Comprehensive Plan to protect existing communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan
to 'maintain Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.'

Please consider denying this request. At the very least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible
with the surrounding homes - larger, single family residences with 2 car attached garages on larger lots, which
would be more in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough which was prepared for the benefit
and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.

We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its rural environment with large properties and space,
away from urban sprawl, high density development and transient occupants who do not have pride in
community. Please help us preserve our communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jan DeCamp-Brown

2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FL 33549
813-975-9119
jandecamp@tampabay.rr.com

This email is from an EXTERNAL source and did not originate from a Hillsborough County email address. Use caution
when clicking on links and attachments from outside sources.



Car( R.L. Brown, PG
2002 Curry Road
Lutz, Florida 33549

November 24, 2020

Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)
County Center

601 E. Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Denial of Rezoning Standard Request
Zoning Application #RZ 20-1282

Dear Zoning Hearing Master,

| am sending this letter to you to express my significant concerns regarding the above
referenced Rezoning Standard request. It is my understanding that the developer has
filed plans to construct a total of 41 Townhomes each approximately 1,200 square feet
in size with 2 bedrooms and 2 baths. | consider this development grossly unacceptable
and | am strongly opposed to its permitting for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. As
indicated above, | disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12
since the immediate surrounding communities west and north of the subject
parcel are zoned ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed-use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we do not understand why any higher density
zoning was ever considered for this parcel development. RSC-12 is not
compatible and is completely incongruent with the existing communities and
development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. | understand that the parcel is in the
University Community Area, but this area is also in Lutz and | feel that it
should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan standards to 'maintain
Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.’



Zoning Hearing Master (ZHM)
County Center

Zoning Application: #RZ 20-1282
November 24, 2020

Page 2 of 4

3.

In the surrounding areas west and north of the proposed development, all
homes are relatively large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots. The homes
directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the
functional unit of community development and that there is a need to
protect existing neighborhoods and communities.”

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the
west and east, respectively, are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities
than all the other surrounding communities. We believe that these two well-
established communities function as a 'transition area' as described in Policy
16.2.

It is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the
significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan. There
are no townhomes located north of Deer Forest Drive, off of Livingston
Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not
remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that have been
established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes
frequently become rental properties and draw transient occupants who have
no interest in maintaining the quality of their community.

Further, Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density
and lot sizes of new residential projects will reflect the character of the
surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles." This development
of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area in
any respect.

Policy 16.3 of the Comprehensive Plan states that '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.'

This proposed development of townhomes does not meet any of these criteria,
since these proposed townhomes will be tightly packed into a small acreage site
and, as proposed, is neither a 'like use' nor a ‘complimentary use’.
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5. The traffic on Livingston Avenue, specifically in the area of the proposed
development is already always backed up from Bearss Avenue extending to the
north of the 1-275 overpass during peak morning times and the reverse is true in
the peak afternoon times. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the
level of traffic has certainly only increased with other development to the north
and into Pasco County.

6. The subject parcel is located a short distance from the Violet Cury Preserve and
is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve. Both of these
environmentally-sensitive properties were acquired under the ELAPP Program
which was ‘established for the purpose of providing the process and funding for
identifying, acquiring, preserving and protecting endangered, environmentally-
sensitive and significant lands in Hillsborough County.’ It is felt that this
development of higher density will continue to compromise and negatively impact
OUR valued ecosystems of established wildlife.

To reiterate, | feel that permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the
intent and objectives laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing
communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as
a low density, semi-rural, single family community."'

Further, it is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the goals of
the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County and Objective 12-1 of the rezoning
application states ‘New developments should recognize the existing community
and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with
the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. It is my opinion that
small townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be
detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Therefore, | am asking that you consider denying this rezoning request. At the very
least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible with the surrounding
homes - larger, single family residences with attached garages on large lots, and thus in
agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County which was
prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.

Speaking for those within our community, we are NOT opposed to all forms of
residential development. What we are strongly opposed to is development that is NOT
in agreement in regard to the compatibility and intent of the Hillsborough County
Comprehensive Plan. We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its
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rural environment with large properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high
density development and possible transient occupants who do not take pride in their
community. Please help us in preserving our communities.

Thank you for your kind consideration,

Carl R.L. Brown, PG
2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FL 33549
813.975.9119 (h)
813.340.3104 (c)
CRLB@Tampabay.rr.com
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Honorable Gwen Myers, County Commissioner, District 3
Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Denial of Rezoning Standard Request
Zoning Application #RZ 20-1282

Dear Commissioner Myers,

| am sending this letter to you to express my significant concerns regarding the above
referenced Rezoning Standard request. It is my understanding that the developer has
filed plans to construct a total of 41 Townhomes each approximately 1,200 square feet
in size with 2 bedrooms and 2 baths. | consider this development grossly unacceptable
and | am strongly opposed to its permitting for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. As
indicated above, | disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12
since the immediate surrounding communities west and north of the subject
parcel are zoned ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed-use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we do not understand why any higher density
zoning was ever considered for this parcel development. RSC-12 is not
compatible and is completely incongruent with the existing communities and
development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. | understand that the parcel is in the
University Community Area, but this area is also in Lutz and | feel that it
should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan standards to 'maintain
Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.’
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3.

In the surrounding areas west and north of the proposed development, all
homes are relatively large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots. The homes
directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the
functional unit of community development and that there is a need to
protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the
west and east, respectively, are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities
than all the other surrounding communities. We believe that these two well-
established communities function as a 'transition area' as described in Policy
16.2.

It is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the
significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan. There
are no townhomes located north of Deer Forest Drive, off of Livingston
Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes is therefore not
remotely compatible with the surrounding communities that have been
established over the last 30+ years. As experience has shown, townhomes
frequently become rental properties and draw transient occupants who have
no interest in maintaining the quality of their community.

Further, Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 states that the 'overall density
and lot sizes of new residential projects will reflect the character of the
surrounding area, recognizing a choice of lifestyles." This development
of small townhomes does not reflect the character of the surrounding area in
any respect.

Policy 16.3 of the Comprehensive Plan states that '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.'

This proposed development of townhomes does not meet any of these criteria,
since these proposed townhomes will be tightly packed into a small acreage site
and, as proposed, is neither a 'like use' nor a ‘complimentary use’.
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5. The traffic on Livingston Avenue, specifically in the area of the proposed
development is already always backed up from Bearss Avenue extending to the
north of the 1-275 overpass during peak morning times and the reverse is true in
the peak afternoon times. This has been noted in past zoning hearings and the
level of traffic has certainly only increased with other development to the north
and into Pasco County.

6. The subject parcel is located a short distance from the Violet Cury Preserve and
is immediately north of the Cypress Creek Preserve. Both of these
environmentally-sensitive properties were acquired under the ELAPP Program
which was ‘established for the purpose of providing the process and funding for
identifying, acquiring, preserving and protecting endangered, environmentally-
sensitive and significant lands in Hillsborough County.’ It is felt that this
development of higher density will continue to compromise and negatively impact
OUR valued ecosystems of established wildlife.

To reiterate, | feel that permitting this rezoning to take place is counter-productive to the
intent and objectives laid out in the Comprehensive Plan to protect existing
communities. It is counter-productive to the Lutz Community Plan to 'maintain Lutz as
a low density, semi-rural, single family community."'

Further, it is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the goals of
the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County and Objective 12-1 of the rezoning
application states ‘New developments should recognize the existing community
and be designed in a way that is compatible (as defined in FLUE policy 1.4) with
the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. It is my opinion that
small townhomes are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be
detrimental to the values of the communities surrounding it.

Therefore, | am asking that you consider denying this rezoning request. At the very
least, any development on this parcel needs to be compatible with the surrounding
homes - larger, single family residences with attached garages on large lots, and thus in
agreement with the Comprehensive Plan of Hillsborough County which was
prepared for the benefit and well-being of the citizens of Hillsborough County.

Speaking for those within our community, we are NOT opposed to all forms of
residential development. What we are strongly opposed to is development that is NOT
in agreement in regard to the compatibility and intent of the Hillsborough County
Comprehensive Plan. We moved to this area of Hillsborough County because of its
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rural environment with large properties and space, away from urban sprawl, high
density development and possible transient occupants who do not take pride in their
community. Please help us in preserving our communities.

Thank you for your kind consideration,

Carl R.L. Brown, PG
2002 Curry Road

Lutz, FL 33549
813.975.9119 (h)
813.340.3104 (c)
CRLB@Tampabay.rr.com
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Honorable Ken Hagan, County Commissioner, District 2
Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

Re: Denial of Rezoning Standard Request
Zoning Application #RZ 20-1282

Dear Commissioner Hagan,

| am sending this letter to you to express my significant concerns regarding the above
referenced Rezoning Standard request. It is my understanding that the developer has
filed plans to construct a total of 41 Townhomes each approximately 1,200 square feet
in size with 2 bedrooms and 2 baths. | consider this development grossly unacceptable
and | am strongly opposed to its permitting for the following reasons:

1. According to the Hillsborough County Application Form, the developer has
requested a rezoning from ASC-1 to a future land use of RSC-12. As
indicated above, | disagree with the Future Land Use designation of RSC-12
since the immediate surrounding communities west and north of the subject
parcel are zoned ASC-1, RSC-2 and RSC-3.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2: 'Minimum Density - All
new residential or mixed-use land use categories within the USA shall have a
density of 4 du/ga or greater unless environmental features or existing
development patterns do not support those densities. With the existing
communities around this parcel, we do not understand why any higher density
zoning was ever considered for this parcel development. RSC-12 is not
compatible and is completely incongruent with the existing communities and
development patterns.

2. This parcel falls at the edge of the Lutz Community Plan which directs that
there be no more than one unit per acre. | understand that the parcel is in the
University Community Area, but this area is also in Lutz and | feel that it
should be considered by the Lutz Community Plan standards to 'maintain
Lutz as a low density, semi-rural, single family community.’
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3.

In the surrounding areas west and north of the proposed development, all
homes are relatively large and are on at least 1/2 acre lots. The homes
directly to the southeast are in a wooded, conservation-based area. These
communities need to be protected as directed in the Hillsborough
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 16 states "the neighborhood is the
functional unit of community development and that there is a need to
protect existing neighborhoods and communities."

We recognize that the Silver Forest and Fiddler's Cove communities to the
west and east, respectively, are zoned R-6 and are more dense communities
than all the other surrounding communities. We believe that these two well-
established communities function as a 'transition area' as described in Policy
16.2.

It is my understanding that achieving proper compatibility is one of the
significant goals of Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan. There
are no townhomes located north of Deer Forest Drive, off of Livingston
Avenue, and this proposed development of small townhomes is t