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Consent Section Regular Section Public Hearing
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Department Name: County Attorney’s Office
Contact Person: Johanna Lundgren Bailey Contact Phone: 307-3115

Staff's Recommended Board Motion:   Approve a resolution providing for the rendition of the denial of 
application RZ 25-0602, an application for rezoning from the RSC-6 zoning district to a Planned 
Development. The Board of County Commissioners voted to deny this application during the October 7, 
2025 Board of County Commissioners Land Use Meeting.

Background:
Sec. 10.03.04 (G) of the Land Development Code (LDC) provides for the process for the Board of County
Commissioners’ consideration of rezonings.  This section states that “the Board shall consider the record 
of the hearing before the Land Use Hearing Officer, any additional evidence and oral argument introduced 
pursuant to the terms herein and shall approve or deny the application by resolution. The resolution shall 
include a statement of compliance or all points of noncompliance with the Comprehensive Plan, if different 
from the conclusions of the Land Use Hearing Officer, and shall give specific reasons for any decision 
contrary to his recommendation. A resolution approving an application shall specify any conditions which 
are required as part of the Board's approval.”

In accordance with Sec. 10.03.04 of the LDC, the Board of County Commissioners conducted a public 
meeting and considered application RZ 25-0602 during the October 7, 2025 Board of County 
Commissioners Land Use Meeting. The Board conducted its review of this application in accordance with 
the Land Development Code, and voted to deny the application.  The Board is requested to adopt the 
attached resolution providing for the rendition of the Board’s denial of application RZ 25-0602.    

List Attachments: 
Resolution providing for denial of RZ 25-0602, with the following attachments: (1) Zoning Hearing Master Recommendation, 
(2) Development Services Department denial letter (3) Excerpt of Minutes of October 7, 2025 Board of County Commissioners 
Land Use Meeting

Subject: Approve a resolution providing for the rendition of the denial of application RZ 25-0602, an 
application for rezoning from the RSC-6 zoning district to a Planned Development.  The Board 
of Commissioners voted to deny this application during the October 7, 2025 Board of County 
Commissioners Land Use Meeting. 

Johanna Lundgren Bailey



 RESOLUTION #________________ 
 
 REZONING PETITION # RZ-PD 25-0602 
 

Upon motion by Commissioner Hagan, seconded by Commissioner Wostal, the following 
resolution was adopted by a 6-1 vote, with the individual commissioners voting as follows: 
 

Boles    yes 
Cepeda   yes 
Cohen    yes 
Hagan    yes 
Miller    yes 
Myers    no 
Wostal    yes 
 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Hearing Master on August 18, 2025, held a duly noticed public 
hearing on said rezoning petition for PD (Planned Development) zoning and heard and considered 
testimony and documents received thereon; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Hearing Master filed with the Board of County Commissioners of 
Hillsborough County a recommendation of approval of said rezoning petition; and, 
 

WHEREAS, said recommendation of approval contained findings of fact and conclusions 
of law relating to consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and compatibility with adjoining land 
uses and zoning classifications, a copy of which recommendation is attached hereto as Exhibit A 
and incorporated herein by reference; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the public notice requirements contained in the Land Development Code of 
Hillsborough County have been satisfied; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County has received 
and considered the report and recommendation of the Hillsborough County Administration; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County has received 
and considered the report and recommendation of the Zoning Hearing Master; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County has on October 
7, 2025, held a duly noticed public meeting on the petition for PD (Planned Development) zoning 
and has heard and considered the evidence received thereon. 

 
 

WHEREAS, on the 14th day of March, 2025, Todd Pressman submitted a rezoning petition 
requesting a change from RSC-6 (Residential, Single-Family Conventional) zoning classification 
to PD (Planned Development) zoning classification for the parcel of land described in said petition 
for the proposed use of a 14-bed Community Residential Home; and, 
 



NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA: 
 
I. FINDINGS  

 
A. The recitals of fact and law set forth above are hereby incorporated into this  

Resolution.  
 
B.  The Board has considered the Petition in accordance with LDC §10.03.04.  
 
C.  LDC §10.03.04.G.1. provides that the Board's resolution that approves or denies 

the  Petition, "shall include a statement of compliance or all points of 
noncompliance with the Comprehensive Plan, if different from the conclusions of 
the [ZHM], and shall give specific reasons for any decision contrary to his 
recommendation."  

 
D.  § 163.3194(3)(a) of the Community Planning Act provides that, " ( a) development 

order ... shall be 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."  

 
E.  The Board hereby rejects the Zoning Hearing Master's recommendation of approval 

on the grounds that the requested Planned Development to establish a Type B 
Community Residential Home is not compatible with the established residential 
uses and RSC-6 zoning surrounding the subject property, and as such is not 
consistent with Policy 3.1.3 of the Future Land Use Section of the Comprehensive 
Plan, which states: 

 
“Any density increase shall be compatible with existing, proposed or planned 
surrounding development. Compatibility is defined as the characteristics of 
different uses or activities or designs 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.” 

 
The requested Planned Development's proposed 14-bed Type B Community 
Residential Home use is incompatible with the RSC-6 zoning surrounding the 
subject property. Section 2.02.02. of the Land Development Code does not permit 
Type B Community Residential Homes within the RSC-6 zoning district. The 
requested Planned Development to establish a 14-bed Type B Community 
Residential Home is inconsistent with Objective 4.4 “Neighborhood Protection”, 



Policy 4.4.1 of the Future Land Use Section. Additionally, the Planned 
Development is not consistent with Objective 4.6 concerning Neighborhood and 
Community Supporting Uses,  Policy 4.6.1 which provides in part that “residential 
support uses. . . . shall be of a design, intensity and scale to serve the surrounding 
neighborhood or the nonresidential development in which it occurs, and to be 
compatible with the surrounding land uses and zoning.” 

 
F.  Record evidence which describes both the natural and the non-natural physical  

characteristics and the environmental functions of both the Property and the 
surrounding areas supports a finding that the retention of the existing zoning 
classification of RSC-6 serves the legitimate public purpose of protecting the 
existing residential neighborhood from the encroachment of an incompatible use. 

 
II. CONCLUSION 
 

The Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County hereby denies the petition 
for PD (Planned Development) zoning filed by Todd Pressman.   
 
III. EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

This resolution shall take effect upon vote of the Board of County Commissioners of 
Hillsborough County in regards to the application. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



STATE OF FLORIDA         ) 
                        ) 
COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH) 
 

I, VICTOR CRIST, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Ex Officio Clerk to the Board of County 
Commissioners of Hillsborough County, Florida, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing 
is a true and correct copy of the resolution adopted by the Board of County Commissioners of 
Hillsborough County, Florida at its regular meeting of _______________________ as the same 
appears of record in Minute Book _____________ of the Public Records of Hillsborough County, 
Florida. 
 
 

WITNESS, my hand and official seal this _________ day of _____________, 20_____. 
 
 
                                      VICTOR CRIST, CLERK 
 
                                  BY: _________________________ 
                                      Deputy Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPROVED BY COUNTY ATTORNEY 
 
BY_________________________ 
 
Approved As To Form And 
Legal Sufficiency 









































TUESDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2025 

Book 593 Page   

advised on party of record procedures. Messrs. Floyd and George Niemann 

and Ms. Debbie Holliday did not support the project. Attorney Corbett 
and Mr. Jeremy Couch, applicant representatives, gave rebuttal.  Ms. Massey 

and Attorney Lundgren Bailey reviewed PC/ZHM recommendations. Mr. Gormly 
confirmed the cross-access gate was requested by the developer and was only 
added due to County policy and verified the development had a south egress.  

Attorney Corbett affirmed the applicant was amenable to removing the east 

access requirement. Mr. Gormly addressed
about the allowable/current zoning on the project site. After further 

conversation on the zoning process, Commissioner Wostal moved for approval
with the removal of the east gate access requirement, seconded by 

Commissioner Miller.  Commissioner Boles requested an explanation on 
initial increment of development relative to Condition 8 southbound turn 

lane and wondered if public utilities existed on the site.  Commissioner 
Wostal noted the Board could not deny a request based on traffic if the 

request met all legal standards.  The motion carried seven to zero.

F.6. Application Number: RZ-PD 25-0602 
Applicant: TODD PRESSMAN 
Location: 819 W 131st Ave. 
Folio Number: 18038.0000 
Acreage: 0.73 acres, more or less 
Comp Plan: RES-4 
Service Area: Urban 
Community Plan: Greater Carrollwood-Northdale 
Existing Zoning: RSC-6 
Request: Rezone to PD 
RECOMMENDATION: 
ZHM: Approval 
DS: Approvable, Subject to Conditions 
PC: Consistent with Plan 

Mr. Grady explained the item. Mr. Todd Pressman and Ms. Latonya 
Boykins, applicant representatives, delivered a presentation.  Chair Hagan 

called for public comment. Mses. Baneet Stewart, Serena Stewart, and 

Angelett Johnson supported the rezoning. Ms. Beverly Kieny opposed the 
request and asked if she could submit additional evidence.  Attorney Lundgren 

F.6. Application Number: RZ-PD 25-0602
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Bailey advised additional evidence could not be submitted after the ZHM 

meeting had taken place.  Ms. Susan Dennis and Mr. Brian Blair did not 

favor the project.  Mr. Pressman and Ms. Boykins gave rebuttal.  Ms. 

Massey and Attorney Lundgren Bailey reviewed PC/ZHM recommendations.  
Subsequent to remarks on the efforts to try and make the project 
fit in a residential neighborhood, Chair Hagan would not support the rezoning 
application due to incompatibility with the neighborhood character, the Land 

Development Code, and the Comp Plan policies.  Following agreement with 
Chair Hagans comments, Commissioner Cohen emphasized that consideration of 
the rezoning could not be based on the 
character/business practices/reputation and expressed concern with the 
projects size/location and potential uses on the property if the item was 

approved. After mentioning an existing six-bed residential facility half
a mile away met the neighborhood criteria, Commissioner Boles suggested an 
alternate approach could be to separate the home into two six-bed residents 
which would maintain the characteristic of the neighborhood. Following

comments, Commissioner Myers moved for approval, seconded by Commissioner

Cameron Cepeda.  (The second was subsequently withdrawn.)  Commissioner 
Wostal emphasized an educational point for the public warning about the 
implications of a planned development zoning, and stressed his vote was based 

on Chair Hagans arguments against the development.  Responding to 
Commissioner Cameron Cepeda, Mr. Gormly mentioned that the planned 
development request was limited to any type of community residential home 
and could not be converted to other uses without changes to the zoning. 
After questioning whether the use was limited to elderly care facilities and 

not other community residential types, Commissioner Cameron Cepeda 
withdrew the second.  Noting the motion died for lack of a second and upon 

passing the gavel to Vice Chair Miller, Chair Hagan made a motion to deny, 
seconded by Commissioner Wostal, and carried six to one; Commissioner Myers 
voted no. 

NOTE:  The above action reversed the recommendation for approval by the ZHM. 

F.7. Application Number: RZ-PD 25-0700  
Applicant: PV-RUSKIN 19, LLC 
Location: 424 NE 19th Ave. 
Folio Number: 54226.0000 
Acreage: 6.48 acres, more or less 

Chair Hagan made a motion to deny,
seconded by Commissioner Wostal, and carried six to one; Commissioner Myers 
voted no.


