
 
 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
 
  
  
STEVEN NORDBECK and MELISSA 
NORDBECK, husband, and wife; TIFFANY 
URENA, ELIZABETH WHITE; TROY 
GOLDBERG; GERALD COSENTINO and 
LYNN COSENTINO, husband, and wife; 
MATTHEW MONROE and MISTY MONROE, 
husband, and wife; WARD NETSCHER; 
BRIAN MURPHY and TARA MURPHY, 
husband, and wife; WILLIAM A. JAMIESON;  
PAUL J. GIANNOTTI; and BRANDON 
PERTILE, 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Case No. 2022-CA-4745 
 

Division B 
 

 
 

                            Plaintiffs, 
v. 
 
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA, a 
political subdivision of the State of Florida,  
 
                            Defendants. 
________________________________________/ 
 

 
AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTIVE 

RELIEF PURSUANT TO SECTION 163.3215, FLORIDA STATUTES 
 

Plaintiffs STEVEN NORDBECK and MELISSA NORDBECK, husband and wife; 

TIFFANY URENA; ELIZABETH WHITE; TROY GOLDBERG; GERALD COSENTINO and 

LYNN COSENTINO, husband and wife; MATTHEW MONROE and MISTY MONROE, 

husband and wife; WARD NETSCHER; BRIAN MURPHY and TARA MURPHY, husband and 

wife; WILLIAM A. JAMIESON;  PAUL J. GIANNOTTI; and BRANDON PERTILE, hereinafter 

collectively referred to as the “Plaintiffs”, by and through their undersigned counsels, respectfully 

submit this Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief (“Amended 

Complaint”) pursuant to §163.3215, Florida Statutes, against Defendant HILLSBOROUGH 

COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of the State of Florida (the “County” or 
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“Defendant”),  requesting that this Court issue judgment as described below, and in support thereof 

alleges the following:  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1. This Amended Complaint is filed pursuant to §163.3215(3), Fla. Stat., which authorizes de 

novo actions for declaratory, injunctive and other relief to prevent the issuance of Development 

Orders that are inconsistent with the adopted local government comprehensive plan.  

2. This Amended Complaint amends the Complaint only in the addition of and removal of 

certain Plaintiffs.  All substantive allegations remain the same.  

3. A complaint pursuant to §163.3215, Fla. Stat., is the sole method available for challenging 

the consistency of a Development Order with a local comprehensive plan.  §163.3215(1), Fla. Stat. 

4. The real property at issue is located in Sections 28 and 29, Township 27 South, Range 17 

East, Hillsborough County, Florida (hereinafter “Property”). 

5. The Circuit Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to Florida 

Constitution, Article V, Section 20 and §§163.3215(5), 26.012(2)(a), 86.011 and 26.012(3), Fla. 

Stat. 

6. Pursuant to §163.3215(5), Fla. Stat., venue in this action lies in Hillsborough County, 

Florida because the challenged action was taken by Hillsborough County and occurred within 

Hillsborough County affecting lands within Hillsborough County.  

7. This Court has jurisdiction to enter declaratory and injunctive relief pursuant to Chapter 

86, Fla. Stat., §§163.3215, 26.012(3), 86.011, Fla. Stat., and Rule 1.610, Fla. R. Civ. P. 

8. Pursuant to §163.3215(3), Fla. Stat., the Complaint was timely filed within thirty (30) days 

of rendition of the final action on the Development Order which occurred on May 5, 2022. 

9. All conditions precedent to the bringing of this action have occurred or have been waived. 
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PARTIES AND STANDING 

10. Defendant, Hillsborough County, Florida, is a political subdivision of the State of Florida 

duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida, and the Board of County 

Commissioners is the governing body of the County. 

11. Plaintiffs Steven Nordbeck and Melissa Nordbeck own and reside on property at 6008 

Hammock Woods Drive, Odessa, Florida 33556; approximately three (3) miles from the property 

subject of this action (“Property”).  The Nordbeck property is identified as Folio Number 002914-

2046 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  The Nordbecks are each an “aggrieved or 

adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to Hillsborough 

County’s approval of the Subdivision Construction Plan Approval (hereafter “DO Approval”), a 

copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated by reference, for a proposed 

development on the Property, the “Patterson Rd. Residential Project” (hereafter “Project”), given 

that they reside in close proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO Approval.  As 

neighbors and active community members in the Keystone-Odessa rural community, the 

Nordbecks will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is disproportionate to 

the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited to increased traffic, 

noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and loss of peaceful 

and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property.  

12. Plaintiff  Tiffany Urena owns and resides on property at 2426 Murray Pass Road, Odessa, 

Florida 33556; approximately nine (9) miles from the Property.  The Urena property is identified 

as Folio Number 072310-3158 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Ms. Urena is an 

“aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO 
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Approval given that they reside in close proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO 

Approval.  As neighbors and active community members in the Keystone-Odessa rural 

community, the Urenas will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is 

disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited 

to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and 

loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

13. Plaintiff Elizabeth White owns and resides on property at 17905 Burrell Road, Odessa, 

Florida 33556; approximately five (5) miles from the Property.  The White property is identified 

as Folio Number 001476-2000 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Ms. White is an 

“aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO 

Approval given that she resides in close proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO 

Approval.  As a neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-Odessa rural community, 

Ms. White will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is disproportionate to 

the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited to increased traffic, 

noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and loss of peaceful 

and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

14. Plaintiff Troy Goldberg owns and resides on property at 9405 Post Road, Odessa, Florida  

33556; approximately three and one-half (3.5) miles from the Property.  The Goldberg property is 

identified as Folio Number 001796-0100 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Mr. 

Goldberg is an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in 

regard to the DO Approval given that he resides in close proximity to the Property that is the 

subject of the DO Approval.  As a neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-Odessa 

rural community, Mr. Goldberg will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that 
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is disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited 

to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and 

loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

15. Plaintiffs Gerald Cosentino and Lynn Cosentino own and reside on property at 18912 

Crescent Road, Odessa, Florida 33556; approximately seven (7) miles from the Property.  The 

Cosentino property is identified as Folio Number 000659-0000 by the Hillsborough County 

Property Appraiser.  The Cosentinos are each an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as 

defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO Approval given that they reside in close 

proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO Approval.  As neighbors and active 

community members in the Keystone-Odessa rural community, the Cosentinos will be adversely 

affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is disproportionate to the community at large.  Such 

adverse effects include but may not be limited to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, 

diminished property values, light pollution, and loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural 

residential property. 

16. Plaintiffs Matthew Monroe and Misty Monroe own and reside on property at 16302 

McGlamery Road, Odessa, Florida 33556; directly adjacent to the Property.  The Monroe property 

is identified as Folio Number 002596-0300 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  The 

Monroes are each an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. 

Stat. in regard to the DO Approval given that they reside in close proximity to the Property that is 

the subject of the DO Approval.  As neighbors and active community members in the Keystone-

Odessa rural community The Monroes will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner 

that is disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be 
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limited to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light 

pollution, and loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

17. Plaintiff Ward Netscher owns and resides on property at 18421 Gunn Highway, Odessa, 

Florida 33556; approximately five (5) miles from the Property.  The Netscher property is identified 

as Folio Number 00848-0000 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Mr. Netscher is an 

“aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO 

Approval, given that he resides in close proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO 

Approval.  As a neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-Odessa rural community 

Mr. Netscher will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is disproportionate 

to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited to increased traffic, 

noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and loss of peaceful 

and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

18. Plaintiffs Brian Murphy and Tara Murphy own and reside on property at 11610 Innfields 

Drive, Odessa, Florida 33556; approximately two (2) miles from the Property.  The Murphy 

property is identified as Folio Number 002692-3045 by the Hillsborough County Property 

Appraiser.  The Murphys are each an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by 

§163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO Approval given that they reside in close proximity to 

the Property that is the subject of the DO Approval.  As neighbors and active community members 

in the Keystone-Odessa rural community, the Murphys will be adversely affected by the DO 

Approval in a manner that is disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects 

include but may not be limited to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished 

property values, light pollution, and loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential 

property. 
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19. Plaintiff William A. Jamieson owns and resides on property at 1317 Hutchens Avenue, 

Odessa, Florida 33556; immediately abutting the Property.  The Jamieson property is identified as 

Folio Number 002638-7022  by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Mr. Jamieson is an 

“aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in regard to the DO 

Approval, given that he resides in close proximity to the Property that is the subject of the DO 

Approval.  As an immediately adjacent neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-

Odessa rural community Mr. Jamieson will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner 

that is disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be 

limited to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light 

pollution, and loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

20. Plaintiff Paul J. Giannotti owns and resides on property at 17421 Isbell Lane, Odessa, 

Florida 33556; approximately three (3) miles from the Property.  The Giannotti property is 

identified as Folio Number 002247-5132 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Mr. 

Giannotti is an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in 

regard to the DO Approval, given that he resides in close proximity to the Property that is the 

subject of the DO Approval.  As a neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-Odessa 

rural community Mr. Giannotti will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is 

disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited 

to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and 

loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

21. Plaintiff Brandon Pertile owns and resides on property at 15002 Patterson Drive, Odessa, 

Florida 33556; directly abutting (across Patterson Drive) the Property.  The Pertile property is 

identified as Folio Number 002638-1002 by the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.  Mr. 
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Pertile is an “aggrieved or adversely-affected party” as defined by §163.3215(2), Fla. Stat. in 

regard to the DO Approval, given that he resides adjacent to the Property that is the subject of the 

DO Approval.  As a neighbor and active community member in the Keystone-Odessa rural 

community Mr. Pertile will be adversely affected by the DO Approval in a manner that is 

disproportionate to the community at large.  Such adverse effects include but may not be limited 

to increased traffic, noise, health and safety issues, diminished property values, light pollution, and 

loss of peaceful and quiet enjoyment of rural residential property. 

22. Plaintiffs have retained the law firm of Crawford, Modica & Holt to represent them in this 

action and are required to pay said firm its reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees related to this 

action.  

23. As the anticipated prevailing party in this action, Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of their 

attorneys’ fees and costs to be paid by the Defendant pursuant to Fla. Stat. § 163.3215(8)(c).  

THE DEVELOPMENT ORDER/PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

24. The DO Approval for a proposed development on the Property – i. e. the Project - was 

approved by the County on May 5, 2022.  A copy of the DO Approval, signed by Rick Cabrera, 

PE, CFM, Manager, Engineering Review, Development Services Department, is attached hereto 

as Exhibit “A.” A copy of the first page of the construction plans approved by the DO Approval 

is attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and incorporated herein by reference. 

25. The DO Approval, to the Plaintiffs’ knowledge and belief, is based upon PD 91-0136, 

approved by the County on October 8, 1991.  A copy of PD 91-0136 is attached hereto as Exhibit 

“C” and incorporated herein by reference. 
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26. PD 91-0136 approved one residential lot per acre for the 189-acre project.  A copy of the 

General Site Plan filed with the County regarding PD 91-036 is attached hereto as Exhibit “D” 

and incorporated herein by reference. 

27. In 1991, growth management in the County was governed by the Future of Hillsborough 

2010 Plan.  See Exhibit “C” at Paragraph 1.  PD 91-0136 was presumably found by the County to 

be consistent with the Future of Hillsboro 2010 Plan in 1991. 

28. In 2008 the County adopted the Future Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan for 

Unincorporated Hillsborough County, Florida, (hereafter “FLUE”) which significantly changed 

growth management rules in unincorporated Hillsborough County. The entirety of the 

Comprehensive Plan for Hillsborough County, Florida will be referred to as the “Comprehensive 

Plan.”  The FLUE is a Chapter/Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  

29. PD 91-0136 is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and FLUE, as described below. 

30. The DO Approval is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and FLUE, as described 

below. 

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND  
LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATION ACT 

 
31. Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, the Local Governmental Comprehensive Planning 

and Land Development Regulation Act (the “Act”) requires each local governmental in Florida to 

prepare and adopt a local comprehensive plan containing mandatory elements that govern future 

land uses, protection of natural resources, and other issues.  §163.3161, et seq., Fla. Stat.   

32. The Act requires that, after a local government has adopted its comprehensive plan, all 

actions taken by the local government in regard to development orders and all development be 

consistent with the adopted local comprehensive plan and plan elements thereof.  §§163.3161(6) 

and (7), 163.3194(1)(a), Fla. Stat. 
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33. The Act defines “development order” as any order granting, denying, or granting with 

conditions an application for a development permit.  §163.3164(15), Fla. Stat.  The Act defines 

development permit as “any building permit, zoning permit, subdivision approval, rezoning, 

certification, special exception, variance, or any other official action of local government having 

the effect of permitting the development of land.”  §163.3164(16), Fla. Stat. 

34. The DO Approval constitutes a development order under the Act, because it materially 

alters the density and intensity allowed on the Property.  The density allowed on the Property by 

the FLUE is limited to a maximum of 173 residential units1.  The DO Approval purports to 

authorize 194 residential units on the Property. See Exhibit “B.” An analysis of the maximum 

density which could be allowed by the Comprehensive Plan is attached hereto as Exhibit “E” and 

incorporated herein by reference. 

35. The Act provides for citizen enforcement of the consistency requirement.  §163.3215(1) 

and (3), Fla. Stat., provide that “any aggrieved or adversely affected party” may bring a civil action 

for injunctive or other relief against any local government to challenge the granting of a 

development order which materially alters the use or density or intensity of use on a particular 

piece of property. 

THE DEVELOPMENT ORDER IS INCONSISTENT WITH  
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 
36. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates the duly adopted County FLUE and 

other Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan because it is inconsistent with and 

violates multiple Goals, Objectives and Policies within the Comprehensive Plan. An exhaustive 

 
1 Other Goals, Objectives and Policies within the Comprehensive Plan would likely serve to limit the allowable density 
considerably further – 173 units is simply the mathematic calculation of the maximum number of units the particular 
comprehensive plan classifications (AR and R-1) allow, if there are no further comprehensive plan limitations. This 
calculation is included only to show that under any circumstance the DO Approval proposes to increase the density 
for the Property. 
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list of the violations and inconsistencies will be developed through the de novo litigation process 

authorized by §163.3215, Fla. Stat., however, the Plaintiffs include the following preliminary and 

partial list of DO Approval violations of and inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan. 

37. FLUE IV. Goal, Objectives and Policies, (page 1) states in pertinent part: 

PURPOSE  
 
Control Urban Sprawl.  
 
Create a clear distinction between long range urban and rural community forms.  
 
Define the future urban form through the placement of an urban service area that 
establishes a geographic limit of urban growth.  
 
Define areas within the urban service area where growth can occur concurrent with 
infrastructure capacities and where public investment decisions can be made more 
rationally in a manner that does not perpetuate urban sprawl.   
 
Identify a distinct rural area characterized by the retention of land intensive 
agricultural uses, the preservation of natural environmental areas and ecosystems 
and the maintenance of a rural lifestyle without the expectation of future 
urbanization.  
Apply an overlay of ecosystems and greenways that preserve natural environmental 
systems and open space while simultaneously reducing exposure to natural hazards.  
 
Create compatible development patterns through the design and location of land 
uses. 

 

38. By approving 194 homes, most of which have a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet, in 

a Rural Area containing only agricultural and large-lot residential development, the DO Approval 

is inconsistent with and violates this primary Purpose Objective by (a) failing to control urban 

sprawl, (b) failing to create a clear distinction between long range urban and rural community 

forms, (c) allowing intensive residential development outside the Urban Service Area, (d) failing 

to protect a “distinct rural area characterized by the retention of land intensive agricultural uses, 

the preservation of natural environmental areas and ecosystems and the maintenance of a rural 
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lifestyle without the expectation of future urbanization”, and (e) failing to create compatible 

development patterns through the design and location of land uses.  

39. Comprehensive Plan Objective 4.3 is titled “Limit public potable water and wastewater 

lines from being extended into the Rural Area, except under specified conditions.”  Policy 4.3.1 

implements Objective 4.3, and states in pertinent part:  

4.3.1: Public potable water and wastewater lines shall not be permitted to be 
extended into the Rural Area unless this extension occurs to:  
a. Serve a planned village (RP-2 or WVR-2), or Planned Environmental 
Community ½ as described in this Plan;  
b. Serve a project that has established vested rights for the use of these facilities;  
c. Address a public health hazard documented by the Health Department or other 
regulatory agency;  
d. Provide for the extension of centralized potable water or wastewater 
infrastructure to serve Hillsborough County Public Schools operated by the 
Hillsborough County School Board, so long as the service lines are designed to 
accommodate solely the service demands of the school, consistent with the 
Interlocal Agreement for School Facilities Planning and Siting and School 
Concurrency;  
e. Allow properties located within the Wellhead Resource Protection Areas or 
Tampa Bay Water Wellfield Mitigation Areas to be served by public utilities if 
adequate capacity is available and when public water or sewer service provides an 
additional level of protection to potable water resources. All such properties shall 
conform to the following criteria … [not applicable]. 
 

 A complete copy of Objective 4.3 is attached hereto as Exhibit “F” and incorporated 

herein by reference. 

40. None of the exceptions to the prohibition of extending public water and wastewater lines 

into the Rural Area are met by the Project.   

41. The Project has not established vested rights for the use of central water and wastewater.  

The County has adopted a procedure for establishing vested rights from application of the 

Comprehensive Plan.  County Code Sections 5.2.3 and 11.02 (copies attached hereto as Exhibits 

“G” and “H”, respectively, and incorporated herein by reference) detail the requirement and 
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procedure for any previously approved development project that has become inconsistent with the 

County Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan.   

42. To the Plaintiffs’ information and belief, the Project has not applied for not been awarded 

a Vested Rights Certificate pursuant to County Code Sections 5.2.3 and 11.02, which is the only 

method for avoiding the requirement of complete compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

43. FLUE Policy 1.4 defines Compatibility as: 

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. 
 

44. The Property lies outside the Urban Service Area pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan. 

45. The Property is within a Rural Area pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan. 

46. FLUE Urban Service Area (USA) Objective 1 states: 

URBAN SERVICE AREA (USA)  
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. 
 

47. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates Objective 1 by directing new growth to 

a Rural Area outside the Urban Service Area. 

48. FLUE Objective 4 states: 

Objective 4: The Rural Area will provide areas for long term, agricultural uses and 
large lot, low density rural residential uses which can exist without the threat of 
urban or suburban encroachment, with the goal that no more than 20% of all 
population growth within the County will occur in the Rural Area. 
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49. FLUE Policy 4.1 states:  

Policy 4.1: Rural Area Densities Within rural areas, densities shown on the Future 
Land Use Map will be no higher than 1 du/5 ga unless located within an area 
identified with a higher density land use category on the Future Land Use Map as 
a suburban enclave, planned village, a Planned Development pursuant to the PEC 
½ category, or rural community which will carry higher densities. 
 

50. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates Objective 4 and Policy 4.1 by directing 

population growth to the Rural Area and failing to pro-actively direct new growth into the Urban 

Service Area.  The density purported to be allowed by the DO Approval violates Policy 4.1 by 

approving a density greater than 1 du/5 acres, and the Project Property is not a “… suburban 

enclave, planned village, a Planned Development pursuant to the PEC ½ category, or rural 

community …” 

51. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates FLUE Policy 16.1, which requires: 

Policy 16.1: Established and planned neighborhoods and communities shall be 
protected by restricting incompatible land uses through mechanisms such as: 
locational criteria for the placement of non-residential uses as identified in this Plan, 
limiting commercial development in residential land use categories to 
neighborhood scale; requiring buffer areas and screening devices between unlike 
land uses. 
 

52. The established community surrounding the Project is within the Keystone-Odessa 

Community Planning Area (hereafter “Keystone Area”).  Keystone growth management is further 

governed by the Keystone-Odessa Community Plan (hereafter “Keystone Plan”, a copy of which 

is attached hereto as Exhibit “I” and incorporated herein by reference), adopted as a part of the 

Comprehensive Plan.2 The Keystone Plan was adopted by the County in 2001. 

 
2 The Keystone Plan contains visions and strategies for protecting the rural Keystone community and refers to Rural 
Design Guidelines which have been included in the County Land Development Regulations.  While the Project is 
certainly subject to all requirements within the Comprehensive Plan, including the Keystone Plan itself, the Keystone 
Plan contains a specific exemption from the Rural Design Guidelines contained within the LDRs for “previously 
approved planned developments.”  If PD 91-0136 is valid today, the Rural Design Guidelines do not apply to the 
Project.  However, the development standards and requirements contained within the Keystone Plan do apply.  
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53. The DO Approval violates and is inconstant with the Keystone Plan Vision statement, 

which states:    

Vision 
 
The Keystone‐Odessa community will continue to be a rural community, 
embracing its agricultural past.  Its continuing desire is to be an open area that: 
values nature above commercialism; dark, star‐filled skies at night above the 
glare of urban lights; and, the sound of crickets and frogs above traffic noise. 
 

54. The DO Approval violates and is inconsistent with the Keystone Plan Vision statement by 

approving an urban/suburban community instead of a rural community, failing to protect the area’s 

agricultural past, and failing to protect “nature above commercialism” and “dark, star-filled skies 

at night…” 

55. The Keystone Plan also contains residential development requirements (page 4), including: 

1.0 Community and Special Area Studies – Keystone-Odessa 
 
Residential 
 
The established rural pattern of residential development will be continued and the 
intrusion of suburban style residential development will be prohibited by adopting 
land development regulations which:  
• maintain low-density residential development of a minimum of one unit per 5 
acres consistent with the comprehensive plan (unless otherwise permitted);  
• discourage plan amendments to densities higher than 1 du/5ga;  
• address situations where densities have been permitted greater than 1 du/5ga, (in 
those cases regulations should):  
• allow for the transfer of those development rights to areas inside the USA;  
• permit development to cluster on larger acreages to achieve meaningful open 
space and agricultural lands;  
• on lots smaller than 2 acres, develop building square footage to lot ratios or other 
tools to create compatible development between older, smaller lot development and 
new development;  
• require minimum open space and varied setbacks for rural residential lots; and, 
• eliminate the ‘flex’ provision within and into the community boundaries. 
 

56. Under this Policy, the County should not allow the DO Approval even if the County 

considers PD 91-0136 valid.  The County should have required use of the transfer of development 
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rights that it was required to adopt pursuant to the Policy stated above to provide for the transfer 

of density greater than 1du/5 acres to the Urban Service Area. 

57. The Keystone Plan further states, on page 10, that “No density credits will be assigned to 

wetland areas for new development.” 

58. The DO Approval allows density credits within wetland areas on the Property and is 

therefore inconsistent with and in violation of this Keystone Plan policy. See Exhibit “B.” 

59.  FLUE Policy 16.2 requires: 

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. 
 

60. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates Policy 16.2 by failing to provide for 

gradual transition of intensities between different land uses.  The Property is surrounded by 

agricultural land and large-lot rural residential development.  There are thirteen residential lots 

bordering the Property, all greater than one acre in size.  These thirteen residential lots cover 

approximately 2400 linear feet of the Property Boundary (20% of the total Property boundary).  

The remaining approximately 12,000 linear feet of Property boundary (80%) is bordered by vacant 

agricultural land, wetlands, or lakes.  Therefore, 80% of the abutting properties have NO residential 

density, and 20% have a density of over one unit per acre. 

61. Approximately 124 of the Project’s 194 lots have a minimum lot area of 10,000 square 

feet; less than ¼ of an acre. See Exhibit “B.” 

62. To the best of Plaintiffs’ knowledge and belief, there is not a single lot 10,000 feet or less 

within the Keystone Area. 

63. Comprehensive Plan Policy 16.8 requires: 
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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. 
 

64. The DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates Policy 16.8 by approving a density and 

small lot sizes that do not reflect the character of the surrounding area or recognize the choice of 

lifestyle of Keystone residents. 

65. Objective 8.2 “Livable Communities Next Steps” contains Policy 20-7.3, which requires 

the County to: 

20-7.3: Guide development in the county into a pattern which supports compact 
development within the urban service area and opens opportunities for traditional 
community development. 
 

66. By approving 194 small residential lots within the Rural Area, outside the Urban Service 

Area, the DO Approval is inconsistent with and violates Policy 20-7.3 because it fails to guide 

development into a pattern which supports compact development within the urban service area. 

67. Such numerous and substantial violations and inconsistencies with Comprehensive Plan 

Goals, Objectives and Policies as described above unequivocally show that the DO Approval is 

inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and therefore violates §§163.3161(6) and (7), 

163.3194(1)(a), Fla. Stat. 

COUNT I 
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

68. Plaintiffs restate and reincorporate paragraphs 1 through 68 above, as though fully set forth. 

69. The Parties to this Count are Plaintiffs and Defendant Hillsborough County.   

70. This is an action for a declaratory judgment and for temporary and permanent injunctive 

relief pursuant to §163.3215, Fla. Stat. 

71. The DO Approval is a development order for purposes of §163.3215, et al., Fla. Stat. 
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72. Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory and injunctive relief to invalidate the DO Approval 

because the DO Approval is inconsistent with the local government comprehensive plan and thus 

violates state law.  §163.3215, Fla. Stat. 

WHEREFORE, for the reasons laid out above, Plaintiffs request the Court: 

A. Declare the DO Approval invalid and inconsistent with the Hillsborough County 

Comprehensive Plan;  

B. Declare the DO Approval invalid, inconsistent with and violative of §§163.3194(a)(a) and 

163.3161(6) and (7), Fla. Stat.  

C. Permanently enjoin the Defendant, Hillsborough County, from implementing the DO 

Approval by any means, including the issuance of any further, additional or subsequent 

development orders or permits related to or based upon the DO Approval or PD 91-0136, 

unless and until PD 91-0136 receives a valid vesting order pursuant to Hillsborough County 

code. 

D. Permanently enjoin the Defendant, Hillsborough County, Florida, from approving any 

development order regarding the Property except as permitted under and consistent with 

the applicable provisions of the Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan and the Laws 

of the State of Florida.   

E. Award fees and costs of this action to Plaintiffs; and 

F. Grant other and further relief as the Court may deem just, proper and necessary. 

 

 

[Remainder of Page Left Intentionally Blank] 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this  30th  day of June 2022. 

 

CRAWFORD, MODICA & HOLT,  
CHARTERED ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
 
 

      /s/ Jimmy D. Crawford__________ 
      Jimmy D. Crawford 
      FL Bar No. 38441 
      Lindsay C. T. Holt 
      FL Bar No. 41179 
      702 W. Montrose Street 
      Clermont, FL 34711 
      Telephone:  352/432-8644 
      Facsimile:   352/432-8699 
      Primary: jcrawford@cmhlawyers.com  
      Secondary: service@cmhlawyers.com 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Sec. 5.2.3 - VESTED RIGHTS UNDER THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

A. General Description

Due to changes in land use regulations, certain land development rights of property owners may be

vested with respect to the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan, the land development regulations

adopted to implement the plan, and the requirements for the determination of capacity of public facilities

and availability of public facilities (concurrency). These regulations set forth a procedure for the

determination of vested rights. Any person claiming vested rights to develop property shall make

application for a Vested Rights Order pursuant to these regulations.

B. Cross Reference to Land Development Code

Section 11.02.00

C. Submittal Requirements:

Application - referenced information as indicated in Section 3.0 of the Development Review

Procedures Manual.

Legal Description - of the property for which vesting is requested. This may be all or a portion of the

property contained in the deed.

Plot Plan or Survey - of property for which vesting is requested. Existing and proposed structures

should be shown and labeled.

Deed - submit copy.

Detailed Statement - a statement describing in detail the reason for the vested rights application.

Said statement shall provide a synopsis of the support data submitted with the application. The

applicant shall indicate how or to what extent compliance with the regulations of the Comprehensive

Plan, land development regulations, and plan amendments could preclude the development's

investment-backed expectations. The applicant should indicate specific uses, densities, and

intensities that could be negatively impacted by the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan,

land development regulations and Comprehensive Plan amendments. The data used for support of

the vested rights submittal should include items such as financial statements, property survey,

government approvals, etc.

General Location Map - showing the location of the site.

Current Aerial Photographs - submit one photograph with site outlined.

Vested Rights Information Form - submit copy of completed form provided herein.

Vested Rights Information Form

1. Date the property was acquired (attach supporting documentation).

_____

https://library.municode.com/
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_____

2. Current use(s) of the property.

_____

_____

3. Describe the vested rights to develop the property being claimed, including the nature, extent, and

density or intensity of each use for which vested rights are being claimed.

_____

_____

4. Specify each and every act of Hillsborough County that authorized the specific development for which

this claim of vested rights is asserted, and the date of each act. Include permit or ordinance numbers,

(where known), and attach copies of approvals and permits.

_____

_____

5. Specify the amount, date and purpose of each expenditure or obligation incurred in reliance on the

acts identified above (include copies of contracts).

_____

_____

6. Construction/Improvements

_____

_____

7. Land Acquisition/Rent

_____

_____

8. Taxes/Fees.

_____

_____

9. Specify the date, nature, and extent of each physical improvement that has been made to the

property.
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_____

_____

10. Attach a pro forma statement of the expenses and revenues for the development for which a

determination of vested rights is sought if a statement or estimate of expenses and revenues is

available.

_____

_____

(Res. No. R05-289, § 1(Item # 10), 12-13-05, eff. 1-1-06)
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A.

B.

1.

2.

A.

1.

a.

b.

c.

2.

3.

PART 11.02.00 - VESTED RIGHTS UNDER THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Sec. 11.02.01. - Generally

Intent and Purpose

In recognition of the fact that certain land development rights of property owners may be vested with respect to the

Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan, the land development regulations adopted to implement the Plan, and

the requirements for the determination of capacity of public facilities and availability of public facilities

("Concurrency"), these regulations set forth a procedure for the determination of vested rights. Any person claiming

vested rights to develop property shall make application for a Vested Rights Order pursuant to these regulations.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, development specifically approved in a DRI development order is vested in

accordance with Section 163.3167(8), Florida Statutes, (1987), and is exempt from the provisions of these regulations

to the extent accorded by the Statutes and the development order.

Effect of Vested Rights Order

Possession of a Vested Rights Order shall enable a permittee to complete the development approved under

such Development Order up to and through issuance of appropriate certificates of occupancy, subject to the

limitations set forth in 11.02.04 C and subject to compliance with such laws and regulations against which the

development is not vested.

A Vested Rights Order shall apply to the land and is therefore transferrable from owner to owner of the land

subject to the Order.

(Ord. No. 01-30, § 2, 11-15-01)

Sec. 11.02.02. - Eligibility for Vested Rights

General Standards

An application for a Vested Rights Order shall be approved if the applicant has demonstrated all of the following:

The applicant:

As to vesting for the Comprehensive Plan, owned the property proposed for development on July 26, 1989,

the effective date of the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan; as to vesting for Concurrency and the

land development regulations adopted to implement the Plan, owned the property on January 31, 1990; as

to vesting for any Comprehensive Plan amendments adopted to implement the provisions of the proposed

Settlement Agreement between Hillsborough County and D.C.A. approved by the Board of County

Commissioners on October 3, 1989, (the "Settlement Agreement") owned the property prior to the date of

such amendments;

Entered into a contract or option to purchase the property on or before such date; or

Presents facts such that it would be inequitable, unjust or fundamentally unfair to deny an application for

vested rights where the applicant acquired ownership after such date; and

There was a valid, unexpired act of an agency or authority of government upon which the applicant reasonably

relied in good faith; and

The applicant, in reliance upon the valid, unexpired act of government, has made a substantial change in

position or has incurred extensive obligations or expenses; and

https://library.municode.com/
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4.

a.

b.

B.

1.

2.

3.

C.

D.

It would be inequitable, unjust or fundamentally unfair to destroy the rights acquired by the applicant. In making th

determination, Hillsborough County may consider a number of factors, including but not limited to:

Whether construction or other development activity has commenced and is continuing in good faith.

Whether the expense or obligation incurred cannot be substantially utilized for a development permitted by

Hillsborough County's comprehensive plan and land development regulations.

Eligibility of Certain Development Expenditures or Obligations

The following are not considered development expenditures or obligations in and of themselves, without more,

unless the applicant was unable to obtain further approvals because of extraordinary delays, beyond the applicant's

control:

Expenditures for legal and other professional services that are not related to the design or construction of

improvements.

Taxes paid.

Expenditures for initial acquisition of the land.

Presumptive Vesting

Notwithstanding the criteria set forth in A and B above, possession of a valid, unexpired building permit, certificate

of occupancy, Site Development Plan Approval or Subdivision Construction Plan Approval shall presumptively vest

the development approved under such permit for the purposes of the Plan if issued prior to July 26, 1989; if issued

prior to February 1, 1990, for purposes of the land development regulations adopted to implement the Plan and

Concurrency; and, if issued prior to any Plan amendments adopted pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, for

purposes of such amendments. Possession of an expired permit or approval issued prior to July 26, 1989, for

purposes of the Plan, and prior to February 1, 1990, for purposes of the land development regulations, shall vest the

development approved under such permit as indicated in this sentence, but shall not vest such development for

Concurrency unless the permit or approval expired through no fault of the applicant and would have customarily

been extended by the County. Such valid approvals or permits shall, in and of themselves, constitute sufficient

evidence of compliance with the standards set forth in A and B above. Verification of such approvals or permits shall

be made by the Director, or designee, of the County department that issued the approval or permit, and his

statement of verification shall be included with the report to the Land Use Hearing Officer. If verified, the Hearing

Officer shall rely on such statement of verification and issue the Vested Rights Order. Notwithstanding the

foregoing, if the Land Use Hearing Officer determines that development proposed in the application would

constitute an imminent peril to the public health, safety, or welfare, the application may be denied. Development

authorized by the presumptive permit may proceed during the period between application and determination by

the Land Use Hearing Officer.

Section 380.06 Vested Rights

Developments of regional impact which are authorized under Chapter 380.06, Florida Statutes, (1987), pursuant to a

valid, unexpired Binding Letter of Vested Rights issued by the state land planning agency, including approved

modifications to such Binding Letter of Vested Rights (the "Binding Letter"), shall automatically qualify for a Vested

Rights Order to be issued upon completion of the procedure set forth below in this paragraph. Such development

order shall recognize the vesting of the development as set forth in the Binding Letter for purposes of the Plan, from

the land development regulations adopted to implement the Plan, and from Concurrency. In lieu of 11.02.04 C 1 and

2 below, such vesting shall continue until development approved in the Binding Letter is complete or until the

expiration or invalidation of the Binding Letter, whichever occurs first. Notwithstanding 11.02.04 C 3, a proposed

https://library.municode.com/
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E.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

change to a development vested hereunder shall be reviewed pursuant to the substantial deviation or change

criteria provided for in Chapter 380.06, Florida Statutes, (1987). Any substantial deviation after January 31, 1990,

shall cause those development rights that are the subject of such deviation to become subject to the Plan, the land

development regulations adopted to implement the Plan, and Concurrency. The request for issuance of the Vested

Rights Order shall consist of the Binding Letter, along with the master plan of development or similar document

previously approved by the Board of County Commissioners. Such document shall be provided to the Department

for verification of authenticity. The Administrator may require additional documents or materials necessary for the

County to determine the extent of development vested and to estimate the capital improvements required by the

development. Submission of the Binding Letter along with the appropriate master plan or similar document and any

additional materials required by the Administrator shall entitle the development to a Vested Rights Order which

shall be issued by the Land Use Hearing Officer upon receipt of verification by the Administrator of the authenticity

and sufficiency of such submitted documents. DRI scale developments which are vested under Section 380.06, and

for which a Binding Letter has not been issued shall qualify for a Vested Rights Order upon establishment, in

accordance with the procedures set forth in this ordinance, that, prior to July 1, 1973, the County issued a building

permit or other authorization to commence development and that in reliance on such permit or other authorization

that there has been a change of position as required under the provisions of Section 380.06(20) Vested Rights;

provided, however, in lieu of the limitations set forth in 11.02.04 C 1 such vesting shall continue until such

development is complete or until the state land planning agency determines that such development is not entitled

to be vested under Section 380.06, whichever occurs first.

Deadlines for Filing Applications

Applications for Vested Rights Order may be submitted to the Administrator prior to the initiation of Zoning

Conformance for the Area in which the subject property is located.

An application for a Vested Rights Order shall be filed within one year from the conclusion of the Zoning

Conformance public hearings for the subject property. Except as provided in 3 and 4 below, failure to file an

application within the required period will constitute an abandonment of any claim to vested rights. Judicial

relief will not be available unless administrative remedies set forth in these regulations are exhausted, including

the appeal of a vested rights determination to the Board of County Commissioners prior to the initiation of

Zoning Conformance for the Area in which the subject property is located.

If a property owner is absent from the State during the entire filing period, and does not have an agent present

in the state during such period, such property owner may, with documentation sufficient to indicate a probable

lack of notice, be granted leave by the Administrator to file an application within one year after the individual's

return to Florida.

Notwithstanding the provisions of 2 above, the Board of County Commissioners may, in extraordinary

circumstances, allow a property owner to submit an application after the one year deadline where such

extension is necessary to avoid undue hardship to the property owner.

With respect to any Comprehensive Plan Amendment adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on after

July 26, 1989 (the "Amendment") the application deadline set forth in 2 above is extended to one year from the

adoption date of the Amendment for properties adversely affected by such Amendment. With respect to

applications filed under this extended deadline only, the adoption date of the subject Amendment shall be

substituted for July 26, 1989, for purposes of the Standards for Vested Rights set forth in 11.02.02 A and the

Presumptive Vesting provisions of 11.02.02 C. In order to be eligible for this extended filing deadline, an

applicant shall not have previously applied for a Vested Rights Order for the property that is the subject of the

application.
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A.

B.

A.

1.

2.

a.

b.

3.

4.

B.

C.

1.

Sec. 11.02.03. - Procedures

Generally

Except as specifically provided below, an application for a Vested Rights Order shall be reviewed pursuant to the

Procedure for Issuance of a Development Order at 10.02.00 of this Code, except as described below, and in

accordance with Section 5.2.3 of the Development Review Procedures Manual.

Nonconforming Lots

Nonconforming lots to include lots, tracts or parcels which due to size, dimension or other characteristics do not

comply with the provisions of this Code. However, per Sec. 11.03.01.D.1, certain lots not meeting current Minimum

Lot Sizes by Available Utilities requirements (Sec. 6.01.06) are considered legally conforming.

(Ord. No. 00-21, § 2, 5-18-00; Ord. No. 01-26, § 2, 9-12-01; Ord. No. 09-62, Item O, 10-26-09, eff. 2-1-2010)

Sec. 11.02.04. - Compliance, Revocation, Duration, Extension and Appeal

Compliance with Vested Rights Order

All development subject to a Vested Rights Order must be consistent with the terms of the development

approval(s) upon which the Order was based. Any substantial deviation from a prior approval, except a deviation

required by governmental action, shall cause the development involved to be subject to the policies and

implementing decisions and regulations set forth in the Future of Hillsborough Comprehensive Plan, including

Concurrency.

It is understood, however, that non-site planned approvals may allow for some flexibility in development

scenarios. The Administrator shall determine whether a proposed change is a substantial deviation in light of the

following criteria:

Any change in use or intensity that would increase the development's impacts on those public facilities

subject to Concurrency by more than five percent.

Any change in access to the project that would increase the development's transportation impacts by more

than five percent on any Regulated Roadway, unless the access change would result in an overall

improvement to the transportation network.

Except for changes that meet the criteria of 1 and 2 above, proposed changes shall not cause the development

approved under the Vested Rights Order to become subject to Concurrency, but, to the extent feasible, shall

cause such development to become subject to the land development regulations adopted to implement the

Plan.

The permittee may appeal a substantial deviation determination pursuant to the provisions of 10.05.01.

Revocation

Notwithstanding anything in these regulations to the contrary, a vested rights determination may be revoked upon a

showing by the County of a peril to public health, safety or general welfare of the residents of Hillsborough County

unknown at the time of approval.

Duration and Extension of Vested Rights Order

Upon either the expiration of seven (7) years after the issuance of an original Vested Rights Order or upon the

expiration of any previously approved extension of a Vested Right Order, the issuance of development permits

for the property subject to the Vested Rights Order shall be subject to the requirements for the determination of
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capacity of public facilities and the availability of public facilities. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to the

expiration of the time period set forth in the Vested Rights Order, the applicant or his successor in interest may

petition the Hearing Officer in accordance with Section 5.2.4 of the Development Review Procedures Manual for

an extension of such time period, not to exceed a maximum of two (2) years at any one time. In reaching a

decision the Hearing Officer shall consider whether the development is continuing in good faith and whether a

denial of the request would cause an inequitable, unjust, or fundamentally unfair result.

When an extension request is found to be justified by the Hearing Officer based on the foregoing criteria, it

is the intent of this Section that the extension shall run to the benefit of all land subject to the original Vested

Rights Permit.

In extraordinary circumstances, the Board of County Commissioners may allow a property owner to submit

an application for extension of a Vested Rights Order after the expiration of said Order where the

submission of an application is necessary to avoid undue hardship.

Significant development activity in light of the approved development time frame or receipt by the applicant of

one or more of the following types of permits or approvals in the preceding year shall constitute sufficient

evidence of "continuing in good faith":

Building Permit;

Site Development Plan Approval or not more than one renewal of each Site Development Plan Approval;

Subdivision Construction Plan Approval or not more than one renewal of each Subdivision Construction Plan

Approval;

Final Plat Approval;

Such other permits or approvals as shall evidence that development has commenced and in continuing in

good faith.

Substantial professional marketing, financing, legal, architectural, engineering, land use planning, or similar

activities in furtherance of the project.

Notwithstanding any provisions of this Land Development Code to the contrary, the decision of the Hearing

Officer on extension requests shall constitute final administrative action and, therefore, appeals of Vested Rights

extension requests shall be to Circuit Court, in accordance with applicable Florida Rules of Court.

With respect to the Land Development Code Amendment adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on

June 19, 1997, providing a limitation of a two year extension by the Vested Rights Hearing Officer, any Vested

Rights Special Use Order that would have otherwise expired during the review of said amendment, or 60 days

from the effective date of said amendment provided application is made prior to January 31, 1998, shall be

administratively reinstated as a matter of right for the purpose of making application for extension as stated in

Subsection C.1. above.

With respect to the Land Development Code Amendment adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on

December 18, 1997, eliminating the 60 day prior to expiration requirement for filing an extension request, any

applicant denied an extension prior to December 18, 1997 solely on the basis of failure to apply for said

extension 60 days prior to expiration, may have the application for extension administratively reinstated as a

matter of right.

(Ord. No. 97-6, § 2, 6-19-97; Ord. No. 97-18, § 2, 12-18-97; Ord. No. 98-43, § 2, 7-17-98; Ord. No. 00-21, § 2, 5-18-00; Ord. No. 01-

26, § 2, 9-12-01; Ord. No. 09-53, Item J, 6-11-09, eff. 10-1-09; Ord. No. 16-13, § 2(Exh. A), 6-16-16, eff. 7-30-16)



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NO: 2022-CA-4745

STEVEN NORDBECK and MELISSA 
NORDBECK, husband, and wife; TIFFANY 
URENA, ELIZABETH WHITE; TROY 
GOLDBERG; GERALD COSENTINO and 
LYNN COSENTINO, husband, and wife; 
MATTHEW MONROE and MISTY MONROE, 
husband, and wife; WARD NETSCHER; BRIAN 
MURPHY and TARA MURPHY, husband, and 
wife; WILLIAM A. JAMIESON; PAUL J. 
GIANNOTTI; and BRANDON PERTILE, 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, a political 
subdivision of the State of Florida, 

Defendants. 
________________________________________/ 

EXHIBIT “I” 
(TO AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF PURSUANT TO SECTION 163.3215, FLORIDA STATUTES) 
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