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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

IN AND FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CIVIL DIVISION 

 
STEVEN NORDBECK and Case No. 22-CA-4745 

MELISSA NORDBECK, et al., Division B 
 

 
 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, 

FLORIDA, a political subdivision 

of the State of Florida; and 

TAYLOR MORRISON OF FLORIDA, 

INC., 

 
Defendants. 

  / 

 
ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART 

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 

 
The  above-captioned  matter  came  before  the  Court  on  January  18,  2023  for  an 

evidentiary hearing on Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction.  Lindsay C.T. Holt, Esq., 

and Jimmy D. Crawford, Esq. appeared on behalf of Plaintiffs.  Shane Costello, Esq., appeared 

on  behalf  of  Defendant  Taylor  Morrison  of  Florida,  Inc.     Mary  J.  Dorman,  Assistant 

Hillsborough County Attorney, and Cameron S. Clark, Assistant Hillsborough County Attorney, 

appeared on behalf of Defendant Hillsborough County. 

The Court heard testimony at the hearing from Misty Monroe, Melissa Nordbeck, Adam 

Gormley, and Andrew Miller. The Court also heard testimony from Plaintiffs’ expert Sean Parks 

upon a stipulation of the parties. 

The Court received Plaintiffs’ exhibits 1-4 and Defendant Taylor Morrison of Florida, Inc.’s 

exhibits 1-8 without objection. The Court received Plaintiffs’ exhibits 5-9 over the objection of 

Defendant Taylor Morrison of Florida, Inc.   The Court further granted Plaintiffs’ request for 

judicial notice of documents filed with the Court on January 11, 2023. 

Plaintiffs must prove four elements to be entitled to a temporary injunction, specifically 

that: (1) irreparable harm will result if the temporary injunction is not entered; (2) an adequate 

remedy at law is unavailable; (3) there is a substantial likelihood of success on the merits; and 
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(4) entry of the temporary injunction will serve the public interest.” Bautista REO U.S., LLC v. 

ARR Invs., Inc., 229 So. 3d 362, 364 (Fla. 4th DCA 2017) (citation and internal quotation marks 

omitted). 

With regard to the irreparable harm element, the Court finds that Plaintiffs’ witnesses and 

evidence show that the damage they seek to prevent as already occurred in that development has 

already begun. Plaintiffs, moreover, have a remedy if continued development occurs.   Florida 

law empowers this Court to order complete and total removal of any development later found 

inconsistent by this Court. See Pinecrest Lakes, Inc. v. Shidel, 795 So. 2d 191, 209 (Fla. 4th 

DCA 2001) rev. den, 821 So.2d 300 (Fla. 2002) (‘The statutory rule is that if you build it, and in 

court it later proves inconsistent, it will have to come down. . . ..) 

The foregoing said, however, Plaintiffs have shown the potential for irreparable harm. 

Morrison’s representative testified that Morrison plans to continue development and plans to sell 

lots within the Property in the coming year. If Morrison were to start selling homes and lots on 

the Property prior to the resolution of the merits here, the Court would likely be unable to order 

removal  of development  and  construction  on  the  non-party’s  real  property.  Thus,  Plaintiffs 

would not have an adequate remedy at law to address the harm if they prevail. In addition, at a 

recent meeting of the Board of County Commissioners, at least one commissioner expressed 

concern that Morrison intentionally proceeded with the tree removal without lawful authorization 

and viewed any possible punishment as the “cost of doing business.” This suggests that Morrison 

has acted in violation of permits and ordinances in its pursuit of speedy development of the 

property. Plaintiffs, therefore, have established through evidence that they would be irreparably 

harmed and without an adequate remedy at law if Morrison were allowed to sell, convey, or 

otherwise transfer all or some of the Property. 

With regard to Plaintiffs’ likelihood of success on the merits, Plaintiffs’ expert identified at 

least four inconsistencies of the development order with the Comprehensive Plan, which if verified, 

provides a substantial likelihood of success on the merits. Morrison and the County, however, 

contend that Morrison’s use of the property is vested under the 1991 rezoning approval conditions 

and no vested rights order was necessary. The Court acknowledges the defense but takes no stance 

such a defense until a trial on the merits is held. 

With regard to the public interest, the sale of homes to third parties during the pendency 

of this case or its appeal would not be in the public’s best interest because the homes may be 

required to be demolished at the conclusion of the case. Such outcome would be contrary to the 
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public interest. The Court notes that there is no evidence of a lis pendens being filed 

in this matter notifying the public of the controversy. The Court concludes that it would 

be in the public’s interest to enjoin Morrison from selling, conveying, or otherwise 

transferring the Property, in whole or in part, during the pendency of this case. 

 Because a temporary injunction is appropriate here, a bond is required to be entered 

“in an amount the court deems proper.” Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.610(b). The parties here are 

entitled to present evidence to the Court as to the appropriate bond amount. See Phelan v. 

Trifactor Sols., LLC, 312 So. 3d 1036, 1039 (Fla. 2d DCA 2021) (“If the trial court enters 

a temporary injunction, it must set a bond after providing both parties an opportunity to 

present evidence regarding an appropriate bond amount.”).  Therefore, the Court will 

reserve the amount of bond at this time and allow the parties an opportunity to present 

arguments and evidence as to the appropriate amount.  

It is therefore ORDERED: 
 
 

1. Plaintiffs’ motion for temporary injunction is GRANTED IN PART AND 

DENIED IN PART. 
 

2. Defendant Taylor Morrison of Florida, Inc. is ENJOINED from selling, 

conveying, or otherwise transferring its interest in the subject property, whether 

in whole or in part, until further order of the Court. 
 

3. Defendant Taylor Morrison of Florida, Inc. is on NOTICE that any future 

development on the subject property following this order, like past development, 

may result in Defendant being ordered to remove such developments at its own 

expense if Plaintiffs prevail on the merits. 
 

4. The parties shall attend non-binding arbitration. A separate order referring the 

parties to non-binding arbitration will be entered concurrently with this Order. The 

Order Referring Parties to Non-binding Arbitration is amended hereby such that 

the 45-day time limit in which to conduct arbitration set forth in the referral order’s 

paragraph 4 must be observed notwithstanding any provision in the referral order 

that may be construed as conflicting with that time limit. 
 

5. The January 31, 2023 summary judgment hearing in this matter is CONTINUED 

until completion of non-binding arbitration. 

 

6. The parties shall submit a brief with arguments and attach any relevant evidence 

thereto regarding the appropriate bond amount within 7 DAYS of the date of this 

Order. The Court will then issue an order setting the bond amount.  
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ORDERED on the date electronically printed below: 
 

 
 
 
 
                                                                             

           Mark R. Wolfe 

Circuit Court Judge 
 
 
 
 

Copy to: 

All Counsel of Record 

Electronically Conformed 1/27/2023
Mark Wolfe


