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Dl VI SION OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS

Re: Petition to Contract
Tanpa Pal ns Conmuni ty
Devel opnent District

CASE NO. 94-6665
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HEARI NG OFFI CER' S REPORT AND CONCLUSI ONS

Pursuant to notice, the Division of Administrative Hearings, by its duly
designated Hearing Oficer, WlliamF. Quattlebaum held a formal public hearing
in the above-styled case on April 26, 1995, in Tanpa, Florida.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Mchael J. dazer, Esquire
Macf ar | ane, Ausl ey, Ferguson & McMil | en
227 Sout h Cal houn Street
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Vincent L. Nuccio, Jr.

Macf ar | ane, Ausl ey, Ferguson & McMil | en
111 ©Madi son Street

Tanpa, Florida 33601

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

VWhet her the petition of Tanpa Pal ns Community Devel opnent District neets
t he applicable requirenents of Section 190.005(1), Florida Statutes.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

This proceeding was initiated when Tanpa Pal ns Community Devel opnment
District (TPCDD) filed a petition with the Secretary of the Florida Land and
WAt er Adj udi catory Conmi ssion (FLWAC) on Cctober 31, 1994, seeking to contract
by rule the existing Tanpa Pal ns Community Devel opnment District. The Secretary
forwarded the petition to the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings which assi gned
a Hearing Oficer to conduct the required public hearing and render this report.

Appropriate notice of the public hearing was published in the Tanpa
Tri bune, a daily newspaper in Tanpa, Florida, and in the Florida Adm nistrative
Weekly as required by Rule 42-1.010(1)(b), Florida Adm nistrative Code. A copy
of such notice was served upon the Departnent of Community Affairs as required
by Rule 42-1.011, Florida Adm nistrative Code.

This matter was transferred to the undersigned Hearing O ficer on April 24,
1995.

At the public hearing, TPCDD presented the testinony of Gary Moyer, Arthur
Merritt, Toxey A. Hall, Denise MCabe, Charles Cook and WIlliamRizzetta. Their
nanes and addresses are attached to this Report as Appendix A and a sunmmary of
their testinony is set forth herein. The bound deposition testinony of the
Wi tnesses was adnmitted as Petitioner's Exhibit A



Petitioner's Exhibits 1-28 were admitted into the record wi thout objection.
A list of the exhibits in evidence is attached to this Report as Appendix B
Exhibit 1 is the Tanpa Pal ns Conmunity Devel opnent District Petition to Contract
and attached exhibits. Exhibits nunbered 2-27 were bound and admitted as
Petitioner's Exhibit B. Exhibit nunber 28 is case law and is inserted into the
bound vol une foll owi ng exhibit 27.

No persons, other than the Petitioner's witnesses, testified in this cause
or entered appearances at the hearing. There is no evidence contrary to that
presented at the hearing.

The record of this matter remai ned open pursuant to Rule 42-1.012(3),
Florida Adm nistrative Code, to permt the subm ssion by any affected or
i nterested persons of witten statenments concerning the petition. No public
statenents were filed.

A proposed report was submitted by the Petitioner. The proposed findings
of fact set forth therein are accepted as nodified and incorporated in this
Report.

This Report is submtted to the FLWAC pursuant to Sections 190.005(1)(e)
and (f), Florida Statutes, and Rule 42-1.013, Florida Adm nistrative Code.

It is noted that the sol e purpose of this proceeding is amassing the record
for the contraction of the CDD. Any other necessary pernits for construction or
pl anni ng purposes are outside the scope of this proceeding.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. On Cctober 31, 1994, the Tanpa Pal ns Comunity Devel opment District
(TPCDD) filed a petition with the Secretary of the Florida Land and Wt er
Adj udi catory Commi ssion (FLWAC) seeking to contract by rule the existing Tanpa
Pal ms Community Devel opnent District.

2. After receiving the petition, the Secretary of FLWAC revi ewed the
petition and forwarded it to the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings for further
proceedings. By transmittal letter, the Secretary certified that the required
elenments identified in Section 190.005(1)(a), Florida Statutes, are contained in
the petition.

3. Appropriate notice of the petition and the Public Hearing was published
in Volune 21, No. 13 of the Florida Adm nistrative Wekly (March 31, 1995)
i ncluding a general description of the petition, affected | ands, and econom c
i npact of the contraction proposal

4. Copies of the Notice of Public Hearing were provided by the Petitioner
to the Mayor of Tanpa, the Secretary of the Departnent of Comunity Affairs
(DCA) and the TPCDD Board of Supervisors.

5. Pursuant to Section 190.005(1)(b), Florida Statutes, appropriate notice
of the public hearing was published in the Tanpa Tri bune, a newspaper of genera
paid circulation in Hillsborough County and of general interest and readership
in the cormunity. The notice was published on March 28, and April 4, 11, and
18, 1995. The notice conplies with the requirenents of the statute. The
Petitioner provided copies of the proof of publication within the docunents
filed at hearing.



6. The petition was reviewed by the DCA, which expressed no objection to
t he proposal .

7. The proposal was reviewed by the City of Tanpa, which expressed no
objection to the proposal.

8. A copy of the petition was provided to the Tanmpa Bay Regi onal Pl anni ng
Counci | which expressed no objection to the proposal.

9. At the Public Hearing on this matter, each witness was appropriately
sworn and adopted the prepared testinony gi ven under oath.

10. At the close of the Petitioner's presentation, the Hearing Oficer
invited public comment. No nenbers of the general public expressed opposition
to the proposal either during or after the hearing.

11. The TPCDD was established on June 13, 1982 by Chapter 42C- 1, Florida
Admi ni strative Code. The TPCDD is generally | ocated southwest of Interstate 75
and County Road 581.

12. The TPCDD presently consists of approximately 5,311 acres |located in
the City of Tanpa, H Il sborough County, Florida.

13. In the Petition for Contraction of the Tanpa Pal ns Community
Devel opnent District at issue in this proceedi ng, the TPCDD now seeks to renove
a parcel of approximately 1,202 acres (contraction parcel) fromthe 5,311 within
the TPCDD. The TPCDD will be reduced to approximately 4,109 acres.

14. The contraction parcel is also within the boundaries of the Tanpa
Pal ms Qpen Space and Transportati on Comunity Devel opment District (TPOSTCDD).

15. The TPOSTCDD was established by Chapter 42J-1, Florida Adnministrative
Code. The TPOSTCDD consists of approximately 5200 acres generally | ocated on
either side of Interstate 75 where it intersects County Road 581.

16. The contraction parcel will remain within the TPOSTCDD. Lennar Homes,
Inc., owns approximtely 1,166.5 acres of the contraction parcel.

SUMVARI ZATI ON OF TESTI MONY AND EVI DENCE

Gary L. Moyer

17. Gary L. Moyer is a manager of special purpose taxing districts. M.
Moyer was accepted as an expert in comunity devel opnent district nmanagenent and

other forns of special district managenent.

18. M. Moyer is the manager of the TPCDD and has served in that capacity
since the 1985. He is authorized to speak on behal f of the TPCDD.

19. M. Moyer is also the manager of the TPOSTCDD, has served in that
capacity since the 1994, and is authorized to speak on behal f of the TPOSTCDD.

20. In 1980, M. Moyer was involved in the drafting of Chapter 190,
Fl orida Statutes.



21. M. Myer described a community devel opment district as a unit of
speci al purpose governnent vested with limted powers to provide for
construction and mai ntenance of infrastructure intended to service property
within the district. Such infrastructure commonly includes water managenent,
wat er supply, sewer, roads, bridges and street lighting. Such infrastructure
may al so include parks and recreation, fire services, security, nosquito
control, schools, and waste collection and di sposal

22. Community devel opnent districts are subject to zoning and | and use
regul ati on and to various "checks and bal ances” simlar to local city and county
gover nnent s.

23. Districts created pursuant to Chapter 80-407, Laws of Florida, are
granted such powers wi thout further action by |ocal general purpose governnent.

24. M. Myer identified the purpose of the petition as the renoval of the
contraction parcel fromthe TPCDD, |leaving it solely within the TPOSTCDD.

25. M. Myer described the current state of the TPCDD. The district is
generally divided into four parcels known as Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4.

26. Areas 1 and 2 are a heavily devel oped residential community known as
"Tanpa Pal nms." About 6,000 reside in this comunity. Construction of TPCDD
facilities in Areas 1 and 2 is conplete.

27. TPCDD provi des water managenent facilities, parks and recreation
facilities, security services and | andscaped portions of public roads.

28. Areas 3 and 4 are undevel oped | and. The contraction parcel consists
of Area 4.

29. According to M. Myer, the history and rationale for the inclusion of
the contraction parcel in overlapping conmunity devel opnent districts is as
fol | ows:

30. The TPCDD was forned in 1982. 1In 1985, a developer acquired the |and
within the TPCDD as well as sone additional adjoining land. 1In 1990, the
devel oper apparently realized that control over the TPCDD woul d soon transfer to
an el ected Board of Supervisors. The devel oper forned the TPOSTCDD to incl ude
t he undevel oped portions of the TPCDD and the additional adjoining |and,
effectively retaining control over the undevel oped part of the origina
district. The developer is no | onger associated with the project. There is no
apparent reason for maintaining overlapping jurisdiction over the contraction
parcel. Another devel oper intends to build within Area 4 and adj acent property,
both within the TPOSTCDD.

31. M. Myer identified and described the petition and all exhibits
attached thereto. He identified the docunents providing the specific approval
of the TPCDD and t he TPOSTCDD governi ng bodies to the petition. Oher docunents
included within the attachnments to the petition identify the menbers of the
governi ng bodi es.

32. Subsequent to filing the petition, the Petitioner discovered that a
parcel of approximately two acres is owned by the City of Tanpa. The City was
notified of the petition and has expressed no objection to the contraction
Al though the failure of the Petitioner to obtain witten consent by the Gty of



Tanmpa is contrary to the requirenents set forth by statute, it appears to be
irrelevant, given the lack of objection by the city.

33. Oher than the City of Tanpa, all the owners of the land within the
contraction parcel (Lennar Hones, Inc., United Services Autonobile Association
75/ 275 Corporation, GIE-Florida, Inc., Tanpa Pal ns Community Devel opnent
District and St. James United Methodi st Church of Tanpa Pal ns) have provi ded
witten consent to the petition

34. M. Myer opines that with the correction of the | egal description
identified herein and the nodification related to the Gty of Tanpa parcel which
was not identified in the petition, the statements set forth in the petition are
true and correct.

35. Lennar Hones, Inc., intends to develop Area 4 and adjacent property.
M. Moyer opined that having the contraction parcel in two comunity devel opnment
districts is inefficient and results in needl ess duplication. Approval of this
petition would be consistent with State Conprehensive Plan goals related to
governnmental efficiency. There is no evidence that approval of the petition
woul d be inconsistent with any other portion of the State Conprehensive Pl an

36. Follow ng contraction, the TPCDD remai ns of sufficient size,
conpact ness, and contiguity to be devel opabl e as one functionally interrel ated
community. Areas 1 and 2 already constitute a functional interrelated community
whi ch receives services fromthe TPCDD

37. Contraction of the TPCDD will elimnate overl apping jurisdictions and
provi des the best alternative available for delivering conmunity devel oprent
services and facilities to the area.

38. There is no negative inpact on the TPCDD by renoval of the contraction
district. CQutstanding bond indebtedness is being repaid through assessnents on
t he existing developnment in Areas 1 and 2. There is no devel opnent in, and no
services are being delivered to, the contraction parcel by the TPCDD. None of
the and within the contraction parcel is obligated by any TPCDD out st andi ng
bond debt.

39. There is no evidence to suggest that contraction of the TPCDD will be
i nconpatible with the capacity and uses of existing |ocal and regional community
devel opnent services and facilities.

40. Even after contraction, the TPCDD remai ns anenable to separate
speci al -di strict government.

41. There being no evidence to the contrary, M. Myer's testinony is
accepted as being credi ble on these issues.

Arthur Merritt

42. Arthur W Merritt is a professional |and surveyor and was accepted as
an expert in |land surveying.

43. M. Merritt specifically identified Exhibits A and B to the petition.
Exhibit Ais a description of the external boundary of the TPCDD after
contraction. Exhibit Bis a description of the contraction parcel



44. At the hearing, M. Merritt provided Revised Exhibits A and B which
correct descriptions in the original exhibits. The corrected versions are found
to be accurate.

45. M. Merritt also described Exhibit G2 to the petition which is an
owner shi p and encunbrance report. M. Merritt identified the two acre parcel
owned by the City of Tanmpa and referenced el sewhere herein. The city parcel is
the cause of the Revised Exhibits A and B

46. There being no evidence to the contrary, M. Merritt's testinony is
accepted as being credi ble on these issues.

Toxey A Hall

47. Toxey A. Hall is Vice-President and Senior Project Engineer of Heidt &
Associates. M. Hall was accepted as an expert in civil engineering.

48. M. Hall was involved in the preparation of petition exhibits rel ated
to master water and sewer plans for Areas 1 and 2. M. Hall is famliar with
the petition and believes that, with the corrections noted herein, the petition
is true and correct.

49. M. Hall is familiar with the City of Tanpa Conprehensive Plan as it
relates to civil engineering services. He is not aware of any provision in the
pl an whi ch woul d be applicable to the Petition for Contraction, and as such
bel i eves that the granting of this petition would not be inconsistent with the
| ocal plan.

50. M. Hall opined that follow ng contraction, the TPCDD renmai ns of
sufficient size, conpactness, and contiguity to be devel opable as one
functionally interrelated comunity, especially since Areas 1 and 2 al ready
constitute a functional interrelated comunity which receives services fromthe
TPCDD.

51. M. Hall also opined that from an engi neering perspective with regard
to future devel opnment of Area 4, elimnation of the overlapping jurisdictions
provi des the best alternative available for delivering conmmunity devel oprment
services and facilities.

52. There should be no inpact on existing services related to contraction
of the TPCDD. Services currently being provided will continue to be provided
wi thout alteration.

53. Even after contraction, the TPCDD which is devel oped and functi oning
will remain anenable to separate special-district government.

54. There being no evidence to the contrary, M. Hall's testinony is
accepted as being credi ble on these issues.

Deni se McCabe

55. Denise H MCabe is a certified planner and nenber of the Anerican
Institute of Certified Planners. She is enployed as a planner and | ega
assistant in the real estate and environnmental |aw departnment of Johnson
Bl akel y, Pope, Bokker, Ruppell and Burns, P.A. M. MCabe is famliar with
Chapter 190, Florida Statutes, the State Conprehensive Plan, The Tanpa Bay



Regi onal Pl anni ng Council Conprehensive Regional Policy Plan, and the Gty of
Tanpa Conprehensi ve Pl an

56. Ms. McCabe opined that with the corrections set forth el sewhere
herein, the statenents within the Petition for Contraction are true and correct.

57. Ms. McCabe reviewed the petition and applicable portions of the State
Conpr ehensi ve Plan for inconsistencies and found none. Specifically, she
exam ned Coals 16, 18, 20, 21 and 26 of the State Pl an

58. State Conmprehensive Plan Goal 16 relates to environnentally acceptable
| and use and growth. The property at issue in this proceeding is an approved
devel opnent of regional inpact ("DRI") and Areas 1 and 2 are substantially
devel oped. The post-contraction TPCDD will benefit fromthe infrastructure
i nvestnment already in place. The TPCDD remmins an effective nmeans of financing
and mai ntaining infrastructure.

59. State Conprehensive Plan Goal 18 is directed at existing and future
public facilities. Relevant policies under this goal include nmaxim zation of
existing facilities, allocation of costs based on benefit, encouraging |oca
government financial self sufficiency, inplementation of innovative and fiscally
sound techniques for financing public facilities, coordinating governnenta
capital inprovenent plans, and using stable, growh-responsive revenue sources.
The petition is consistent with these policies through elimnation of overlap
bet ween the TPCDD and the TPOSTCDD and by allocating costs fairly between those
who benefit fromthe installation of public facilities.

60. State Conprehensive Plan Goal 20 relates to transportation. The
districts provide a nechanismfor construction of transportation infrastructure.
Contraction of the TPCDD should have no inpact on provision of transportation
infrastructure to the contraction parcel

61. State Conmprehensive Plan Goal 21 relates to governmental efficiency.
The contraction of the TPCDD el i m nates overl apping jurisdiction and potenti al
duplication between the two districts. The contraction also facilitates
efficient TPOSTCDD provision of infrastructure to the contraction parcel

62. State Conprehensive Plan Goal 26 relates to plan inplenentation
O her than by the elimnation of overlapping jurisdiction, there is no inpact on
pl an i npl enentati on created by the approval of this petition

63. Ms. MCabe reviewed the petition and applicable portions of the Tanpa
Conpr ehensi ve Pl an as anmended, specifically provisions related to future |and
use, stormwater managenent, transportation, recreation, capital inprovenents
and interlocal coordination. M. MCabe concluded that approval of the petition
is not inconsistent with the Tanpa Conprehensive Pl an

64. Ms. MCabe also reviewed the petition and rel evant portions of the
Tanpa Bay Regi onal Pl anni ng Council Conprehensive Regional Policy Plan. She
found nothing in the Petition for Contraction to be inconsistent with the plan

65. Ms. MCabe defined "functional interrelated conmunity" to be a
conbi nati on of people, activities and | and uses within a specific geographic
| ocation, organized in a manner to all ow access to activities which are
necessary to day-to-day living. M. MCabe opined that the existing TPCDD after
contraction is of sufficient size, conpactness and contiguity to remain
devel opabl e as a functional interrelated community.



66. The proposed contraction provi des the best avail abl e neans of
delivering comunity devel opnent services and facilities to the areas served by
the districts. Contraction will elimnate overlapping jurisdiction and the
potential for inconpatible services being offered within the same area. The
TPCDD after contraction remains anmenable to special district government.

67. There being no evidence to the contrary, Ms. MCabe's testinony is
accepted as being credi ble on these issues.

Char| es Cook

68. Charles Cook is the Vice-President of the |and division of Lennar
Hones, Inc. Lennar Homes is primarily engaged in hone building, real estate
i nvestnment and financial services in Florida, Texas and Arizona. M. Cook is
aut hori zed to speak on behal f of Lennar Homes.

69. The Petition for Contraction was filed by the TPCDD at the request of
Lennar Hones.

70. Lennar Hones owns 1, 166.5 acres in the contraction parcel and
approxi mately 1,033 acres of adjacent | and.

71. Lennar Hones intends to construct approximately 484 single famly
hones, 701 multifam |y units and 25 acres of conmercial devel opnent in Area 4.

72. The infrastructure of Area 4 is being devel oped by Lennar Homes and
TPOSTCDD, whi ch has al ready approved and is obtaining financing for
approximately $31 mllion of infrastructure construction

73. TPOSTCDD will develop all of the collector roads, street |ighting,
potabl e water distribution facilities, sewer facilities, |andscaping, parks and
recreation facilities, maintenance, and security facilities for Area 4. TPCDD
is not involved in this devel opnent.

74. TPCDD provides no services to Lennar Homes and receives no
contribution through taxes or assessnments from Lennar Hones.

75. Absent renoval of Area 4 fromthe TPCDD, Lennar Hones and in turn
honeowners in Area 4, are potentially liable for both TPCDD and TPOSTCDD
assessnments on the increased value of property even though no services are
received fromthe TPCDD

76. There being no evidence to the contrary, M. Cook's testinony is
accepted as being credi ble on these issues.

WlliamJ. R zzetta

77. WlliamJ. R zzetta is president of R zzetta & Conpany, a financi al
consulting firmwhich provides services to the real estate industry including
communi ty devel opnent districts. M. Rizzetta's firmconducts econom c and
financial feasibility studies and prepares econonic inpact statenments for
districts. M. R zzetta al so nanages several districts. He was accepted as an
expert in preparation of econom c analysis for conmunity devel opnent districts.

78. Al though the 1981 statute under which the TPCDD was organi zed does not
requi re preparation of an econonic inpact statenent (as do |ater versions of



Section 190.005, Florida Statutes) the Petitioner offered M. Rizzetta's
expertise related to the econom c inpact of the Petition for Contraction and
referencing the statutory requirenents for such statenents.

79. M. Rizzetta considered the cost or econonic benefit to all persons
directly affected by approval of the Petition for Contraction. Currently, the
TPCDD effectively consists of the devel oped Areas 1 and 2. Bonds issued for
infrastructure inprovenents are being repaid by special assessnents agai nst Area
1 and 2 property owners because they are the people who benefit from such
i nprovenents. Areas 3 and 4 consist of undevel oped agricultural |ands, and
contribute mnimally though ad val orem assessnents.

80. The primary | andowner within the contraction parcel also owns |and
within the TPOSTCDD and intends to provide public infrastructure required to
devel op the property as a functional interrelated community. Approval of the
Petition for Contraction will permt the devel oper to provide infrastructure
t hrough the TPOSTCDD fi nanci ng and nmanagenment mnmechani sm  Absent approval of the
petition, the contraction parcel will remain in both the TPCDD and t he TPOSTCDD
and subject the property owner to the potential for dual taxation by the
districts. This is an inefficient nechanismfor providing infrastructure
i nprovenents and from an econom ¢ standpoint |eads to potential confusion
regarding taxation and rel ated matters.

81. Approval of the Petition to Contract will have no adverse inpact on
conpetition or the open market for enpl oynent.

82. M. Rizzetta opined that fromhis perspective as an econon c anal yst,
the area to be served by the TPCDD after contraction remains anenable to
separate special district governnent.

83. There being no evidence to the contrary, M. R zzetta's testinony is
accepted as being credible on these issues. M. Rizzetta's econonic anal ysis
meets the requirenments of Rule 42-1.008, Florida Adm nistrative Code

CONCLUSI ONS

84. Having considered the entire record in this cause, and w t hout
evi dence to the contrary, it is concluded that:

85. Establishnent of comunity devel opment districts is governed by
Chapter 190, Florida Statutes. Section 190.004(2), Florida Statutes (1993)
provi des as foll ows:

This Act does not affect any community devel op-
ment district or other special district existing
on June 29, 1984; and existing conmunity devel op-
ment districts will continue to be subject to the
provi sions of Chapter 80-407, Laws of Fl orida.

86. The TPCDD was established in 1982 and is subject to Chapter 80-407,
Laws of Florida, as codified in Chapter 190, Florida Statutes (1981).

87. Section 190.046(1), Florida Statutes, (1981) provides for the filing
of a petition for contraction of a community devel opment district under the
provi sions of Section 190. 005.



88. The Petition to Contract Tanpa Pal ms Community Devel opnent District
contains all the elenents required by |law as set forth at Section 190.005(1)(c),
Florida Statutes, (1981) and which provides as foll ows:

The Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Conm ssion
shal |l consider the record of the hearing and the
follow ng factors and nake a determnation to grant
or deny a petition for the establishment of a
communi ty devel opnent district:

1. Wether all statements contained within
the petition have been found to be true and correct.

2. Wuether the creation of the district is
i nconsi stent with any applicable elenent or portion
of the state conprehensive plan or of the effective
| ocal governnent conprehensive plan

3. \Whether the area of land within the proposed
district is of sufficient size, is sufficiently
conpact, and is sufficiently contiguous to be
devel opabl e as one functionally interrelated comunity.

4. Wiether the district is the best alternative
avai |l abl e for delivering community devel oprent
services and facilities to the area that will be
served by the district.

5. \Whether the community devel opnent services
and facilities will be inconpatible with the
capacity and uses of existing |ocal and regional
conmuni ty devel opnent services and facilities.

6. \Wether the area that will be served by the
district is amenable to separate special -district
gover nnent .

89. Al statenents contained within the petition have been found to be
true and correct.

90. The contraction of the TPCDD is not inconsistent with applicable
el ements or portions of the state conprehensive plan and the effective |oca
gover nment conpr ehensi ve pl ans.

91. The area of land within the TPCDD after contraction is of sufficient
size, is sufficiently conpact, and is sufficiently contiguous to be devel opabl e
as one functional interrelated conmunity.

92. The TPCDD after contraction is the best alternative available for
delivering comunity devel opnent services and facilities to the area that wll
be served by the TPCDD

93. The TPCDD after contraction will not be inconpatible with the capacity
and uses of existing |local and regional comunity devel opment services and
facilities.

94. The tract of land that will be served by the TPCDD after contraction
is amenable to separate special-district government, in accordance with the
provi sions of Chapter 190, Florida Statutes.

95. Section 190.005(1)(a)2. requires that the petition shall contain the
witten consent of 100 percent of the owners of property within the affected
area. The TPCDD Petition for Contraction does not contain the witten consent



of the City of Tanpa, which owns two of the approximately 1,202 acres within the
affected parcel. The Gty of Tanpa was provided notice of, and has expressed no
objection to, the petition. Further, under these circunstances, the witten
consent of the city is not necessary. Zedeck v. Indian Trace Conmunity

Devel opnent District, 428 So.2d 647 (Fla. 1983).

DONE and | SSUED this 12th day of June, 1995, in Tall ahassee, Florida.

WLLIAM F. QUATTLEBAUM

Hearing Oficer

Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Buil di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-1550
(904) 488-9675

Filed with the derk of the
Di vision of Admi nistrative Hearings
this 12th day of June, 1995.

COPI ES FURNI SHED:

Bob Bradl ey, Secretary

Florida Land & Water Adjudicatory Conm ssion
Exec. O fice of the Governor

1601 Capitol

Tal | ahassee, FL 32399

M chael J. G azer, Esquire

Macf ar| ane Ausl ey Ferguson & McMil | en
227 Sout h Cal houn Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Vincent L. Nuccio, Jr.

Macf ar| ane Ausl ey Ferguson & McMil | en
111 Madi son Street

Tanpa, Florida 33601
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NAMVES AND ADDRESSES OF W TNESSES

Gary Moyer
10300 NW 11 Manor
Coral Springs, Florida 33071

Arthur W Merritt
2212 Swann Avenue
Tanpa, Florida 33606



Toxey A. Hall
2212 Swann Avenue
Tanpa, Florida 33606

Deni se H MCabe
911 Chestnut Street
Clearwater, Florida 34616

Charl es Cook

1110 Dougl as Avenue, Suite 2040
Al tanonte Springs, Florida 32714
WilliamRi zzetta

3550 Bushwood Park Drive, Suite 135
Tanpa, Florida 33618
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LI ST OF DOCUMENTARY EVI DENCE

Exhi bit 1: The Tanpa Pal n8 Comunity Devel opment District
Petition to Contract and attached exhibits

Exhibit 2: Gary Moyer's CDD |i st

Exhi bit 3: Chapter 42C-1, Florida Adm nistrative Code

Exhi bit 4: Chapter 42J-1, Florida Adm nistrative Code

Exhi bit 5: Chapter 190, Florida Statutes (1981)

Exhi bit 6: Chapter 190, Florida Statutes (1993)

Exhi bit 7: The Novenber 4, 1994 Agreenent between TPCDD, Lennar
Hormes, Inc., and TPOSTCDD

Exhibit 8: Mnutes of the Novenber 18, 1994 TPOSTCDD neeti ng

Exhibit 9: March 21, 1995 TPOSTCDD Resol ution 95-22

Exhi bit 10: April 17, 1995 Letter fromCty of Tampa to

Bri ckl enyer, Snol ker & Bol ves

Exhi bit 11: Current TPCDD Board of Supervisors

Exhi bit 12: October 31, 1994 Letter from Vincent L. Nuccio to
FLWAC

Exhi bit 13: Novenber 11, 1994 Notice of Receipt of petition by
FLWAC

Exhi bit 14: Novenber 28, 1994 Letter from FLWAC to DOAH

Exhi bit 15: Letters of notification regardi ng public hearing

Exhibit 16: Vol. 21, No. 13, Florida Adm nistrative Wekly
(March 31, 1995)



Exhi bit 17: Tanpa Tribune adverti senent and proof of publication

Exhi bit 18: January 11, 1995 DOAH Noti ce of Hearing
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