
SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:
1. REVERSE the Board of Adjustment decision to overturn the decison of the Planning 
Manager regarding denial of a camouflage communication tower determination in the PUD 
(Planned Unit Development) zoning district; or

2. UPHOLD the Board of Adjustment decision to overturn the decison of the Planning Manager 
regarding denial of a camouflage communication tower determination in the PUD (Planned 
Unit Development) zoning district; or

3. CONTINUE the item to a time and date certain.

BACKGROUND:

On April 12, 2007, the Planning Manager denied an application by TBCOM Properties, LLC for 
a 120' monopole communication tower that would fly an American flag. The application was 
for a determination that the proposed tower met the definition of "Camouflage" communication 
tower, per the Seminole County Land Development Code (SCLDC). The tower is proposed 
in Parcel 202 of the Carillon PUD, which allows C-1 (Retail Commercial) district
uses.  Communication towers that meet the camouflage criteria according to a determination 
made by the Planning Manager are a permitted use within the C-1 zoning district. Non-
camouflage communication towers require special exception approval by the Board of 
Adjustment.  The property was previously used as a Winn-Dixie grocery store, however the 
store is closed and the building is vacant.

SCLDC Section 30.1371 states that Camouflage communication towers may be permitted by 
the Planning Manager on any parcels which is not assigned a residential zoning classification 
provided that the Planning Manager makes the findings set forth in the definition of the term 
"camouflage communication tower."
 
The definition of "camouflage communication tower” as stated in the SCLDC is:

A tower designed to merge and blend into and conform in appearance with existing 
surroundings. An example of a camouflage communication tower would be a tower that is 
constructed in the form and shape of a tree in order to appear to be part of a forested area or a 
tower constructed to appear to be or to actually be a component of a bell tower or to be or 
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appear to be a component of a church steeple in order for the tower to be or appear to be part 
of these more aesthetically pleasing structures. Other examples of a camouflage 
communication tower would be signs, light poles, utility poles and roof fascias. The
determination as to whether a tower is a camouflage tower shall be made by the Planning 
Manager based upon the following standards: 

(1)   The tower must blend into the existing surroundings of the tower and stay in character
with the general area in which it would be located; and 

(2)   The tower must not appear unique, unusual or out of place; and 

(3)   A reasonable person with normal observational faculties and intelligence would not
perceive the structure as a tower; and

(4)   The camouflage technique used must not have negative impacts on the general area in
which it would be located; and 

(5)   The applicant for the tower must provide reasonable and binding assurances that the
camouflage technique used will be maintained and that the camouflage condition of the tower 
will be maintained.

The Planning Manager evaluated the proposed 120' tower and determined that it did not meet 
the definition of "camouflage" as required by the SCLDC, based on the following findings:

a)   The proposed location is adjacent to a wetland conservation area. A 120-foot flagpole 
would not blend in with, and would not be in character with a wetland conservation area;  

 b)   Flagpoles are usually located in close association with the front of a building (school,
post office, church, etc.), so that they appear to be integrated into and a part of the site.  The 
proposed tower is located on the outskirts of the parking area, approximately 300’ from the 
building, next to a conservation area.   A 120-foot flagpole in this location would not blend in 
with the existing surroundings;

c)   This use would appear to be unusual and out of place on a grocery store property 
because there is no contextual relationship between a grocery store and a 120' flag pole;

d)   The height and design of the proposed tower and its incompatibility with the proposed 
location would also make it appear so out of place that it may result in the proposed tower 
being perceived by a reasonable person as a tower, and not as a flagpole.

On May 4, 2007,  TBCOM Properties, LLC filed an application to appeal the decision of the 
Planning Manager to the Board of Adjustment.  

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION:

On August 27, 2007, the Board of Adjustment voted 4 to 1 to overturn the decision of the 
Planning Manager and approve the tower as a "camouflage" communication tower.  

 
 



BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ACTION:
 
At their August 28, 2007 meeting, the Board of County Commissioners voted 5 to 0 to bring 
forth this item at a public hearing to be held on September 25, 2007, per Section 1.12 of the
Seminole County Land Development Code.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board reverse the Board of Adjustment decision to overturn the decison 
of the Planning Manager regarding denial of a camouflage communication tower determination 
in the PUD (Planned Unit Development) zoning district.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Maps and Aerials
2. Maps and Aerials
3. Reduced Copy of Site Plan
4. BOA Appeal Application Package
5. BOA Meeting Minutes

Additionally Reviewed By:

County Attorney Review ( Kathleen Furey-Tran )gfedcb
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 MINUTES FOR THE SEMINOLE COUNTY BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT AUGUST 27, 2007 MEETING 

ITEM #5 
APPEAL OF THE PLANNING MANAGER’S DECISION 

 
 

Members Present:  Mike Hattaway, Chairman; Alan Rozon, Tom O’ 
Daniel, Michael Bass and Curtis Gashlin 

 
Staff Present:  Kathy Fall, Principal Planner; Tina Williamson, Acting 
Planning Manager; Denny Gibbs, Senior Planner; Joy Williams, Planner; 
Kathy Furey-Tran,  Assistant County Attorney; Patty Johnson, Staff 
Assistant 

 
 

1680 McCulloch Road – Tim O’Shaughnessy/TBCOM Properties LLC, 
applicant; Appeal of the decision of the Planning Manager regarding a 
camouflage communication tower determination in the PUD (Planned Unit 
Development District); Located on the north east corner of McColloch 
Road and Lockwood Boulevard; (BA2007-01). 
Tina Williamson, Interim Planning Manager 
 
Tina Williamson stated that she was the Acting Planning Manager and that 
this item was an appeal of the Planning Manager’s decision regarding a 
camouflage communication determination.  She further stated that the 
Seminole County Land Development Section 30.1371 stated that 
camouflage communication towers may be permitted by the Planning 
Manager on parcels not assigned a residential zoning classification 
provided that the Planning Manager makes the findings set forth in the 
definition of the term “camouflage communication tower”.  She then stated 
that the subject property was located in the Carillon Planned Unit 
Development, parcel 202, which permits C-1 (Retail Commercial) district 
uses.  The property was previously used as a Winn-Dixie grocery store, 
however the store is closed and the building is vacant.  She also stated 
that the area proposed for the camouflage communication tower was on 
the southeast side of parcel 202, adjacent to a large conservation area.  
She further stated that the proposed tower in design would be 120 feet in 
height and would fly an American flag.  She then stated that the definition 
of a “camouflage communication tower” in the Seminole County Land 
Development Code is:  A tower designed to merge and blend into and 
conform in appearance with existing surroundings.  An example of a 
camouflage communication tower would be a tower that is constructed in 
the form and shape of a tree in order to appear to be part of a forested 
area or a tower constructed to appear to be or to actually be a component 
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of a bell tower or to be or appear to be a component of a church steeple in 
order for the tower to be or appear to be part of these more aesthetically 
pleasing structures.  Other examples of a camouflage communication 
tower would be signs, light poles, utility poles and roof fascias.  She then 
stated that the determination as to whether a tower is a camouflage tower 
was based upon the following standards: 

• The tower must blend into the existing surroundings of the tower 
and stay in character with the general area in which it would be 
located 

• The tower must not appear unique, unusual or out of place 
• A reasonable person with normal observational faculties and 

intelligence would not perceive the structure as a tower 
• The camouflage technique used must not have negative impacts on 

the general area in which it would be located 
• The applicant for the tower must provide reasonable and binding 

assurances that the camouflage technique used will be maintained 
and that the camouflage condition of the tower will be maintained 

 
She further stated that in reviewing the application, it was determined that 
the proposed tower did not meet the definition of a “camouflage 
communication tower” based on the following findings: 

• The proposed location is adjacent to a wetland conservation area.  
A 120 foot flagpole would not blend in with, and not be in character 
with a wetland conservation area 

• Flagpoles are usually located in close association with the front of a 
building, so that they appear to be integrated into and part of the 
site.  The tower is proposed to be located on the outskirts of the 
parking area, approximately 300 feet from the building, next to a 
conservation area.  A 120 foot flagpole in this location would not 
blend in with the existing surroundings 

• This use would appear to be unusual and out of place on a grocery 
store property because there is no contextual relationship between 
any type of retail use and a flag pole 

• The height and design of the proposed tower and its incompatibility 
with the proposed location would also make it appear so out of 
place that it may result in the proposed tower being perceived by a 
reasonable person as a tower, and not as a flagpole 

 
Mary Solik stated that she represented Mr. O’ Shaughnessy and his 
company TBCOM Properties. She further stated that quite simply they 
were before the Board of Adjustment because they disagreed with the 
Planning Manager’s determination.  She then stated that Mr. O’ 
Shaughnessy and his company were in the business of building cell 
towers, they were not a carrier, but they were a vertical real estate 
company that build towers and then leased the space on the towers.  She 
also stated that the proposed tower had four interested carriers.  She 
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further stated that Mr. O’ Shaughnessy had been trying to find a site to 
serve the Carillon residential neighborhood for approximately 5 years and 
finally found a willing Landlord in the Carillon Planned Unit Development, 
parcel 202.  She then stated that Mr. O’ Shaughnessy had to make a 
decision to either apply for a conditional use with no height limitations 
approval from the Board of Adjustment or do a camouflage application 
which is permitted on C-1 properties by right if they are camouflaged.  She 
also stated that he chose to do a 120 feet camouflage tower to buffer the 
nearby residential neighborhood.  She then referred to the packet that was 
given to the Board members and stated that on the front page of the 
packet was a picture of the proposed tower.  She further referred to the 
site layout and photo sim section of the packet showing the proposed site 
location and stated that at 120 feet the tower was barely visible from the 
views of the different locations of the photo sim.  She then stated that the 
Planning Manager’s determination was based on the language of the code 
and they came to a different conclusion than the Planning Manager on 
some of the issues.  She further stated that the first criteria stated that the 
tower must blend into the existing surroundings and the Planning Manager 
focused solely on the tower proximity to the wetland area to the east and 
that if you look at the entire area you have commercial and residential 
which is a mixed use area, and that instead of viewing it as being 
inconsistent with the existing conservation area they see it as being a 
buffer for the flag pole from the residential areas to the north and east.  
She then stated that a reasonable person would not see the tower and 
that the ground equipment would be fenced and landscaped and it is off 
the road and you would not be able to see it.  She also stated that the 
camouflage technique would not have a negative impact in the area and 
that it would actually increase the cell service to the surrounding 
residential communities with out actually invading the residential 
community.  She lastly stated that there is a growing demand for cell 
service for residential coverage. 
 
After general discussion by the Board of Adjustment. 
 
Mr. Bass made a motion to overturn the Planning Manager’s 
determination regarding a camouflage communication tower. 
 
Mr. O’ Daniel seconded the motion. 
 

The motion passed by (4-1) vote.  Mr. Hattaway was in opposition 
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