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Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting Agenda - Final July 1, 2026

CALL TO ORDER

Opening Statement

Pursuant to Florida law, the public has the right to be heard on all propositions.  Public 
comment time on propositions shall be three (3) minutes for individuals and six (6) minutes for 
group representatives.  Proper decorum will be observed. The right to be heard during 
quasi-judicial hearings is governed by Florida law.

Accept Proof of Publication

Approval of Minutes

NEW BUSINESS

Public Hearing Items:

1. Tatra Townhomes Rezone - ***REQUEST FOR 
CONTINUANCE TO THE AUGUST 5TH MEETING*** - 
Consider a Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple 
Family Dwelling) for a seventy (70) unit townhome development 
on approximately 11.97 acres, located on the west side of 
Tatra St, north of W Chapman Rd; (Z2025-016) (Chris Leppert, 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.) District 1 - Dallari (Kaitlyn 
Apgar, Senior Planner) 

2026-0481

AERIAL MAP

ZONING MAP

DEVELOPMENT PLAN

ORDINANCE

DENIAL DO

FIRST COMMUNITY MEETING

SECOND COMMUNITY MEETING

SIA

BEI

Attachments:
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https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=6831
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=aa5d4137-d215-4780-9452-a78a3c9a5c04.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9aacc912-d6ad-4ce4-b3c5-acf25b952473.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=512a9946-41c2-4dbe-9ffe-7baa65c82dd0.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f04dac0a-a5b9-446c-a997-55d2ff861ed6.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=fab0be4d-d043-46bb-9153-67d3fc4a4e50.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4184f916-73d6-4621-9e16-230d8f155476.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5b11fd5f-5bc3-447a-a920-3da25e1f93e2.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=fec7349e-d309-45b5-8d53-510e3c14bdd3.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=491a1691-1024-44fe-b0ae-c3b0c7647091.pdf
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2. Mission BBQ Special Exception - Consider a Special 
Exception to allow a restaurant within 1,000 feet of a school to 
obtain an alcohol license in the PD (Planned Development) 
district on 0.57 acres, located on the south side of W Lake 
Mary Boulevard, east of Sun Drive; BS2025-06 (William Leahy, 
Applicant) District 4 - Lockhart (Kaitlyn Apgar, Senior 
Planner).

2026-0453

AERIAL MAP

ZONING MAP

SITE PLAN

DEVELOPMENT ORDER

SEPARATION FROM SCHOOL MISSION BBQ

ALCOHOL SEPARATION FORM

COMMUNITY MEETING

Attachments:

3. Kentucky Street Special Exception - Request for a Special 
Exception for a proposed 143-foot communication tower and four 
(4) variances to the required separation distance from properties 
with existing single family use, located on the north side of 
Kentucky Street, approximately 1,700 feet east of Skyway Drive; 
Z2025-15 (Mary Doty Solik, Applicant) District 5 - Herr (Annie 
Sillaway, Principal Planner).

2026-0486

LOCATION - AERIAL MAP

ZONING - FLU MAP

LOCATION PLAN

SITE PLAN

APPROVED DEVELOPMENT ORDER

DENIAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER

EXHIBIT A TABLE 1 SEPERATION

EXHIBIT B VARIANCE SEPARATION TABLE FROM 
RESIDENTIAL USES
GATE AND FENCE DETAIL

TOWER ELEVATION

VARIANCE CRITERIA

SPECIAL EXCEPTION CRITERIA

SEPARATION DISTANCE WAIVER

COMMUNITY MEETING INFORMATION.pdf

Attachments:
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https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=6803
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=7b3b0245-0e11-4178-a11b-2447ed35f69b.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d81748a2-2994-4825-bf0f-3dd6023946c6.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4b525b6c-e530-41e5-bafd-fd26733b81ec.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=b1996bb0-c6f0-478b-9175-986cae4d9b60.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=59fb6781-87ec-4f60-9c6c-f1ae1ac5003c.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=80fd6cc3-e9eb-469e-9380-36110609f248.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=01407523-e3b1-491f-b064-5be1b7cea670.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=6836
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=963313df-13ec-4d1f-9b3c-a24b34a55d9c.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f51d6fc8-c370-49a5-9475-37d8a533709c.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=bbe38a68-ec2d-462c-97c8-3a4d41a7b8e2.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a709a3a4-f90f-4592-9eda-1a91eb035b3a.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d78afbaa-644d-4a99-9d79-725a43212c44.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2d990a1e-aae3-42b2-8184-b5f35d0143f3.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f85742f7-320d-4d9c-a5e3-0a2440e39b27.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8f0a845a-bda5-4b40-aafa-e7448dd0d595.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ae2111fb-268d-413c-a65a-c946fa41dfbc.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=269a18f5-1a02-4f17-8da6-54ebcf3f672b.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=650875d4-4839-4cbd-bf98-f859e542900e.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2459d368-3c09-4248-a9d7-08efce56c382.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=1ae1a586-c3eb-459c-8f95-98e36dcf93b1.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3e5ce67f-de53-4d1f-8232-ceff39d55234.pdf
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4. Isola Retail PD Major Amendment Rezone - Consider a 
Rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned 
Development) to allow outdoor storage in conjunction with 
Building 2 only, as shown on the Master Development Plan, 
within the Isola Retail PD, on approximately 3.25 acres, located 
on the west side of Longwood Lake Mary Rd, 300 feet north of 
Ronald Reagan Blvd; (Z2026-04) (Robert Isola, Applicant) 
District4 - Lockhart (Annie Sillaway, Principal Planner)

2026-0476

LOCATION-AERIAL MAP

ZONING-FLU MAP

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN

DEVELOPMENT ORDER

ORDINANCE REZONE

PD NARRATIVE

LETTER FROM WASTEPRO

COMMUNITY MEETING INFO

2004 ISOLA DEVELOPMENT ORDER

BEI FORM

Attachments:
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https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=6826
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3a99102e-2f0f-406f-b37c-d74cfc076fbf.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ee60a965-269a-4e9a-a451-c35188255095.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=28d8f391-9b37-4c12-959a-e7b9b0e7f2a4.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=7a999afd-d4d2-4815-abd9-cd639b06f9c3.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=62a3dabc-faac-4d39-8114-54a2f2cb1983.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9d3b968e-725b-4f5a-a5fa-817cc0e8f12f.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e30374a2-9c10-461b-a6ef-71f1fa1cd4c0.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=bd12d8d4-b255-4d41-9cb9-d6f00adda9a1.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9c1cdfe3-6ed0-442f-a58c-18b4fe82c4c9.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0f1262a1-8a79-4863-a2ca-b47090320360.pdf
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5. Sanford Commerce Center Small Scale Future Land Use 
Map Amendment and PD Major Amendment Rezone - 
Consider a Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment 
from Commercial to Industrial and a Rezone from PD (Planned 
Development) to PD (Planned Development) for a proposed 
144,000 square foot commercial and industrial flex space 
warehouse development on approximately 17.23 acres, located 
on the south side of Orange Blvd, and approximately ½ mile 
east of Oregon St; (Z2026-06/02.26SS.01) (S. Brent Spain, 
Esquire, Applicant) District 5 - Herr (Annie Sillaway, Principal 
Planner) 

2026-0493

LOCATION/AERIAL MAP

FLU/ZONING MAP

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN

DEVELOPMENT ORDER

ORDINANCE LAND USE

ORDINANCE REZONE

COMMUNITY MEETING INFO

ATTACHMENT A

2ND REVISED AND RESTATED DO ORANGE BLVD 
PROPERTY PD
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED MDP

BEI FORM

Attachments:

CLOSING BUSINESS

Director's Report

ADJOURNMENT

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES NEEDING ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN ANY OF THESE 
PROCEEDINGS SHOULD CONTACT THE HUMAN RESOURCES, ADA COORDINATOR 48 HOURS IN 
ADVANCE OF THE MEETING AT 407-665-7940.

PERSONS ARE ADVISED THAT, IF THEY DECIDE TO APPEAL ANY DECISION ON ANY MATTER 
CONSIDERED BY THIS BOARD AT THESE MEETINGS, THEY WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE 
PROCEEDINGS, AND FOR SUCH PURPOSE, THEY MAY NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD 
OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE, WHICH INCLUDES THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH 
THE APPEAL IS TO BE BASED, PER SECTION 286.0105, FLORIDA STATUTES.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING THIS AGENDA, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING & 
ZONING COMMISSION CLERK AT (407) 665-7397.
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https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=6843
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3fa8f10f-7670-4a51-9f79-00e44394bc32.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0d7e9573-1309-4d14-8050-75a90c50eb4f.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4668d187-7fec-48ad-b21f-72eb91200ab1.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e9ad6be8-a9d1-442b-9dee-32960a4d35b2.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5919eed9-e97f-424a-a84a-1a9cea045785.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ddfc36ed-e9da-46de-95ef-c16b76292976.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2f736be0-da2d-41c4-b4f2-fa0554ce4eb8.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a4f8b808-d15c-4eb0-bd58-50b3c8fcc39a.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=78775f53-67ca-406f-8bf4-dd442ab5bb12.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0fa6f009-6f22-4b7b-9655-d0d34d7e73fc.pdf
https://seminolecountyfl.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ffe97fce-7d08-4055-bd59-4a3a23597602.pdf


SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Agenda Memorandum

COUNTY SERVICES
BUILDING

1101 EAST FIRST STREET
SANFORD, FLORIDA

32771­1468

File Number: 2026-0481

Title:

Tatra Townhomes Rezone - ***REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE TO THE AUGUST
5TH MEETING*** - Consider a Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family
Dwelling) for a seventy (70) unit townhome development on approximately 11.97
acres, located on the west side of Tatra St, north of W Chapman Rd; (Z2025-016)
(Chris Leppert, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.) District 1 - Dallari (Kaitlyn Apgar,
Senior Planner)

Agenda Category:

Public Hearing Items

Department/Division:

Development Services

Authorized By:

Joy Giles - Planning Division Manager

Contact/Phone Number:

Kaitlyn Apgar/ 407-665-7377

Background:

The Applicant is requesting a rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family
Dwelling) to develop the subject property as a townhome development with an overall
density of ten (10) dwelling units per net buildable acre. The Future Land Use is
Medium Density Residential, which permits a maximum density of ten (10) dwelling
units per net buildable acre. The intent of the Medium Density Residential Future Land
Use is to provide a range of residential uses and serve as an effective transition
between Low Density Residential and more intense urban development.

The Future Land Use and zoning designations of the surrounding area are as follows:

East: Tatra Street

Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential

Page 1 of 7
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Zoning:   A-1 (Agriculture)

West: SR 417

North: Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential

Zoning: A-1 (Agriculture)

South: Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential

Zoning: A-1 (Agriculture)

Site Analysis

Floodplain Impacts:

Based on the updated Howell Creek Basin Study, the site appears to contain
floodplains. A topographic survey showing floodplain delineations will be required prior
to Final Engineering approval. Conservation easements, dedicated to Seminole
County, will be required over all property within the post development 100-year
floodplain.

Wetland Impacts:

Based on preliminary review of aerial photography and County wetland map, the
subject property appears to contain approximately 6.75 acres of wetlands. The
Developer is proposing to mitigate for approximately 6.45 acres of wetlands.
Conservation easements dedicated to Seminole County will be required over the
entirety of all remaining wetlands which equates to approximately 0.3 acres. A
topographic survey showing wetland delineations and permitting approval from the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) will be required at Final
Engineering review.  The subject property has approximately 4.44 acres of floodplain.
The applicant is proposing to mitigate for 6.45 acres of wetlands and compensate for
onsite floodplain in order to achieve an overall net buildable acreage of approximately
seven (7) acres.

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife:

Based on a preliminary analysis, there may be endangered and threatened wildlife on
the subject property. A listed species survey will be required prior to final engineering
approval.

Utilities:

The site is located in Seminole County’s utility service area and will be required to
connect to public utilities.  There is a thirty (30) inch DIP water main running along the

Page 2 of 7
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centerline of W Chapman Rd and a sixteen (16) inch PVC force main running along W
SR 426.  The subject property is not in the ten-year master plan for reclaimed water.
This status is based on the May 2026 Master Plan; however, this may be subject to
change according to SJRWMD policy. W SR 426 is an FDOT maintained right of way,
thus, any utility construction work within this area will require an FDOT utility permit.

Transportation/Traffic:

The site proposes access onto Tatra St which is classified as a local road. Tatra St is
not improved to County standard and does not meet County right-of-way standards for
width, as it only provides forty (40) feet of right-of-way. Fifty (50) feet of right-of-way is
required for new development for residential units of fifty (50) lots and above as per the
Seminole County Engineering Manual Sec. 1.11.1 (A). Tatra St is a publicly dedicated
right-of-way that is not within the County’s maintenance system, but is available for
emergency maintenance as defined and described in the Seminole County
Administrative Code.

Sidewalks:

A sidewalk does not currently exist along Tatra St; therefore, the Developer will be
required to build a five (5) foot wide sidewalk along the property frontage.

Drainage:

The proposed project is located within the Howell Creek Drainage Basin, which has
limited downstream capacity and does not appear to have a viable drainage outfall;
therefore, the site’s design will be required to hold water quality, and hold the entire
volume for the twenty-five (25) year, twenty-four (24) hour storm event unless a viable,
positive, legal outfall is determined at final engineering.

Buffers and Open Space:

Buffers are required adjacent to Tatra St and SR 417. These buffers are demonstrated
on the Development Plan and are in compliance with existing standards of the
Seminole County Land Development Code. Specific buffer components and
composition will be determined at Final Engineering. Twenty-five (25) percent open
space is required in the R-3A zoning district. The Developer proposes to maintain
approximately 28.17 percent open space.

Public School Capacity Determination:

Seminole County Public Schools (SCPS) provided a School Impact Analysis School
Capacity Determination for the proposed project based on Concurrency Service Area
(CSA) and Zoned Schools for the property.  The Zoned Elementary and High schools
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are currently over capacity. However, per the adopted Interlocal Agreement between
the School District and Seminole County, available school capacity is based on
Concurrency Service Areas. The (SCPS) analysis concluded that the students
generated by the project for the adjacent Concurrency Service Area (CSA) would, at
this time, be able to be accommodated without exceeding the adopted level of service
(LOS) for each CSA by school type.  The analysis notes this is a nonbinding review,
the numbers are for informational purposes and as indicated in the analysis may not
represent future conditions when final approval requires a School Capacity Availability
Letter of Determination (SCALD) reservation letter from the School board.

Consistency with the Land Development Code

Section 20.7 of the Seminole County Land Development Code requires that all
applications for rezoning comply with the requirements of state law, the Seminole
County Comprehensive Plan, the Seminole County Code and the Seminole County
Land Development Code. The proposed R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) zoning
designation has been evaluated for compatibility with the Land Development Code of
Seminole County in accordance with Chapter 30, Part 4.

Section 30.4.8.2, SCLDC, sets a maximum density of ten (10) dwelling units per net
buildable acre for the R-3A zoning district, which is consistent with the established
Medium Density Residential Future Land Use. The R-3A zoning district requires a
development plan, which the applicant has provided. The proposed development is
compatible with the existing Future Land Use, and the surrounding Future Land Use
indicates that the Medium Density Residential development pattern is desirable in this
area. While the surrounding zoning districts maintain A-1 (Agriculture) zoning, the
proposed R-3A zoning is consistent with the Future Land Use in the area.

As discussed above, the development is proposing to access Tatra Street, a
substandard local road. As authorized by Section 5.20, Engineering Manuals, of the
SCLDC the Seminole County Public Works Engineering Manual Sec. 1.11. Right of
Way and Pavement Widths, requires a fifty (50) right-of-way width for residential
developments containing fifty (50) lots or more in the Urban Area. The proposed
development is located within the Urban Area of the County as shown per the County’s
adopted Comprehensive Plan, FLU Exhibit - 27.

Further, Section 35.1 of the SCLDC seeks to ensure that new development provides
for:

(c) The adequate and efficient supply of utilities, streets, and services to new land
developments.

Page 4 of 7
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(e) The prevention of traffic hazards and congestion that result from narrow or poorly
aligned streets and from excessive ingress and egress points along major traffic
arteries, and the provision of safe and convenient traffic circulation, both vehicular and
pedestrian, in new land development.

Approving the requested rezoning on an existing local road that does not meet County
standards would result in violating the intent and purpose of Section 35.1, SCLDC, by
allowing major development on a narrow, substandard street potentially leading to
traffic hazards, congestion and unsafe traffic circulation.

As per Section 20.7 of the SCLDC, rezonings must be compliant with the County’s
codes. This request does not comply with the requirements of the SCLDC and
Seminole County Public Works Engineering Manual. County staff must consider the
intent of the regulations regarding adequate and efficient streets when evaluating
consistency with the SCLDC. The proposed development may create traffic hazards
and congestion due to narrow or poorly aligned streets that do not meet County
standards, which could compromise the safety of adjacent development. For these
reasons, staff does not support the request to rezone to R-3A.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan

The purpose and intent of the Medium Density land use designation is to provide for a
range of residential uses at a maximum density of ten (10) dwelling units per net
buildable acre can serve effectively as a transitional use between more intense urban
development and Low Density Residential/Suburban Estates uses.

The Medium Density Residential Future Land Use requires multi-family developments
to provide on-site amenities including active recreation areas, usable open space, and
pedestrian walkways as a component of development design. The development plan
submitted by the applicant demonstrated compliance with this section.

Per Policy FLU 5.2.2, the Medium Density Residential Future Land Use should be
located on or in proximity to collector or arterial roadways to minimize traffic on local
streets. While Chapman Road is a collector, Tatra St, where the proposed project is
located, is a local road and is substandard per the SCLDC. Staff does not support the
proposed development because it does not demonstrate compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan’s transportation policies, specifically Policy TRA 1.3.3 and Policy
TRA 2.3.5, which require that all new or improved transportation facilities meet County
Standards before the development occurs on unincorporated lands, as further
discussed below.

Per Policy TRA 1.3.3 Require Construction to County Standards:

Page 5 of 7
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The County shall require that all new or improved transportation facilities be
constructed to County standards and shall review, on an annual basis, and amend, as
deemed necessary, construction inspection practices. The County requires
transportation facilities be brought up to standard prior to development of
unincorporated lands.

Per Policy TRA 2.3.5 Require Construction to County Standards:

The County shall require that all new or improved transportation facilities be
constructed to County standards and shall review, on a time to time basis, and amend,
as deemed necessary, construction inspection practices. The County requires
transportation facilities be brought up to standard prior to development of
unincorporated lands.

Both policies establish three key factors:

1. All transportation facilities serving new development must be constructed to
County standards.

2. Facilities that do not meet those standards must be brought up to standard prior
to development approval.

3. The County must ensure that inspection practices and roadway conditions
support safe and efficient travel.

The public right of way requirement of the Public Works Engineering manual bases
values for required public right-of-way width in order to allow sufficient space for ADA
compliant sidewalks, utility installation, and adequate road width whilst maintaining
ability to transition to natural grade of adjacent properties. The proposed development
provides access from a right-of-way that is not meeting the minimum width of right-of-
way which impacts the ability for adequate grading from the road to adjacent
properties and comply with infrastructure requirements for the projected seventy (70)
units. These deficiencies create potential safety concerns for existing and future
residents.

While the proposed R-3A zoning classification is compatible with the surrounding
anticipated trend of development in the area and is consistent with both the allowable
use and density provisions of the Medium Density Residential future land use
designation, the proposed project does not meet the requirements of Policies TRA
1.3.3 and TRA 2.3.5 of the Comprehensive Plan. As such, this request is not
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and staff cannot support the request.

Community Meeting:

Page 6 of 7
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In compliance with Seminole County Land Development Code Sec. 30.49 -
Community Meeting Procedure, the Applicant conducted a community meeting on
February 27, 2026. The applicant conducted a second community meeting to address
community concerns on April 21, 2026. Details of both community meetings have been
provided in the agenda package.

Requested Action:

Staff requests the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to the Board of
County Commissioners denial of the Ordinance enacting a rezone from A-1
(Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) as per the following motion:

Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the hearing, the
Planning and Zoning Commission finds the request is not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, specifically Policies TRA 1.3.3 and TRA 2.3.5, and does not
meet the applicable portions of the Land Development Code, specifically Sections 20.7
and 35.1, as well as the County’s adopted Engineering Manual, specifically Sec. 1.11.1
(A), and recommends the Board of County Commissioners deny the Ordinance
enacting a rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) for a
seventy (70) unit townhome development on approximately 11.97 acres, located on
the west side of Tatra St, north of W Chapman Rd.

Page 7 of 7

12



13



14



15



ORDINANCE NO. 2026-         SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

Z2025-016 1 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING, PURSUANT TO THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, THE ZONING 
CLASSIFICATIONS ASSIGNED TO 2050 TATRA STREET LOCATED 
IN SEMINOLE COUNTY; REZONING THE PROPERTY CURRENTLY 
ASSIGNED THE  A-1 (AGRICULTURE) ZONING CLASSIFICATION TO 
THE R-3A (MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING) ZONING 
CLASSIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS; 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR EXCLUSION 
FROM CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE 
COUNTY, FLORIDA: 
 
  Section 1.  LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. 
 
 (a) The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts and incorporates into this 

Ordinance as legislative findings the contents of the documents titled Tatra Townhomes 

Rezone, dated August 11, 2026. 

 (b) The Board hereby determines that the economic impact statement referred to 

by the Seminole County Home Rule Charter is unnecessary and waived as to this Ordinance. 

 Section 2.  REZONING.  The zoning classification assigned to the following described 

property is changed from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) 

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT “A” FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

          Section 3.  CODIFICATION.  It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners 

that the provisions of this Ordinance will not be codified. 

Section 4.  SEVERABILITY.  If any provision of this Ordinance or the application 

thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, it is the intent of the Board of County 

Commissioners that the invalidity will not affect other provisions or applications of this 

Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this 

end the provisions of this Ordinance are declared severable. 

Section 5.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  A certified copy of this Ordinance will be provided to 

the Florida Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners in 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2026-         SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

Z2025-016 2 

accordance with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes, and this Ordinance will be effective upon 

filing with the Department. 

 

      ENACTED this 11TH day of August, 2026. 

      BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
      SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

      By: ________________________________ 
            ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2026-         SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

Z2025-016 3 

EXHIBIT A 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

THE NORTH ½ OF LOT 55 OF THE SLAVIA COLONY CO’S SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE 
PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE (S) 71, OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF 
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL, 
TOGETHER WITH 
LOT 56 OF THE SLAVIA COLONY CO’S SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS 
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE(S) 71, OF THE PUBLIC RECODS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA, LESS AND EXCEPT THAT PORTION DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN ORDER OF 
TAKING RECORDED IN OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOK 2297, PAGE 247, OF THE PUBLIC 
RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLRODIA.  
TOGETHER WITH THAT CERTAIN MANUFACTURED HOME LOCATED THEREON.  
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FILE NO.:  Z2025-016 DEVELOPMENT ORDER # 25-20000006 
   

 

1 

 
SEMINOLE COUNTY  

DENIAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
 
 On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Development Order relating to 

and touching and concerning the following described property: 

 

See attached “Exhibit A” 
See attached “Exhibit B” – Boundary Survey 

 
(The above-described legal description has been provided to Seminole County by the owner of the 

above-described property.) 
 
A. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Applicant: Chris Leppert 
   Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
   Orlando, FL 32801 
 
Project Name: TATRA TOWNHOMES - REZONE 
 
Requested Development:   
Consider a Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) for a 

proposed seventy (70) unit townhome development on approximately 11.97 acres, 

located on the west side of Tatra St, north of W Chapman Rd. 

The findings reflected in the record of the August 11, 2026 Board of County 

Commissioners meeting are incorporated in this Order by reference. 

A. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
Based on the competent, substantial evidence received at the hearing, the Board of 

County Commissioners finds the request is not consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan, specifically Policies TRA 1.3.3 and TRA 2.3.5, and does not meet the applicable 

portions of the Land Development Code, specifically Sections 20.7 and 35.1, as well 

as the County’s adopted Engineering Manual, specifically Sec. 1.11.1 (A), because 

the development proposes access off of Tatra St, which is a does not comply with 

Seminole County right-of-way width standards. The proposed development does not 

demonstrate how Tatra St, a County local road, will be brought up to County standards 
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FILE NO.:  Z2025-016 DEVELOPMENT ORDER # 25-20000006 
   

 

2 

at the time of development. Therefore; the road is not anticipated to be adequate width 

to accommodate for the proposed development and poses a hazard to public safety 

and welfare.  

  

DECISION 
The requested development approval is hereby DENIED. 

 
Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 
 
 
      By:  _______________________________ 
                                                     Andria Herr, Chairman 
       Board of County Commissioners 
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Exhibit A 
 

Legal Description: 
 
 
THE NORTH ½ OF LOT 55 OF THE SLAVIA COLONY CO’S SUBDIVISION, 
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE (S) 71, 
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL, 
TOGETHER WITH 
 
LOT 56 OF THE SLAVIA COLONY CO’S SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT 
THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE(S) 71, OF THE PUBLIC RECODS OF 
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS AND EXCEPT THAT PORTION DESCRIBED IN 
THAT CERTAIN ORDER OF TAKING RECORDED IN OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOK 2297, 
PAGE 247, OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLRODIA.  
TOGETHER WITH THAT CERTAIN MANUFACTURED HOME LOCATED THEREON. 
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Exhibit B 
Boundary Survey 
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Community Meeting – Tatra Residential Project

2050 Tatra St, Oviedo, FL 32765

Seminole County, Florida

St. Luke’s Church & School

2021 W. State Rd. 426, Oviedo, FL 32765

February 27, 2026

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. Meeting

Attendees: Chris Leppert (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Michael Ghobrial (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Ana De Stefano (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Jeffrey Wyckoff (Altman Development) – Attended remotely

Patricia Sidlik (Community Member)

Matt Roberts (Community Member)

AJ Leupold (Community Member)

Larry Jordan (Community Member)

Clay Archey (Community Member)

Kelly Coyle (Community Member)

LaDonna Rossow (Community Member)

Michael: Purpose of Meeting

- Rezoning of an existing (A-1) ±11.97 AC site to (R-3A) consistent with Seminole County
Comprehensive Plan (MDR - medium density residential).

- Community meeting held as part of Seminole County rezoning process (described as a
required step prior to BCC).

- The purpose was to present early project details, explain the rezoning request, and gather
community questions and concerns to be documented for the county submission and
meeting minutes.

Michael: Presented Project Overview

- Site: Parcel on Tatra St (access currently via Chapman Road).
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- Requested Rezoning: from A-1 Agricultural to R-3A Residential (Medium Density
Residential / MDR).

- Kimley-Horn identified as the current consultant team at this stage; additional consultants
expected after rezoning approval.

Jeffrey: Stakeholder and Roles Clarified

- Developer company identified: Altman Development (spelled out A-L-T-M-A-N).
- Jeff Wyckoff offered to provide direct contact information via the engineering team.

Open Floor/Questions & Comments

1. What does A-1 mean?
Response: A community participant suggested “1 unit per acre,” but this was not
confirmed in-meeting.

2. Community raised questions about R-3A density, stormwater plan, including potential
unit counts and whether the request could allow greater density (including discussion
about clustering and higher density concepts).
Response: Kimley-Horn stated stormwater and other site constraints typically consume
~15–20% of land area (general experience statement) and that appropriate on-site
stormwater management facilities will be developed to avoid affecting adjacent parcels.

3. Clarification of the entitlement process requested (community described steps such as
DRC, Community Meeting, Planning & Zoning, Board of County Commissioners
adoption).
Response: Community meetings are required prior to DRC per county checklist/code (as
described).

4. Request to reschedule or hold another meeting with better audio and/or with county staff
present.
Response: County staff are generally present at public hearings (BCC), not typically at
community meetings. Kimley-Horn added that while an additional meeting could be held,
this meeting would still be submitted to the county.

5. DRC Timing and next steps?
Response: Kimley-Horn stated process will follow county requirements as set forth in
code. Submittal of community meeting minutes and next meeting targeted for early March
was discussed.

6. How will residents be notified of future meetings?
Response: Next major public input occurs at Board of County Commissioners meeting;
additional notices will occur per county process.

7. How many people were notified about this meeting?
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Response: The notification radius is determined by Seminole County requirements based
on the size of the subject property. For this site, the required radius was 1,500 feet, and
notices were sent accordingly.

8. Product Type: Townhomes vs Apartments vs Single-Family?
Response: Altman stated that the project most likely will be townhomes.
Is there any possibility in the future for the rezoning to be changed to allow low‑income
apartments?
Response: Altman will follow what the market dictates.

9. Community asked whether R-3A implies townhomes, apartments, or single-family, and if
this will be for rent or for sale.
Response: Rent versus for-sale has not yet been determined; the project could proceed as
either option, but not a mix. The final decision will be based on market conditions at the
time of development.

10. What is the primary project that Altman develops?
Response: Developer noted Altman has built a variety of products historically, with the
last few years being mostly multi-family/apartments projects.

11. Why townhomes instead of single-family homes?
Response: Current market conditions indicate stronger demand for townhomes compared
to single-family homes Townhomes provide good quality housing for the community.

12. Why is the project proposing townhomes when there are already many in the area, some
of which appear slow‑selling? Residents expressed concerns about oversaturation,
possible impacts on property values, and that rental townhomes could function like a
multi‑family community.
Response: Seminole County’s Future Land Use (FLU) Map designates this area as MDR,
which allows for R-3A residential development such as townhomes. This designation
reflects the County’s long-term land-use planning for the area.

13. What is a Future Land Use Map?
Response: the County’s comprehensive plan for development and anticipated capital
improvement projects for infrastructure.

14. Is there a feasibility study that demonstrates market demand for townhomes, and
confirms that the area can support the number of units? If so, can the community access
it?
Response: Kimley-Horn does not prepare market feasibility studies and is not a
requirement for the rezoning process; this analysis may be part of the developer’s
internal due diligence process in deciding where and what to develop/construct.

15. A community member requested access to any such documentation and clarification on
how the public could obtain it.
Response: Comprehensive plan is public record and can be found on the county’s website.
Can these documents be provided directly? As the community has to pay to access them.
Response: Kimley-Horn stated can provide the rezoning submittal package.
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16. Did the project request any variances as part of this application?
Response: None requested at this stage; rezoning only. Team stated that future design will
comply with county requirements.

17. Residents raised concerns about the potential need to import fill and how this could
impact drainage on neighboring properties. They also noted existing low‑lying areas and
the cumulative effects of nearby fill activities. How will these issues be addressed?
Response: The development team acknowledged these concerns and explained that
drainage, fill requirements, and downstream impacts will be fully evaluated during the
site development and permitting process. Stormwater systems will be designed to prevent
adverse effects on adjacent properties.

18. Will a traffic study be required for the project, and what potential improvements or
impacts will be required?
Response: A traffic study may be required, depending on county review, to evaluate
methodology, the intersections to be analyzed, and any necessary off‑site improvements.
Examples of potential improvements discussed included adjustments to signal timing and
possible turn‑lane extensions.

19. Will the project impact the nearby county trail, and what will be the access point for the
site?
Response: Any potential impacts to the nearby county trail will be reviewed as part of the
transportation and site‑planning process; however, no impacts to the trail are anticipated
at this time. It was also clarified that the site currently has only one access point, which is
via Tatra Street connecting to Chapman Road.

20. Does Tatra St connect to another street, or does it only connect to Chapman Rd?
Response: The only access is through Chapman Rd, but there are some right of ways that
could be improved in the future by other developers.

21. Where will the project’s sewer service be directed?
Response: The project will connect directly to the existing sanitary sewer pipe located on
Chapman Road. From there, flows will be conveyed through the existing utility network
to the Iron Bridge Water Reclamation Facility in accordance with established interlocal
arrangements.

22. What would happen to the existing powerline?
Response: Existing powerline is not within the project limits and no changes are
anticipated.

23. Can the community access the full application materials, submittals, and comment rounds
for this project, rather than only a generic checklist?
Response: The application has already been submitted and has gone through multiple
rounds of county comments. All project documents are public record, and the team
offered to provide these materials by email.

24. Can an updated aerial picture of the project site be provided to the county?
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Response: Seminole County already maintains updated aerials and all up-to-date
information for all parcels within the county.

25. Will attendees receive a follow-up email summarizing the meeting?
Response: Yes. Kimley-Horn will send a follow-up email containing the list of questions
captured during the meeting along with responses and next steps.

26. Can the community receive copies of the project’s county submittals and comment
rounds?
Response: Yes. Kimley-Horn will provide the available county submittals and comment
rounds/responses.

27. Will meeting minutes be included in the county submission and shared with residents?
Response: Yes. Kimley-Horn will include the minutes in the package submitted to the
county and will share them with the community as appropriate.

28. Can Altman Development provide information on recent product types?
Response: Altman Development may be able to provide additional information on similar
development types.

29. Consider holding a second community meeting with improved audio and key
stakeholders physically present, and/or request county participation (not guaranteed).
Response: A second community meeting is anticipated and will be coordinated based on
Church schedule; however, county participation cannot be guaranteed.

30. Provide an explanation/response regarding market justification for townhomes and how
rental vs for-sale will be determined.
Response: Additional clarification on market conditions and how the rental versus
for‑sale determination will be made as more information becomes available.

Meeting conclusion – Closing statements thanking residents for attending and providing input.
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Community Meeting – Tatra Residential Project

2050 Tatra St, Oviedo, FL 32765

Seminole County, Florida

St. Luke’s Church & School

2021 W. State Rd. 426, Oviedo, FL 32765

April 21, 2026

6:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. Meeting

Attendees: Chris Leppert (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Michael Ghobrial (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Jordon Munizzi (Geo-Technology Associates)

Patricia Sidlik (Community Member)

Matt Roberts (Community Member)

Larry Jordan (Community Member)

Clay Archey (Community Member)

Kelly Coyle (Community Member)

LaDonna Rossow (Community Member)

Steve Lehenbauer (Community Member)

Chris: Introduction and Purpose of the Meeting

- Follow up community meeting was held in response to feedback from the prior meeting.
- Applicant stated that the prior meeting satisfied Seminole County’s community meeting.

requirement but elected to hold an additional meeting to address outstanding questions.
- Purpose was to provide updated information on the rezoning request, review submitted

materials, and document community questions and concerns.

Chris: Presented Project and Rezoning Overview

- Requested rezoning from A 1 (Agricultural) to R 3A (Residential).
- Property designated MDR (Medium Density Residential) on Seminole County Future

Land Use Map.
- 3A zoning allows a maximum of 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre.
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- Conceptual development plan presented illustrating approximately 70 attached townhome
units on 7 developable acres.

- Applicant emphasized the plan is conceptual only and represents a maximum density /
worst case scenario, not a final design.

Chris: Application Status and Schedule

- Initial community meeting held: February 27, 2026.
- Latest rezoning submittal to Seminole County: March 30, 2026.
- Anticipated Planning & Zoning hearing: June 3, 2026 (tentative).
- Anticipated Board of County Commissioners hearing: July 14, 2026 (tentative).
- Dates are estimated and subject to county scheduling.

Chris: Technical Studies and Documents Submitted

- Rezoning application and fees.
- Boundary and topographic survey.
- Environmental review identifying wetlands on the north and south portions of the

property.
- Conceptual development plan.

Chris: Environmental and Stormwater Discussion

- Wetlands were identified on the northern and southern portions of the site.
- Development is proposed outside the wetland areas.
- Wetland impacts would require mitigation in accordance with Florida and Seminole

County regulations.
- Portions of the site are identified as within a county-mapped floodplain (not FEMA-

designated).
- Floodplain mitigation would require:

a. Raising finished floor elevations above the floodplain
b. Providing compensating storage to prevent off-site impacts
c. Proposed compensating storage areas are conceptual and intended to handle

stormwater and floodplain requirements.

Open Floor/Questions & Comments

1. Was the prior community meeting notice incorrectly dated, and does that affect
compliance?
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Response: Seminole County’s requirement is that a community meeting be held at least 20
calendar days prior to a scheduled public hearing. The meeting did occur within that
timeframe. County staff did not indicate the date discrepancy invalidated the meeting.

2. Where are wetlands located on the site?
Response: Wetlands were identified on the north and south portions of the property.
Development is proposed outside these areas. Any wetland impact would require
mitigation per state and county regulations.

3. Will wetlands be mitigated or removed?
Response: Any wetland impacts would require mitigation in accordance with County and
State regulations.

4. Are floodplains present, and how will floodplain impacts be handled?
Response: Portions of the site are within a county mapped floodplain (not
FEMA designated). Buildings must be constructed above flood elevations, and
compensating storage will be required to prevent off site impacts.

5. Is compensating storage required for wetlands?
Response: Compensating storage is required for floodplain impacts, not specifically for
wetlands, though design considerations may overlap.

6. How will stormwater be managed, and where will drainage flow?
Response: Stormwater will be managed on site through improved retention and
compensating storage areas. The project will be designed to ensure no adverse off site
runoff impacts.

7. Is the site plan final?
Response: No. The plan is conceptual and intended to demonstrate what could be
developed under R 3A zoning. Final design occurs after rezoning approval.

8. Why show 70 units instead of fewer units?
Response: The plan demonstrates the maximum density allowed to avoid presenting a
lower density that could later be increased.

9. What product type is proposed (townhomes vs apartments)?
Response: The conceptual plan shows attached townhomes, potentially two story. R 3A
zoning does not allow apartment style density without additional rezoning.

10. Is the project proposing apartments?
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Response: No. Apartment-style density would require a different zoning classification
(R 4).

11. Can more units be added later through final engineering?
Response: No increase in units beyond the allowed density is permitted without a new
rezoning application and public review process.

12. Could the property be rezoned again in the future?
Response: Any property may be rezoned in the future; however, doing so would require a
new application, community meetings, and hearings before Planning & Zoning and the
BCC.

13. Traffic concerns on Chapman Road and surrounding roadways
Response: A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) would be required following rezoning
approval. Any off site improvements identified (turn lanes, signal timing, roadway
modifications) must be completed prior to development.

14. Can developers pay fees instead of completing required traffic improvements?
Response: No. Identified traffic improvements must be constructed; they cannot be
bypassed through concurrency payments.

15. Will turn lanes or signal improvements be required?
Response: This will be determined through the Traffic Impact Analysis during site
development review.

16. What is the concern regarding Tatra Street right of way width?
Response: County staff indicated a 50 foot right of way may be required. The project
survey currently shows approximately 40–42 feet. This issue is under review and awaiting
county direction.

17. Will sidewalks be required along Tatra Street or Chapman Road?
Response: Sidewalk requirements are typically evaluated during site development review
and may be included as conditions of approval.

18. Where does stormwater drain today?
Response: The site is a split drainage basin with water flowing both north and south via
existing culverts, ditches, and pipes.

19. Will fill impact neighboring properties?
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Response: Stormwater systems and compensating storage will be designed to prevent off-
site impacts.

20. What standards determine flood modeling?
Response: Seminole County standards using 10, 25, and 100 year storm events.

21. How were neighbors notified of the meeting?
Response: The notification radius is determined by Seminole County based on property
size. Notices were sent per county requirements.

22. Why request R 3A instead of other zoning types?
Response: R 3A is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and avoids a plan
amendment.

23. Will meeting materials and information be emailed to residents?
Response: Yes. Meeting materials and follow up information will be distributed via email.

24. When and where can residents provide further public comment?
Response: Residents may provide public comment at both the Planning & Zoning hearing
and the Board of County Commissioners hearing.

25. What happens if county staff does not support the application?
Response: The applicant may request placement on the Planning & Zoning agenda;
however, approval without staff support is less likely. Withdrawal is an option to avoid
denial.

26. Is a variance being requested for right of way width?
Response: No formal variance requested at this time; the issue is under staff review.

27. Is county staff present at community meetings?
Response: County staff typically participate at public hearings (P&Z and BCC), not at
community meetings.

Meeting Conclusion - Thanked attendees for their time and input, acknowledged community
concerns, and stated that follow-up correspondence would be provided.
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


 
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
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

  

 

  

 

 
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
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
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
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

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
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




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Business andEconomic Impact Statement

Topic: Tatra Townhomes Rezone PZ25-20000006
In accordance with Section 2.2.D of the Seminole County Home Rule Charter, before the enactment of a proposed ordinance or 
resolution on a legislative action, the Board of County Commissioners shall prepare or cause to be prepared an economic impact 
estimate. Similarly, Section 125.66(3)(c), F.S., requires that before the enactment of a proposed ordinance, the County must 
prepare a business impact estimate in accordance with this subsection.

Describe Project/Proposal, including the Public Purpose. (Must be completed for all legislative actions by 
ordinance or resolution)

- Summary of proposed ordinance or resolution.
- Statement of the public purpose to be served by the proposed ordinance, such as serving the public health, safety, morals, and

welfare of the county. (Section 125.66(3)(a)1., F.S.)

Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) for a seventy (70) 
unit townhome development on approximately 11.97 acres, located on the west side 
of Tatra St, north of W Chapman Rd.

Question 1: Does the proposed legislative action have an economic cost to the public or taxpayers of Seminole
County? (Seminole County Home Rule Charter Section 2.2.D.)

Yes. 
No.

Question 2: This question only applies to ordinances: Does the subject matter or purpose of the proposed 
ordinance fall into any of the following categories? Please check all that apply (Section 125.66(3)(c), F.S.):

Required for compliance with Federal or State law or regulation; 

Relates to the adoption of or amendments, including revenue sources necessary to fund the 

Required to implement a contract or an agreement, including, not limited to, any Federal, State, local, or 

Is an emergency ordinance; 
Relates to procurement; or
Is enacted to implement the following:

a. 163.3164, F.S. and
development agreements, as authorized the Florida Local Government Development Agreement
Act under ss. 163.3220-163.3243, F.S.;
Comprehensive plan amendments and land development regulation amendments initiated an

c. Sections 190.005 and 190.046, F.S., regarding community development districts;
d. Section 553.73, F.S. relating to the Florida Building Code; or
e. Section 633.202, F.S. relating to the Florida Fire Prevention Code.

If you answered NO to Question 1 and checked any boxes in Question 2 then STOP, this form is now complete. 
If you answered YES to Question 1 and checked any boxes in Question 2 then complete Question 3.
If you answered YES to Question 1 and did not check boxes in Question 2 then complete Questions 3-5.
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Business andEconomic Impact Statement
 

Question 3: What are the potential direct economic impacts (i.e. estimated costs/revenues to County, 
property owners, taxpayers, etc.) and indirect economic impacts (i.e. perceived positive/negative 
impacts on property values, etc.) of implementing the ordinance or resolution? (Seminole County
Administrative Code Section 2.20)

N/A

Question 4: What is the estimated direct economic impact of the proposed ordinance on private, for 
profit businesses in the County, including the following, if any (Section 125.66(3)(a)2., F.S.):

o An estimate of direct compliance costs that businesses may reasonably incur if the proposed 
ordinance is enacted. 

o Identification of any new charge or fee on businesses subject to the proposed ordinance or for 
which businesses will be financially responsible. 

An estimate of the County’s regulatory costs, including an estimate of revenues from any new charges 
or fees that will be imposed on businesses to cover such costs. 

N/A 

Question 5: Provide a good faith estimate of the number of businesses likely to be impacted by the
ordinance. (Section 125.66(3)(a)3., F.S.): 

N/A 
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SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Agenda Memorandum

COUNTY SERVICES
BUILDING

1101 EAST FIRST STREET
SANFORD, FLORIDA

32771­1468

File Number: 2026-0453

Title:

Mission BBQ Special Exception - Consider a Special Exception to allow a restaurant
within 1,000 feet of a school to obtain an alcohol license in the PD (Planned
Development) district on 0.57 acres, located on the south side of W Lake Mary
Boulevard, east of Sun Drive; BS2025-06 (William Leahy, Applicant) District 4 -
Lockhart (Kaitlyn Apgar, Senior Planner).

Agenda Category:

Public Hearing Items

Department/Division:

Development Services

Authorized By:

Mike Rhodes, Development Services Director

Contact/Phone Number:

Kaitlyn Apgar/ 407-665-7377

Background:

The Mission BBQ establishment currently operates an existing bona fide restaurant
and requests the Special Exception in order to serve beer and wine for on-site
consumption. A bona fide restaurant is considered an establishment where the majority
of sales and profit is from the serving of meals and not from the serving of alcoholic
beverages, per Seminole County Land Development Code (SCLDC) Sec. 30.6.6.2 (a)
(1). The restaurant is part of the existing ETOR PD (Planned Development) shopping
center and is identified in the PD as Lot 2 of Tract D. The subject site is a permitted
restaurant consisting of 2,871 square feet of indoor space and 289 square feet of
outdoor seating. The hours of operation are Monday through Saturday from 11:00 am
to 9:00 pm, and Sunday from 11:30 am to 8:00 pm.

Sec. 30.6.6.2 (b) of the SCLDC requires that any establishment selling alcoholic
beverages for consumption on-premise shall maintain a minimum separation distance
of 1,000 feet (air-line measurement) from lot line of the establishment to the nearest lot
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line of the school. The subject property is approximately 501 feet from the closest
school known as the Arbor School of Central Florida, and thus does not meet the
1,000-foot separation from schools as required.

Staff Findings:

In reviewing Special Exception requests, Section 30.3.1.5(a) of the SCLDC requires
that the Planning and Zoning Commission hold a public hearing to consider the
proposed Special Exception and submit written recommendations to approve with
conditions or deny the request to the Board of County Commissioners for official
action. After review of the Special Exception request and a public hearing, the Board of
County Commissioners may approve the request if it is determined that the use
requested:

(1) Is not detrimental to the character of the area or neighborhood or
inconsistent with trends of development in the area:

The subject property is within an established shopping plaza where there are
other restaurants and commercial uses of similar nature. The requested Special
Exception for an alcohol license is consistent with the commercial nature of the
area and is ancillary to the property’s function as a bona fide restaurant. The
permitted uses in the ETOR PD include C-2 (General Commercial) uses which
are comprised of businesses that provide services, supplies, and commercial
activity that do not necessarily seek independent locations generally along major
thoroughfares. The subject property is completely surrounded by other
commercial properties, thus no adverse impact to any residential development is
anticipated. The current development is adhering to buffer requirements of the
Lake Mary Boulevard Gateway Overlay in order to promote consistency and to
ensure the roadside is developed consistent with the intent of the scenic gateway
standard.

(2) Does not have an unduly adverse effect on existing traffic patterns,
movements and volumes:

The establishment is located within an existing shopping center, where traffic
patterns and calculations have already been performed to support the
commercial use. The site gains access via the internal drive aisle that connects
to Sun Drive, thus reducing any curb cuts onto a main arterial. Adequate parking
meeting SCLDC standards is currently being provided onsite for the bona fide
restaurant; therefore, the alcoholic beverage establishment is not expected to
have an unduly adverse effect on existing traffic patterns, movements, and
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volumes.

(3) Is consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan:

The subject property has a Future Land Use designation of Commercial.
Pursuant to the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan, the purpose and intent of
this designation is to provide a variety of commercial uses including
neighborhood and community shopping centers, convenience stores, retail sales,
highway oriented commercial, and other commercial services. This land use
should be located at the intersections of major roadways and along major
roadways as infill development where this use is established. The Commercial
Future Land Use permits alcoholic beverage establishments with Special
Exception approval. This property is located on W Lake Mary Boulevard, a
principal arterial roadway, within the urban area of Seminole County; and
therefore, is consistent with the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan.

(4) Will not adversely affect the public interest:

The ETOR PD allows uses permitted within the C-2 (General Commercial)
district, where alcoholic beverage establishments are allowed with the granting of
a Special Exception. Within this planned shopping center and along the W Lake
Mary Boulevard corridor exist numerous restaurants that serve alcohol. The
subject property is not in proximity to residentially developed areas but is
accessible via an arterial roadway to promote service to the population. This
area is considered a major commercial node and the ancillary serving of alcohol
by a bona fide restaurant is considered customary in practice.

Community Meeting

In compliance with Seminole County Land Development Code Sec. 30.3.5 -
Community meeting procedures, the Applicant conducted a community meeting on
May 1st, 2026. Details of the community meeting have been provided in the agenda
package.

Requested Action:

Staff requests the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend the Board of County
Commissioners approve the Special Exception and associated Development Order as
per the following motion:

Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the hearing, the
Planning and Zoning Commission finds the request meets the identified portions of the
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Land Development Code and recommends the Board of County Commissioners
approve the Special Exception and associated Development Order to allow, with
conditions, a restaurant within 1,000 feet of a school to obtain an alcohol license in the
PD (Planned Development) district on 0.57 acres, located on the south side of W Lake
Mary Boulevard, east of Sun Drive.
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





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1 

 
SEMINOLE COUNTY  

APPROVAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
 
 On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Development Order relating to 
and touching and concerning the following described property: 
 
THE WESTERN 85.00 FEET OF LOT 4, AND THE EASTERN 30.00 FEET OF LOT 5, 

GREENWOOD AT LAKE MARY, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, AS 
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 45, PAGE 67, OR THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF 

SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
 

 
A. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Property Owner: WILLIAM LEAHY 
   621 SW 8 AVE 
   FORT LAUDERDALE, FL   33315 
 
Project Name: MISSION BBQ - SPECIAL EXCEPTION 
 
Requested Development:  

Consider a Special Exception to allow a restaurant within 1,000 feet of a school to obtain 

an alcohol license in the PD (Planned Development) district. 

The findings reflected in the record of the August 11, 2026, Board of County 

Commissioner’s meeting are incorporated in this Order by reference. 

B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The development approval sought is consistent with the Seminole County 

Comprehensive Plan and is in compliance with applicable land development regulations 

and all other applicable regulations and ordinances. 

 
Order 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED AND AGREED THAT: 

(1)  The aforementioned application for development approval is GRANTED. 
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(2)  All development must fully comply with all of the codes and ordinances in effect 

in Seminole County at the time of issuance of permits, including all impact fee ordinances, 

to the extent that such requirements are not inconsistent with this Development Order. 

     (3) The conditions upon this development approval are as follows: 

a. The Special Exception granted applies only to the restaurant as depicted 

on the Special Exception Site Plan, attached hereto as “Exhibit A”. 

b. The layout of the proposed use is required to be consistent with that which 

is depicted on the Special Exception Site Plan, attached hereto as “Exhibit 

A”. 

c. No building or outdoor area associated with the Special Exception may be 

increased without approval from the Board of County Commissioners. The 

total building area is 2,871 square feet and the outdoor seating area is 289 

square feet.  

d. Closing hours and procedures must comply with Seminole County Code 

Section 15.17(b). 

e. The development must continue to comply with the ETOR PD requirements 

as stated in Development Order 90-1047 and the associated Developer’s 

Commitment Agreement. 

f. The use or operation of any outdoor sound amplification device is 

prohibited, except as may be authorized through approval under the 

temporary exemption or special event provisions of the SCLDC. Indoor 

amplification of sound must comply with Chapter 165 Noise Control in the 

Seminole County Code of Ordinances. 

 (4) This Development Order touches and concerns the above-described property 

and the conditions, commitments and provisions of this Development Order will 

perpetually burden, run with and follow this property and be a servitude and binding upon 

this property unless released in whole or part by action of Seminole County by virtue of a 

document of equal dignity with this Order.   

(5) The terms and provisions of this Order are not severable and in the event any 

portion of this Order is found to be invalid or illegal then the entire order will be null and 

void. 
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(6) All applicable state or federal permits must be obtained before commencement 

of the development authorized by this Development Order.  

(7) Issuance of this Development Order does not in any way create any rights on 

the part of the Applicant or Property Owner to receive a permit from a state or federal 

agency, and does not create any liability on the part of Seminole County for issuance of 

the Development Order if the Applicant or Property Owner fails to obtain requisite 

approvals or fulfill the obligations imposed by a state or federal agency or undertakes 

actions that result in a violation of state or federal law. 

Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 
 
         By:   _______________________________ 
                                                     ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
       Board of County Commissioners  
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EXHIBIT A 
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SEMINOLE COUNTY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
1101 EAST FIRST STREET, SANFORD, FLORIDA 32771 

(407) 665-7371  PLANDESK@SEMINOLECOUNTYFL.GOV
w w w . se mi n o le c o u nt y f l . g ov  

The closest church is ______ feet, whose parcel ID is _____________________________________________ 
Churches shall be no closer than 1,000 feet measured along the shortest possible line lying entirely within public 
rights-of-way, such measurement being between the nearest entrance to the alcoholic beverage establishment 
and the nearest point on the plot occupied by the house of worship. 

The closest school is ______ feet, whose parcel ID is _____________________________________________ 
Public, private and parochial schools shall be no closer than 1,000 feet air-line measured from lot line of the 
alcoholic beverage establishment to the nearest lot line of the school. 

If this establishment is in a planned shopping center, the following does NOT apply: 
The closest residential property is __________ feet, whose parcel ID is ______________________________ 
Residential property shall be no closer than 500 feet measured along the shortest possible distance traveled by 
a pedestrian from the entrance of the alcoholic beverage establishment to the boundary of any property 
assigned a residential zoning classification or land use designation. 

If this establishment is in a planned shopping center, the following does NOT apply: 
The closest residential property is __________ feet, whose parcel ID is ______________________________ 
Residential property shall be no closer than 100 feet measured from the closest vertical building extremity of 
the alcoholic beverage establishment to the boundary of the nearest property assigned a residential zoning 
classification or land use designation. 

If this establishment is in a planned shopping center, the following does NOT apply: 
The closest like establishment is ______ feet, whose parcel ID is ____________________________________ 
Like establishments shall be no closer than 500 feet from another like establishment measured between 
building entrances along the shortest possible line lying entirely within public right-of-way. 

ALCOHOL LICENSE 
SEPARATIONS FORM 

 

 
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SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Agenda Memorandum

COUNTY SERVICES
BUILDING

1101 EAST FIRST STREET
SANFORD, FLORIDA

32771­1468

File Number: 2026-0486

Title:

Kentucky Street Special Exception - Request for a Special Exception for a proposed
143-foot communication tower and four (4) variances to the required separation distance
from properties with existing single family use, located on the north side of Kentucky
Street, approximately 1,700 feet east of Skyway Drive; Z2025-15 (Mary Doty Solik,
Applicant) District 5 - Herr (Annie Sillaway, Principal Planner).

Agenda Category:

Public Hearing Items

Department/Division:

Development Services

Authorized By:

Mike Rhodes - Development Services Director

Contact/Phone Number:

Annie Sillaway/407-665-7936

Background:

The Applicant is requesting approval of a Special Exception to construct a 143-foot
monopole communication tower designed to accommodate up to three wireless
carriers. The property has a Future Land Use designation of Higher Intensity Planned
Development - Airport and is zoned A-1 (Agriculture).  The subject property is
approximately 1.67 acres meeting the minimum required lot size and lot width of the A-
1 zoning district. The Applicant proposes to place the communication tower in the
northeast corner of the vacant site.

A Special Exception is required for communication towers within the A-1 zoning district.
The Special Exception request shall be evaluated for compliancy with all applicable
sections of the Seminole County Land Development Code (SCLDC), including but not
limited to, Sec. 30.6.7.3 - Communication Antennas/Towers Performance Standards,
and Sec. 30.6.7.4 - Communication Antennas/Towers Design Criteria.

Pursuant to Sec. 30.6.7.3, communication towers must maintain a minimum separation
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distance (from existing single family residential uses) of 200 feet or 300 percent of the
height of the tower, whichever is greater, unless a variance is granted. Such variance
may be approved upon findings that the proposed tower minimizes aesthetic impacts
and remains compatible with surrounding properties. The proposed tower height of
143 feet requires a separation distance of 429 feet.

Four (4) variances are being requested from the required separation distance of 429
feet, measured from the outer extremity of the base of the communication tower to the
property line of the parcel that has an existing single-family residential use.  The tower
is proposed to be located approximately 111 feet from the nearest property line of a
residential use; the remaining three (3) residential parcels are located at a distance of
141 feet, 307 feet, and 308 feet from the base of the proposed communication tower.
The applicant has obtained consent from all affected property owners for the reduced
separation distance.

Federal and State Regulatory Framework

Telecommunication towers are regulated on the federal, state and local levels. The
Federal Government regulates telecommunication towers through the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“the Act”).  Section 704 of the Act addresses the
“Preservation of Local Zoning Authority.”  This Section of the Act preserves the
authority of state and local governments over zoning and land use matters with some
limitations. Under the Act, local governments:

1.   Must act on requests to construct towers in a reasonable time;

2.May not adopt or apply policies/regulations that have the effect of discrimination
among wireless service facilities providers;

3.  May not adopt or apply policies/regulations that prohibit or effectively prohibit the
provision of personal wireless services;

4.May not deny a request to construct a facility on grounds that its radio frequency
emissions would be harmful to the environment or to the health of residents if
those emissions meet Federal Communications Commission standards; and

5.  Must place any denials in writing and base them upon substantial evidence in
the record.

With regard to State statutory limitations on local regulation of the siting of
telecommunication towers, Section 365.172(13), Florida Statutes (2024) requires the
following:

1. A local government’s regulations and review for wireless communications
facilities may only address land development or zoning issues.

Page 2 of 13

71



File Number: 2026-0486

2.A local government may not impose any setback or distance separation
requirement of a tower that exceeds the minimum distance necessary to satisfy
the structural safety or aesthetic concerns that are to be protected by the
setback or distance separation.

3. A local government may not require information on or evaluate a wireless
provider’s business decisions about its service, customer demand for its service,
or quality of its service to or from a particular area or site, unless the wireless
provider voluntarily offers this information to the local government.

4.A local government may not require information on or evaluate the wireless
provider’s designed service unless the information is directly related to an
identified land development or zoning issue or unless the wireless provider
voluntarily offers the information, such as evidence that:

a. No existing structure can reasonably be used for the antenna
placement instead of the construction of a new tower.

b. Residential areas cannot be served from outside the residential area.

c. The proposed height of a new tower is necessary to provide the
provider’s designed service.

5. Local governments may regulate aesthetics, landscaping, land use-based
location priorities, structural design, and setbacks, provided they do not
conflict with the other statutory regulations.

6. A local government may exclude the placement of wireless communication
facilities in a residential area or residential zoning district but only in a
manner that does not constitute an actual or effective prohibition of the
provider’s service in that residential area or zoning district. If a wireless
provider demonstrates to the satisfaction of the local government that the
provider cannot reasonably provide its service to the residential area or
zone from outside the residential area or zone, the local government and
provider shall cooperate to determine an appropriate location for a wireless
communications facility of an appropriate design within the residential area
or zone.

7. Local governments may not require wireless providers to provide evidence
of a wireless communication facility’s compliance with federal regulations,
except evidence of compliance with applicable Federal Aviation
Administration requirements.

Criteria for a Special Exception

In reviewing special exception requests, SCLDC Section 30.3.1.5 (a) requires that the
Planning and Zoning Commission hold a public hearing to
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consider the proposed special exception and submit written recommendations to
approve with conditions or deny the request to the Board of County Commissioners for
official action.

After review of the special exception request and a public hearing, the Board of County
Commissioner may approve the request if it is determined that the use requested
meets the following criteria:

(1) Is not detrimental to the character of the area or neighborhood or inconsistent
with trends of development in the area:

Staff Findings

(2) The proposed 143-foot monopole communication tower would negatively impact
the character of the surrounding residential area, and its encroachment is
exacerbated by the minimal separation distance, as the tower would be only 111
feet from the nearest residential structure.

(3) Does not have an unduly adverse effect on existing traffic patterns, movements
and volumes:

Staff Findings

The proposed tower generates de minimis levels of traffic.

(4) Is consistent with the County's Comprehensive Plan:

Staff Findings

According to Seminole County Comprehensive Plan FLU Exhibit 36,
telecommunications facilities are an allowable use within the Target Industry
Uses associated with the Higher Intensity Planned Development - Airport (HIP

-
AP) future land use designation.

(5) Will not adversely affect the public interest:

Staff Findings

The proposed communication tower is not anticipated to adversely affect the
public interest as a whole, however it will negatively affect those residential uses
that it is in close proximity to due to the proposed tower not meeting the required
distance separation. While the proposed tower’s passive nature, limited activity,
and minimal noise generation result in fewer potential effects on the public, it will
still adversely affect the residents located closest to the tower as further
discussed below.

(6) Meets any special exception criteria described in Additional Use Standards
under SCLDC Sec. Sec. 30.6.7. - Communication antennas/towers.
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Staff Findings

(a) Sec. 30.6.7.3 (Performance Standards for Setbacks) requires
communication towers to meet the building setbacks for the existing zoning
district, measured from the outer extremity of the base of the tower to the
property line of the parcel on which it is located.

· The proposed placement of the tower meets the required side yard
and rear yard setbacks, and the subject site meets the minimum lot
size as required for the A-1 zoning district.

(b) Sec. 30.6.7.3 (Performance Standards for Minimum Separation from
Off-Site Uses/Designated Areas) requires communication towers to
maintain a minimum separation distance from existing single family
residential uses of 200 feet or 300 percent of the height of the tower,
whichever is greater, unless a variance is granted. The distance shall
be measured from the outer extremity of the base of the tower to the
nearest property line of the residential use.

· The communication tower must maintain a separation distance of
429 feet from any property containing an existing residential use. The
proposed location of the tower does not comply with the required 429-
foot separation distance from four (4) adjacent residential properties. As
a result, the Applicant is requesting a variance from the minimum
separation requirement as part of the Special Exception application.

(c) Sec. 30.6.7.3 (Performance Standards for Minimum Separation between
Communication Towers) requires communication towers to maintain a
separation distance radius of 1,500 feet from other exiting towers. The
separation distances shall be measured by drawing or following a straight
line between the GPS coordinate of the center of the existing or permitted
communication tower and the proposed GPS coordinate of the center of the
proposed communication tower as depicted on a site plan of the proposed
tower.

· The Applicant has provided a location plan to show that the   proposed
communication tower does not encroach into the distance separation
based on the GPS coordinates.

(a)Meets the following Additional Use Standards If located in A-10, A-5, A- 3, or A-1:

(i) Is consistent with the general zoning category of the rural zoning
classifications; and

(ii) Is not highly intensive in nature; and
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(iii) Is compatible with the concept of low-density rural land use; and

(iv) Has access to an adequate level of public services such as sewer, water,
police, fire, schools and related services.

Staff Findings:

The subject property and the surrounding properties are currently zoned A

-

1

(Agriculture); however, the Higher Intensity Planned Development - Airport
(HIP

-

AP) future land use designation that applies to this area is not consistent

with long

-

term agricultural zoning. As growth progresses in the surrounding

area, new development will align with airport related compatible uses rather
than agriculture activities.

The proposed monopole communication tower is not considered a highly
intensive use; as a passive facility with no regular daily traffic, noise, or on-site
activity, the communication tower represents a low intensity use consistent with
the intent of this criterion.

Staff Recommendation:

Staff finds that the proposed communication tower generally satisfies the Special
Exception criteria of Section 30.3.1.5. However, because approval of the special
exception is contingent upon approval of the associated variances, staff cannot
support approval of the special exception unless the variances are approved.

If the Commission chooses to proceed with the approval of the variance request,
staff requests that the Planning and Zoning Commission approves the Special
Exception to the Board of County Commissioners as per the following motion:

Based on staff findings and evidence received at the hearing, the Planning and
Zoning commission finds that the proposed Special Exception is not detrimental to
the character of the area and will not adversely impact the public interest with the
inclusion of the following Special Exception conditions:

1. The proposed communication tower is to be designed as a monopole and will
not exceed 143 feet including antennas and lighting rod.

2. Any improvements and/or additions to the proposed tower shall be submitted
for approval to the County.

3. No signage or advertising shall be permitted on the proposed tower unless
otherwise required by law.

4. The proposed tower shall not be artificially lit, except to ensure human safety or
as required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which the Applicant is
providing for the Orlando Sanford Airport.
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5. Prior to the issuance of Building Permits, the Applicant shall obtain approval of
a Site Plan that meets all other applicable code requirements including
Chapter 40 of the Land Development Code, from the Development Review
Committee (DRC).

6. Any Special Exception granted shall expire one (1) year after approval unless a
development permit based upon and incorporating the Special Exception is
obtained within the one (1) year period. One six (6) month extension may be
granted by the Board of County Commissioners. (SCLDC 30.3.6)

Criteria for Variances:

The criteria for granting a variance from the minimum separation distance is found in
Sec. 30.6.7.3 (b), Table 1 of the SCLDC. A variance may be granted if it is found that
the aesthetic impacts of the tower are enhanced, that compatibility with abutting
property owners is maintained, and the approval of the tower location would be
consistent with and further the provisions of SCLDC Sec. 30.6.7.1
<https://library.municode.com/fl/seminole_county/codes/land_development_code?
nodeId=SECOLADECO_CH30ZORE_PT70SUDIRE_S30.1362LEPUIN>.
Aesthetic Impacts per Section 30.6.7.3(b), Table 1:
The Applicant proposes a 143-foot monopole communication tower with a galvanized
finish and an eight (8) foot tall opaque vinyl fence surrounding the equipment
compound. Staff recognizes that a monopole design is generally less visually intrusive
than lattice or guyed towers and that the galvanized finish reduces the visual mass of
the structure. Staff also acknowledges that the surrounding area is characterized by
airport-related and utility uses, including the City of Sanford Water Treatment Plant
located north of the subject property.
However, the primary visual mitigation measure established by the SCLDC is the
required separation distance between communication towers and residential uses. For
a tower of the proposed height, the Code requires a minimum separation distance of
429 feet from existing residential properties. The proposed tower would be located
approximately 111 feet, 141 feet, 307 feet, and 308 feet from the affected residential
properties, resulting in reductions of approximately 74 percent, 67 percent, 28 percent,
and 28 percent from the required separation distance.
While the proposed eight (8) foot tall opaque vinyl fence may effectively screen ground
-mounted equipment and portions of the tower compound, it does not screen or reduce
the visibility of the 143-foot monopole tower itself. Likewise, the galvanized finish and
monopole design, while beneficial, do not substantially offset the visual impacts
associated with locating the tower significantly closer to residential properties than
contemplated by the Code.
Staff finds that the magnitude of the requested variance substantially diminishes the
effectiveness of the visual buffer established by the 429-foot separation requirement.
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The proposed mitigation measures are not proportional to the degree of separation
reduction being requested and do not adequately compensate for the increased visual
prominence of the tower from nearby residential properties.
Therefore, staff finds that the aesthetic impacts of the proposed communication tower
have not been sufficiently enhanced or mitigated to support approval of the requested
variance.
Compatibility with Abutting Property Owners per Section 30.6.7.3(b), Table 1:
Although the affected property owners submitted letters of support, staff finds the
reduced separation distance remains inconsistent with the intended level of protection
established by the Code. The separation requirement was adopted to ensure
compatibility between communication towers and residential uses and to further
broader public welfare objectives. While property owner support is a relevant
consideration, it does not eliminate the compatibility concerns associated with reducing
the required separation distance by the magnitude requested.

Additional provisions of SCLDC Section 30.6.7.1(b):
(1) To accommodate the growing need for communication towers.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the proposed communication tower would provide an additional location
for wireless communication infrastructure within the County and therefore is generally
consistent with the intent of accommodating communication towers.
(2) To encourage and direct the location of communication towers to the most
appropriate locations considering sound planning and land use practices and to ensure
compatibility between communication towers and abutting land uses.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the proposed tower location is not the most appropriate location
considering the intent of this criterion. The Code requires a minimum separation
distance of 429 feet from existing residential uses; however, the proposed tower would
be located approximately 111 feet, 141 feet, 307 feet, and 308 feet from the affected
residential properties. The degree of encroachment into the required separation
distance substantially reduces the compatibility buffer established by the Code
between communication towers and residential uses. Although the Applicant has
obtained letters of support from the affected property owners, staff finds that the
requested reduction does not fully satisfy the intent of promoting compatibility and
appropriate tower siting.
(3) To protect residential areas and land uses from the potential adverse impacts of
communication towers when placed at inappropriate locations or permitted without
adequate controls and regulation.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the requested variance is inconsistent with the intent of protecting
residential areas from potential adverse impacts associated with communication
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towers. The required 429-foot separation distance serves as a protective measure
intended to reduce the impacts of communication towers on nearby residential
properties. The proposed tower would be located substantially closer to residential
properties than contemplated by the Code, reducing the effectiveness of this protective
buffer.
(4) To minimize adverse visual impacts through sound and practical design, siting,
landscape screening, and innovative camouflaging techniques.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the proposal does not fully satisfy the intent of minimizing visual
impacts. While the Applicant proposes an eight (8) foot tall opaque vinyl fence around
the equipment compound, the fence provides screening only at ground level and does
not mitigate views of the proposed 143-foot monopole tower. The required separation
distance of 429 feet serves as the primary visual mitigation measure established by
the Code. The proposed tower would be located approximately 111 feet, 141 feet, 307
feet, and 308 feet from the affected residential properties, representing reductions of
approximately 74 percent, 67 percent, 28 percent, and 28 percent from the required
standard. Staff finds that the proposed fencing is not proportional mitigation for the
magnitude of the requested variance and does not adequately offset the increased
visual prominence resulting from the reduced separation distance.
(5) To avoid potential damage to adjacent properties through sound engineering and
planning and the prudent and careful approval of communication tower sites and
structures.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the required separation distance established by the Code is intended, in
part, to provide an additional buffer between communication towers and adjacent land
uses. The requested variance would substantially reduce that separation distance from
nearby residential properties. As a result, staff finds that the proposal does not fully
further the intent of maintaining the level of separation contemplated by the Code for
the protection of adjacent properties.
(6) To promote and encourage shared use of existing and new communication tower
sites and towers as a primary option rather than construction of additional single-use
towers.
Staff Findings:
The proposed communication tower is designed to accommodate up to three wireless
carriers and therefore provides an opportunity for future co-location. Staff finds that the
proposal is generally consistent with the intent of encouraging shared use of
communication tower facilities.
(7) To evaluate current trends and projected areas of advancement relative to
communication towers and the telecommunications industry.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the proposed monopole tower represents a conventional
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communication tower design and does not conflict with this intent. This criterion is
primarily a policy directive for the ongoing evaluation of communication tower
regulations.
(8) To provide the County with information pertaining to enhanced and new uses of
communication towers and related systems.
Staff Findings:
Staff finds that the Applicant has provided sufficient information to allow review of the
proposed communication tower and associated variance request. This criterion does
not directly affect the compatibility analysis associated with the requested separation
distance variance.

The standard relative to variances as otherwise set forth in this Code may be
considered in determining whether to approve a variance hereunder but shall not be
determinative as to whether the variance may be granted.

Standard Variance Criteria per Section 30.43(3):

Pursuant to Sec 30.43 (3), SCLDC, any variance to the required separation distance
between the proposed communication tower and an off-site use may be based on
the following findings:

1.That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land,
structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands,
structures, or buildings in the same zoning classification:

Staff Findings:

While the proximity of surrounding residential properties limits placement
options on the site, staff does not find that these circumstances are unique to
the property or sufficiently distinguish it from other similarly situated properties
within the same zoning classification.

2.That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of
the applicant:

Staff Findings:

Staff finds that the need for the variance results from the Applicant’s decision
to locate the tower on a site that cannot accommodate the required separation
distance from surrounding residential properties.

3.That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any
special privilege that is denied by Chapter 30 to other lands, buildings, or
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structures in the same zoning classification.

Staff Findings:

Granting the requested variance will not confer a special privilege upon the
Applicant that is denied to other properties within the A

-

1 (Agriculture) zoning

district. The SCLDC allows communication towers as a permitted use when all
applicable separation, design, and compatibility standards are met, and it also
provides a process for requesting relief through a variance when unique site
conditions warrant consideration. Other similarly zoned properties with
comparable circumstances would have the same opportunity to seek a
variance under the same criteria. The Applicant is not being granted an
exception outside the established regulatory framework; rather, the request is
being evaluated through the same variance process available to all properties
within the zoning classification.

4.That literal interpretation of the provisions of Chapter 30 would deprive the
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning
classification and would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the
Applicant.

Staff Findings:

The literal interpretation of the provisions of Chapter 30 would not deprive the
Applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district.
The property still has all the allowable uses within the A-1 district. The
applicant is responsible for addressing whether or not denial of this request
would result in an unnecessary and undue hardship.

5. That the variance granted is the minimum variance that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land, building, or structure.

Staff Findings:

The Applicant proposes to construct the communication tower in the
northeastern portion of the site to maximize the separation distance from the
four surrounding residential parcels. However, due to the proximity of these
residential uses, the tower will still encroach into the required 429-foot
separation distance, which directly triggers the need for a variance. The
Applicant has obtained letters of support from all four adjacent residents
located within the encroachment area. If the requested variance is not
approved, the property retains reasonable economic use through other
permitted uses allowed by the Future Land Use designation and zoning
classification.
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6. That the granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent
and purpose of Chapter 30, will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or
otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

Staff Findings:

The granting of the variance would not be in harmony with the general intent
and purpose of Chapter 30, because it would substantially reduce the
separation distance established by the Code to promote compatibility and
minimize visual impacts on residential properties. The requested variance
would reduce the required separation distance by approximately 74 percent
and 67 percent for the closest residential properties.

Staff finds that the proposed mitigation measures, including the monopole
design and eight (8) foot opaque fence, are not proportional to the magnitude
of the requested reduction. Therefore, approval of the variance would
undermine the purpose of the separation requirement and would not be in
harmony with Chapter 30.

Community Meeting

In compliance with Seminole County Land Development Code Sec. 30.49 -
Community Meeting Procedure, the Applicant conducted a community meeting on April
8, 2026; details of the community meeting have been provided in the agenda package.

Requested Action:

Staff requests that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Board of
County Commissioners deny the requested variance due to the required separation
distance between the proposed communication tower and existing residential
development. Because the Special Exception is contingent upon approval of the
variance, staff cannot support the Special Exception unless the variance is granted.

Staff recommends the following motion:

Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the hearing, the
Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the requested variances do not satisfy the
applicable criteria of the Seminole County Land Development Code, as presented by
staff, and recommends denial of the requested variances. Because approval of the
Special Exception is contingent upon approval of the variances, the Planning and
Zoning Commission further recommends denial of the Special Exception.
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If the Commission chooses to proceed with the approval of the variances request, staff
recommends the following motion:

Based on the testimony and evidence received at the hearing from the Applicant, the
Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the request meets the identified portions
of the Seminole County Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan and
recommends that the Board of County Commissioners approve the Variance and
Special Exception for the communication tower located on the north side of Kentucky
Street, approximately 1,700 feet east of Skyway Drive, contingent upon approval of the
variance.
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FILE NO.: PZ2025-15 DEVELOPMENT ORDER # 25-32000015 
 

 
SEMINOLE COUNTY  

DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
 

 On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Development Order relating to 
and touching and concerning the following described property: 

 
See attached “Exhibit A” 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
Property Owner:  Johnnie M. Shaw and Ronald J. Shaw 

Project Name: Kentucky Street 

Special Exception and Variance Approvals: Request for a Special Exception for a 
proposed 143-foot communication tower and four (4) variances to the required 
separation distance from properties with existing single family use located on the north 
side of Kentucky Street, approximately 1,700 feet east of Skyway Drive. 
 

Owner Setback 
Required 

Setback 
Provided 

Relief 
Requested 

Baker Financial 
Solutions 

429’ 308.8’ 120.2’ 

Steven Fehr 429’ 111.1’ 317.9’ 
GEB Properties 429’ 307.6’ 121.4’ 
Ronald Shaw & 
Johnnie Mae 
Shaw 

429’ 141.7’ 287.3’ 

 
 
  
B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
The Development Approval sought is consistent with the Seminole County 
Comprehensive Plan and will be developed consistent  with and in compliance to 
applicable land development regulations and all other applicable regulations and 
ordinances. 
 

 
Prepared by:   Anne (Annie) Marie Sillaway, AICP, Principal Planner 

                                                                           1101 East First Street 
                                                                         Sanford, Florida  32771 
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Order 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED AND AGREED THAT: 
 

(1)    The subject application for development approval is GRANTED. 

(2)    All development must fully comply with all of the codes and ordinances in 

effect in Seminole County at the time of issuance of permits including all impact fee 

ordinances, to the extent that such requirements are not inconsistent with the 

Development Order.  

(3)   The conditions upon this development approval are as follows: 

A. The variance granted applies only to the separation distance required from 
the communication tower and properties with a residential use.  

B. The proposed communication tower is to be designed as a monopole and 
will not exceed 143 feet, including antennas. 

C. Any improvements and/or additions to the proposed tower shall be 
submitted for approval to the County. 

D. No signage or advertising shall be permitted on the proposed tower unless 
otherwise required by law.  

E. The proposed tower is required to place a light on top of the tower. 
F. The communication tower fall zone will be within the compound. 
G. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall obtain 

approval of a Site Plan that meets the requirements of all other applicable 
code requirements including Chapter 40 of the Land Development Code, 
from the Development Review Committee (DRC).  

H. The base of the proposed tower shall have a minimum eight (8) foot high 
PVC fence that is either tan, green, or a color that matches the 
surrounding vegetation. 

I. The proposed communication tower shall be constructed in accordance 
with the most current edition of the EIA/TIA 222-E Standards, as published 
by the Electronic Industries Association, any and all Seminole County 
construction/building codes, all applicable land development regulations, 
and federal and state laws.  

J. Any Special Exception granted shall expire one (1) year after approval 
unless a development permit based upon and incorporating the Special 
Exception is obtained within the one (1) year period. One six (6) month 
extension may be granted by the Board of County Commissioners.   

 
(4) This Development Order touches and concerns the above-described 

property and the conditions, commitments and provisions of this Development Order will 

perpetually burden, run with and follow this property and be a servitude upon and 
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binding upon this property unless released in whole or part by action of Seminole 

County by virtue of a document of equal dignity with this Order. 

(5) The terms and provisions of this Order are not severable and in the event 

any portion of this Order is found to be invalid or illegal then the entire order will be null 

and void. 

(6) All applicable state or federal permits must be obtained before 

commencement of the development authorized by this Development Order.  

(7) Issuance of this Development Order does not in any way create any rights 

on the part of the Applicant or Property Owner to receive a permit from a state or federal 

agency, and does not create any liability on the part of Seminole County for issuance of 

the Development Order if the Applicant or Property Owner fails to obtain requisite 

approvals or fulfill the obligations imposed by a state or federal agency or undertakes 

actions that result in a violation of state or federal law. 

 
 
 
Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 
      SEMINOLE COUNTY BOARD  
      OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS     

By:  _______________________________ 
                                                              ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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EXHIBIT A 
Legal Description 

 
 

PT OF LOT 67 DESC AS BEG NE COR RUN W 134.14 FT S 99.02 FT W 15.86 FT S 
TO A PT 180 FT N OF S LI E 30 FT S 180 FT E 20 FT N 175 FT E 100 FT N TO BEG 

SANFORD CELERY DELTA PB 1 PGS 75 & 76 
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SEMINOLE COUNTY  

DENIAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
 
 On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Development Order relating to 

and touching and concerning the following described property: 

 
PT OF LOT 67 DESC AS BEG NE COR RUN W 134.14 FT S 99.02 FT W 15.86 FT S TO A PT 180 FT N 

OF S LI E 30 FT S 180 FT E 20 FT N 175 FT E 100 FT N TO BEG SANFORD CELERY DELTA PB 1 
PGS 75 & 76 

 
(The above described legal description has been provided by Seminole County Property Appraiser) 

 
A. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Property Owner: Jonnie M. Shaw and Ronald J. Shaw 
  
Project Name: Kentucky Street – Special Exception  
 
Requested Variance Denial: 

Owner Setback Required Setback Provided Relief 
Requested 

Baker Financial 
Solutions 

429’ 308.8’ 120.2’ 

Steven Fehr 429’ 111.1’ 317.9’ 
GEB Properties 429’ 307.6’ 121.4’ 
Ronald Shaw & 
Johnnie Mae 
Shaw 

429’ 141.7’ 287.3’ 

 

B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
All six criteria for granting the variance under the Land Development Code has 
not been satisfied as stated below: 

• The communication tower encroaches into the separation distant requirements 
as shown in the table above.  

Approval was sought to waiver from the separation requirements from a residential 

structure. The Board of County Commissioners has found and determined that one or 

more of the six (6) criteria under the Seminole County Land Development Code for 

granting a variance have not been satisfied and that failure to grant the variance would 

not result in an unnecessary and undue hardship. The Applicant for the communication 
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tower would not be able to retains the use of a communication tower on the property 

without the granting of the requested variance.  

C. DECISION 
The requested development approval is hereby DENIED. 

 

Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 
 
 
         By:  _______________________________ 
                                                     ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA    
COUNTY OF SEMINOLE   
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day, before me by means of  physical 
presence or  online notarization, an officer duly authorized in the State and County 
aforesaid to take acknowledgments, personally appeared Joy Giles, who is personally 
known to me and who executed the foregoing instrument. 
 

WITNESS my hand and official seal in the County and State last aforesaid this 
11th day of August, 2026. 
 
 
              
                                                              Notary Public 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: Anne Marie (Annie) Sillaway, AICP, Principal Planner 
                                                                     1101 East First Street 

                                                                       Sanford, Florida 32771 
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TABLE 1 
MINIMUM SEPARATION FROM OTHER USES 

Off-site Use Separation Distance 

Property assigned a single-family (includes 
modular homes and mobile homes used for living 
purposes), duplex, or multi-family residential zoning 
classification or future land use designation or with 
an existing residential use. 

Two hundred (200) feet or three hundred (300) 
percent height of tower, whichever is greater, 
except when a variance is granted based upon 
findings that the aesthetic impacts of the tower are 
enhanced, that compatibility with abutting property 
owners are maintained, and the approval of the 
tower would be consistent with and further the 
provisions of Section 30.6.7.1. The standard 
relative to variances as otherwise set forth in this 
Code may be considered in determining whether to 
approve a variance hereunder, but shall not be 
determinative as to whether the variance may be 
granted. 

Property assigned a non-residential zoning 
classification or future land use designation or 
property with an existing non-residential use. 

None. Only district setbacks apply. 
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Variance Separation from Residential Uses 
Owner Setback 

Required 
Setback Provided Relief Requested 

Baker Financial 
Solutions 

429’ 308.8’ 120.2’ 

Steven Fehr 429’ 111.1’ 317.9’ 
GEB Properties 429’ 307.6’ 121.4’ 
Ronald Shaw & 
Johnnie Mae 
Shaw 

429’ 141.7’ 287.3’ 
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APPLICANT FEEDBACK ON SPECIAL EXCEPTION CRITERIA 
 
Per Sec. 30.3.1.5 Special exceptions. 
 

(a) The Planning and Zoning Commission shall hold a public hearing or hearing to 
consider a proposed special exception and submit in writing its recommendations 
on the proposed action and if the special exception should be denied or granted 
with appropriate conditions and safeguards to the Board of County Commissioners 
for official action. After review of an application and a public hearing thereon, with 
due public notice, the Board of County Commissioner may allow uses for which a 
special exception is required; provided, however, that said Board must first make a 
determination that the use requested: 
 
(1) Is not detrimental to the character of the area or neighborhood or inconsistent 

with trends of development in the area; and   The Proposed Tower is not 
detrimental to the area.  The subject property is abutted on two sides by City of 
Sanford utilities services. Further to the North is the Sanford airport. The area 
has a FLU of HIPAP, contemplating future development to support airport uses. 

(2) Does not have an unduly adverse effect on existing traffic patterns, movements 
and volumes; and  The Proposed Tower generates de minimus levels of traffic, 
approx. 1 vehicle trip per carrier per quarter. 

(3) Is consistent with the County's comprehensive plan; and  The Proposed Tower is 
consistent the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 

(4) Will not adversely affect the public interest; and  The Proposed Tower enhances 
the public interest by improving  wireless  coverage to the greater community as 
well as enhancing E911 service. 

(5) Meets any special exception criteria described in Additional Use Standards; 
and  All special exception criteria have been met. 

(6) Meets the following additional requirements if located in the applicable zone: 
a. If located in A-10, A-5, A-3, or A-1: 

i. Is consistent with the general zoning plan of the rural zoning 
classifications; and  The FLU of the subject property as well as all of 
the surrounding property is HIPAP which means the A-1 zoning is 
merely a holding category until more intense development consistent 
with HIPAP comes along. 

ii. Is not highly intensive in nature; and  The Proposed Monopole Tower is 
an unoccupied structure, non intensive in nature. 

iii. Is compatible with the concept of low-density rural land use; 
and   The  FLU of this area in not LDR. 

iv. Has access to an adequate level of public services such as sewer, 
water, police, fire, schools and related services.  The Proposed Tower 
does not require public services. 
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COMMUNITY MEETING NOTICE 
 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 8, 2026 
6 – 8 P.M. 

 
GALILEO SCHOOL OF GIFTED LEARNING 

3755 SKYWAY DRIVE 
SANFORD, FL 32773 

CAFETORIUM 
 

Topic: C-4 Towers Kentucky Street Special Exception 
Application 

Project Description: 143’ Monopole Telecommunications  
Tower & Associated Ground Equipment 

 
Please Call (407) 367-7868  

for Assistance with questions 
 
The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the proposed installation of a 
143’ monopole tower at 3900 Kentucky Street, Sanford, Florida.  This 
community meeting will be hosted by C-4 Towers, the Applicant.  Your 
input is valuable and important.  If you cannot attend the community 
meeting, please feel free to contact Mary D. Solik (Counsel for C-4 
Towers) at: 
 

121 S. Orange Avenue, Suite 1500 
Orlando, FL 32801 

(407) 367-7868 
msolik@dotysoliklaw.com 
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C-4 TOWERS 
KENTUCKY STREET SPECIAL EXCEPTION 

COMMUNITY MEETING 
April 8, 2026 

6:00 P.M. 
 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

The meeting began at 6 :10 p.m.  There were 5 pleasant persons in attendance in addition to Mary 
Solik and Tim O’Shaughnessy (principal of C-4 Towers). 

 Felecia Green, representing  St. Luke’s Missionary Baptist Church, stated that the Church had no 
concerns. 

 

Shakira Brown, Anthony Brown and Ulysses Brown, as the property owners of the two properties 
located at the corner of Jessup and Kentucky Street, initially expressed concerns about the 
proximity of the tower but ultimately stated that they didn’t feel the tower would affect them in any 
way. 

 

Bridget McCarthy, sister of property owner Randolph McCarthy, expressed concern about the 
tower’s effect on crops grown on her brother’s property. She stated she didn’t care about what the 
tower looked like. 

 

The meeting concluded at 6:30.p.m.  
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SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Agenda Memorandum

COUNTY SERVICES
BUILDING

1101 EAST FIRST STREET
SANFORD, FLORIDA

32771­1468

File Number: 2026-0476

Title:

Isola Retail PD Major Amendment Rezone - Consider a Rezone from PD (Planned
Development) to PD (Planned Development) to allow outdoor storage in conjunction
with Building 2 only, as shown on the Master Development Plan, within the Isola Retail
PD, on approximately 3.25 acres, located on the west side of Longwood Lake Mary
Rd, 300 feet north of Ronald Reagan Blvd; (Z2026-04) (Robert Isola, Applicant)
District4 - Lockhart (Annie Sillaway, Principal Planner)

Agenda Category:

Public Hearing Items

Department/Division:

Development Services

Authorized By:

Joy Giles - Planning Manager

Contact/Phone Number:

Annie Sillaway/407-665-7936

Background:

The Applicant is requesting a rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned
Development) to permit outdoor storage in conjunction with Building 2, as shown on
the Master Development Plan, within the Isola Retail PD.

The subject property has an Industrial future land use designation, which allows a
maximum intensity of 0.65 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.). The intent of the Industrial land
use designation is to provide appropriate locations for a variety of heavy commercial
and industrial land uses oriented toward wholesale distribution, storage,
manufacturing, and other industrial uses. This land use should be located with direct
access to rail systems, collectors, and arterial roadways, and as infill development
where this use is established.

On February 8, 2005, the Board of County Commissioners approved the Isola Retail
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PD, permitting C-3 (Heavy Commercial and Very Light Industrial) uses while
prohibiting certain uses, including, but not limited to, marine sales and service,
mechanical garages, multifamily housing, automobile sales, alcoholic beverage
establishments, and outdoor storage.

The Applicant is requesting approval to include the use of outdoor storage on the
developed site, limited to the southwest portion of the development and restricted to
only Building 2. The proposed outdoor storage area will not impede or adversely affect
on-site traffic circulation.

An existing dumpster enclosure is located within the proposed outdoor storage area
and will remain in place. The Applicant has provided a letter from Waste Pro confirming
that the proposed additional fencing around the storage area is acceptable, provided
that adequate access to the dumpster enclosure is maintained to ensure uninterrupted
service.

Waste Pro has identified the following conditions for continued service:

· The dumpster enclosure and surrounding storage area must maintain adequate
maneuvering and access space for service vehicles during scheduled collection
times.

· A gate combination, lock code, or other approved access methods must be
provided for the exterior gate to allow drivers access to the dumpster enclosure
for servicing, as necessary.

The Future Land Use and zoning designations of the surrounding area are as follows:

East: Longwood Lake Mary Road
Future Land Use: Commercial
Zoning: CN (Neighborhood Commercial)

West: Future Land Use: Industrial
Zoning: PD (Planned Development)

North: Future Land Use: Industrial
Zoning: PD (Planned Development) and M-1 (Industrial)

 South: Future Land Use: Industrial
Zoning: PD (Planned Development) and M-1 (Industrial)

Site Analysis

Floodplain Impacts:

Based on FIRM map 12117C0155F, with an effective date of 2007, there appears to be
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no floodplains on the subject property.

Wetland Impacts:

Based on the preliminary aerial photo review and County wetland map analysis,
approximately 0.03 acres of wetlands appear to be located on the subject property.
However, these wetlands are situated toward the rear of the property within the
existing drainage retention and outfall area for the development, while the proposed
outdoor storage area will be located entirely on existing impervious surfaces.

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife:

The site is developed and the area designated for the outdoor storage component is
on existing impervious; therefore, an endangered and threatened species study is not
required.

Utilities:

The site is located in the Seminole County utility service area and is currently
connected to public utilities.

Transportation/Traffic:

The property is currently accessed from Longwood Lake Mary Road, which is
classified as a local road.

Sidewalks:

An existing sidewalk is already located along Longwood Lake Mary Road; therefore,
the developer will not be required to construct additional sidewalk improvements along
the roadway.

Drainage:

The proposed project is located within the Soldier Creek Drainage Basin, and the
proposed outdoor storage will not add any impervious area; therefore, the applicant is
not required to modify the existing stormwater pond.

Buffers:

The Applicant is not required to provide landscape buffers. All existing trees on the site
are proposed to remain and will not be removed. Additionally, the Applicant proposes
to install three (3) southern magnolia trees, each with a minimum three (3) inch caliper
and a minimum height of ten (10) feet, around the outdoor storage area.
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Open Space:

The developed site provides the required twenty-five (25) percent open space and the
proposed outdoor storage will not impede the existing open space.

Consistency with the Land Development Code

The proposed PD zoning designation and the associated Master Development Plan
have been evaluated for compatibility with the Land Development Code of Seminole
County in accordance with Chapter 30, Part 8.

Sec. 30.8.5.3 - Review criteria

(a) Comprehensive Plan Consistency. In approving a planned development, the
Board of County Commissioners shall affirm that the proposed development is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and effectively implements any
performance criteria that the Plan may provide.

Staff Finding:

The existing uses within the Planned Development are consistent with the
Industrial Future Land Use designation. Industrial zoning districts such as C-3,
which are permitted within the Isola Retail PD, typically allow outdoor storage of
parts, supplies, and materials within an enclosed or fenced area. However, during
the review and approval of the PD, the Board determined that any future outdoor
storage requests would require separate review and approval. Under Condition (g)
of the 2004 Development Order, any proposed outdoor storage area must be
clearly designated on the site plan and must be screened and/or landscaped so
that it is not visible from Longwood-Lake Mary Road or from neighboring
properties. In addition, the outdoor storage area may not impede safe or efficient
traffic circulation, may not occupy required parking spaces, and may only be used
by tenants of the development.

The Applicant has addressed these requirements on the Master Development Plan
by identifying a specific outdoor storage location designated solely for Building 2
and for use by current or future tenants. The area will be screened with an eight-
foot-high opaque fence and three canopy trees. The proposed location does not
interfere with traffic circulation, does not occupy required parking, and will not be
visible from Longwood-Lake Mary Road.

Based on the submitted information, the Applicant has met the criteria outlined in the
Development Order for the proposed outdoor storage area.

(b)Greater Benefit and Innovation Criteria. In addition, PD zoning may be approved
only when the Board determines that the proposed development cannot be
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reasonably implemented though existing provisions of this Code, and that a PD
would result in greater benefits to the County than development under conventional
zoning district regulations. Such greater benefits must include two or more of the
following:

(1) Natural resource preservation
(2) Crime Prevention (CPTED)
(3) Neighborhood/community amenities
(4) Provision of affordable or workforce housing
(5) Reduction in vehicle miles traveled per household
(6) Transit-oriented development
(7) Provision of new multimodal connectivity
(8) Innovation in water or energy conservation
(9) Innovative development types not currently provided within the County but

consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

Natural Resource Preservation:

Staff Finding:
The project will preserve all existing trees and maintain the existing on-site
landscaping. In addition, three (3) southern magnolia trees each with a minimum
three (3) inch caliper and a minimum height of ten (10) feet, will be installed around
the outdoor storage area.

Transit Oriented Development:

Staff Finding:

The Applicant will provide five (5) bicycle parking spaces near the front of the site
to accommodate customers and employees who use bicycles for transportation.

(c) In addition, any proposed development under the PD ordinance must address the
following goals:

(1) Meet or exceed the arbor, tree preservation, and tree planting
requirements of this Code on a project-wide basis.

Staff Finding:

The Applicant is preserving the existing on-site tree and will install three (3)
southern magnolia trees each with a minimum three (3) inch caliper and a
minimum height of ten (10) feet, will be installed around the outdoor storage
area.

(2) Minimize transportation impacts through design elements, which may
include but are not limited to: multimodal connectivity; electric vehicle
charging; infrastructure of pedestrian or bicycle infrastructure exceeding the
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minimum standards; shared transportation parking or devices; pedestrian-
oriented architectural design; accommodation or neighborhood electric
vehicles; transportation demand management; or permitting complementary
uses.

Staff Finding:

This is an existing development, and the Applicant is requesting to designate
a portion of the site for outdoor storage; therefore, this requirement does not
apply. However, the Applicant will provide five (5) bicycle parking spaces for
the existing development.

(d) The PD application shall include a narrative addressing the following:

(1)  How the proposed development addresses the goals of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Staff Finding:

The Applicant is requesting to permit outdoor storage exclusively for Building
2, which is consistent with the intent of the Industrial Future Land Use
designation.

(2)  Why the proposed development cannot be achieved under an existing
conventional or special zoning district.

Staff Finding:

Under the existing PD conditions, outdoor storage is prohibited, and any
amendment to permit outdoor storage must be approved by the Board of
County Commissioners, so the Applicant is requesting to limit the outdoor
storage exclusively to Building 2.

(3) How the proposed development provides an innovative approach to land
development.
Staff Finding:

Not Applicable

(4) A description of benefits to the County that cannot be achieved under the
existing provisions of this Code.

Staff Finding:

            Not Applicable

Staff finds the requested PD zoning classification to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan

Page 6 of 7

110



File Number: 2026-0476

Under Policy FLU 4.4, Determination of Compatibility in the Planned Development
Zoning Classification; the County evaluates proposed uses and structures within a
Planned Development on a case-by-case basis to determine compatibility with
surrounding neighborhoods and uses. Compatibility may be achieved through
performance standards including, but not limited to, lot size, setbacks, buffering,
landscaping, hours of operation, lighting, and building height.

The proposed Planned Development zoning classification is compatible with the
surrounding industrial development and is consistent with the allowable use and
intensity provisions of the Industrial Future Land Use designation. The proposed
Master Development Plan includes adequate buffering, and an eight (8) foot high vinyl
fence surrounding the entire outdoor storage area to provide visual screening from
adjacent properties and Longwood Lake Mary Road.

Staff finds that the requested Planned Development zoning classification is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan.

Community Meeting

In compliance with Seminole County Land Development Code Sec. 30.49 -
Community Meeting Procedure, the Applicant conducted a community meeting on April
27, 2026; details of the community meeting have been provided in the agenda
package.

Requested Action:

Staff requests the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend the Board of County
Commissioners adopt the Ordinance enacting a Rezone from PD (Planned
Development) to PD (Planned Development) as per the following motion:

Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the hearing, the
Planning and Zoning Commission finds the request meets the identified portions of the
Seminole County Land Development Code and recommends the Board of County
Commissioners adopt the Ordinance enacting a rezone from PD (Planned
Development) to PD (Planned Development), and approve the associated Addendum
# 1 to the Development Order and Master Development Plan on approximately 3.25
acres, located on the west side of Longwood Lake Mary Rd, 300 feet north of Ronald
Reagan Blvd.
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FILE NO.: PZ2026-04 DEVELOPMENT ORDER # 26-20500002 
 

SEMINOLE COUNTY DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
ADDENDUM #1 TO THE ISOLA RETAIL PD 

 

 
On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Addendum #1 to the Isola 

Retail PD, which represents a revision to Development Order #04-20500006, issued on 
February 8, 2005, and recorded in Seminole County Official Records Book 0567, Pages 
0222-0226, relating to and touching and concerning the following described property: 

See attached “Exhibit A” 
(The above described legal description has been provided to Seminole County by the 
owner of the above described property.) 
 
The purpose of this Addendum #1 to the Isola Retail PD Development Order is to 
include the permitted use of outdoor storage with restrictions exclusively for Building 2 
of the Isola Retail PD, as recorded in Plat Book 64, Pages 9 & 10, of the Public Records 
of Seminole County, Florida as described within Exhibit A. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Property Owner: LONGWOOD-1, LLC 

Project Name:    Isola Retail PD Major Amendment Rezone 

Requested Development Approval: Consider a Rezone from PD (Planned 
Development) to PD (Planned Development) to allow outdoor storage in conjunction 
with Building 2 only, as shown on the Master Development Plan, within the Isola Retail 
PD, on approximately 3.25 acres, located on the west side of Longwood Lake Mary Rd, 
300 feet north of Ronald Reagan Blvd. 

The Development Approval sought is consistent with the Seminole County 
Comprehensive Plan and will be developed consistent with and in compliance to 
applicable land development regulations and all other applicable regulations and 
ordinances. 
 

The development conditions and commitments stated below will run with, follow 
and perpetually burden the above-described property. 
 
 

Prepared by: Anne (Annie) Marie Sillaway, AICP 
Principal Planner 
1101 East First Street 
Sanford, Florida 32771 
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Order 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED AND AGREED THAT: 
 

(1) The subject application for development approval is GRANTED. 

(2) All development must fully comply with all of the codes and ordinances in 

effect in Seminole County at the time of issuance of permits including all impact fee 

ordinances. 

(3) The conditions upon this Addendum #1 to the Isola Retail PD Development 

Order and the commitments made as to this development approval, all of which have 

been accepted by and agreed to by the owners of the property; and all other sections 

and provisions included within Development Order #04-20500006, issued on February 

8, 2005, and recorded in Seminole County Official Records Book 0567, Pages 0222-

0226, remain unchanged and in full effect except to the extent that they may conflict 

with the revised language below (plain text current approved language, strikethroughs 

are deletions and underlines are additions). 

G. Any modification in size or location of the area designated as outdoor storage 
shall require a major amendment to the PD designated on any other area on site. 
This area shall be located screened, and/or landscaped so as not to be visible 
from Longwood-Lake Mary Road or neighboring properties. Further, it shall not 
impede safe efficient traffic or occupy required parking. Outdoor storage shall be 
used only by tenants of the development. 

H. Pursuant to the conditions of subsection G above, outdoor storage is permitted in 
conjunction with Building 2 only, as shown on the Master Development Plan. The 
outdoor storage must comply with the following: 

a. An eight (8) foot high vinyl fence must be installed around the entire 
outdoor storage area to provide visual screening from adjacent properties 
and Longwood-Lake Mary Road.  

b. The dumpster enclosure is planned to be located within the outdoor 
storage area, thus, the outdoor storage area must allow adequate space 
for maneuvering solid waste collection vehicles during scheduled pick up 
times to ensure adequate waste collection service.  

c. If the outdoor storage area is locked, a gate combination, lock code, or 
other approved access method must be provided to the solid waste hauler 
to allow solid waste collection vehicles access to the dumpster enclosure.  

d. Three (3) southern magnolia trees, each with a minimum three (3) inch 
caliper and a minimum height of ten (10) feet, will be installed around the 
outdoor storage area. 

G. Five (5) bicycle parking spaces shall be provided; the location of said space shall 
be demonstrated on the Site Plan. 
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(4) This Development Order touches and concerns the above-described 

property and the conditions, commitments and provisions of this Development Order will 

perpetually burden, run with and follow this property and be a servitude upon and 

binding upon this property unless released in whole or part by action of Seminole 

County by virtue of a document of equal dignity with this Order. 

(5) The terms and provisions of this Order are not severable and in the event 

any portion of this Order is found to be invalid or illegal then the entire order will be null 

and void. 

(6) In the case of a conflict between the written conditions in this 

Development Order and the attached Master Development Plan, the terms of the written 

conditions shall apply. 

(7) All applicable state or federal permits must be obtained before 

commencement of the development authorized by this Development Order. 

(8) Issuance of this Development Order does not in any way create any rights 

on the part of the Applicant or Property Owner to receive a permit from a state or federal 

agency, and does not create any liability on the part of Seminole County for issuance of 

the Development Order if the Applicant or Property Owner fails to obtain requisite 

approvals or fulfill the obligations imposed by a state or federal agency or undertakes 

actions that result in a violation of state or federal law. 

(9) This order becomes effective upon recording with the Seminole County 

Clerk of the Court. 

 
Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 

SEMINOLE COUNTY BOARD 
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

 
By:   

ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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EXHIBIT A 
Legal Description 

 
 
LOT 2, LONGWOOD-LAKE MARY CENTER, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 64, 
PAGES 9-10, PUBLIC RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
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EXHIBIT B 

Master Development Plan 
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1 
Z2026-04 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING, PURSUANT TO THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, THE ZONING 
CLASSIFICATIONS ASSIGNED TO 1830 LONGWOOD LAKE 
MARY ROAD LOCATED IN SEMINOLE COUNTY; REZONING 
CERTAIN PROPERTY CURRENTLY ASSIGNED THE PD 
(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ZONING CLASSIFICATION TO 
THE PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ZONING 
CLASSIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS; 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR 
EXCLUSION FROM CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE 
COUNTY, FLORIDA: 

Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. 

(a) The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts and incorporates into 

this Ordinance as legislative findings the contents of the documents titled Isola Retail 

PD Major Amendment Rezone, dated August 11, 2026. 

(b) The Board hereby determines that the economic impact statement 

referred to by the Seminole County Home Rule Charter is unnecessary and waived as 

to this Ordinance. 

Section 2. REZONING. The zoning classification assigned to the following 

described property is changed from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned 

Development) pursuant to the provisions contained in Development Order #26-

20500002, attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit A and incorporated in this Ordinance 

by reference: 

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT “B” FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

Section 3. CODIFICATION. It is the intention of the Board of County 

Commissioners that the provisions of this Ordinance will not be codified. 
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Section 4. SEVERABILITY. If any provision of this Ordinance or the application 

thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, it is the intent of the Board of 

County Commissioners that the invalidity will not affect other provisions or applications 

of this Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, 

and to this end the provisions of this Ordinance are declared severable. 

Section 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. The Clerk of the Board of County 

Commissioners shall provide a certified copy of this Ordinance to the Florida 

Department of State in accordance with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes, and this 

Ordinance shall be effective on the recording date of the Development Order #26-

20500002 in the Official Land Records of Seminole County or upon filing this Ordinance 

with the Department of State, whichever is later. 

 
 

ENACTED this 11th day of August, 2026. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

 
By:   

ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
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EXHIBIT B 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
LOT 2, LONGWOOD-LAKE MARY CENTER, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 64, 
PAGES 9-10, PUBLIC RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
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NARRATIVE – Longwood Lake Mary Center 

The parcel (29-20-30-521-0000-0020) is zoned PD per Seminole County Development Order 4-20500006 
dated 2-8-2005.  The current PD zoning does not allow an outside storage area.  

The project consists of creating a small fenced outside storage area on an existing pavement area at the 
rear one-story building.  

i. The proposed project addresses the goals of the Comprehensive Plan by rezoning the PD 
zoning to allow outside storage and allowing the new development plan to be implemented. 

ii. The proposed outside storage area project cannot be achieved under the current PD zoning. 
We need a development plan and PD rezoning with outside storage for the approval to 
proceed. 

iii. The proposed project will provide a renovated rear building with a fenced outside storage 
area.  

iv. The County will benefit from a centrally located electrical supply business centralized in the 
County. This will cut down on traffic trips and deliveries.  

GREATER BENEFIT AND INNOVATION CRITERIA 

(1) Natural Resource Preservation: The project will preserve all existing trees and maintain all trees 
and landscaping on the site. Several open green areas are provided. Also, three canopy trees will 
be added to the fenced storage area to provide an additional landscape buffer. The additional 
trees will exceed the required tree requirement for the site. 

(2) Transit-oriented Development: The owner will install bicycle racks to accommodate five bicycles. 
The bicycle racks will exceed the minimum required bicycle racks for the project. Currently there 
are no bicycle racks located on site. 

(3) Neighborhood/Community Amenities: Electrical Contractors and Customers will have a 
centralized facility to obtain supplies.  

(4) Reduction in vehicle miles traveled by the business patrons. Electrical Contractors and 
Customers can access supplies at a centrally located site and cut miles travelled.  
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Meeting Minutes: Community Neighborhood Meeting 

 

Project:  Longwood Lake Mary Center – Zoning Amendment for Outdoor Storage 

Location: 1830 Longwood Lake Mary Road, Longwood, FL 32750 
Property ID: 29-20-30-521-0000-0020 
 
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 
Time:  6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 
 
Purpose of Meeting 
 
Notice was previously sent to property owners within 500 feet of the Longwood Lake Mary 
Center.  The purpose of the meeting is to discuss a proposed change to the current Planned 
Development (PD) zoning of the Longwood Lake Mary Center.  The property owner seeks to 
allow for outdoor storage on-site; a use currently restricted under the existing PD guidelines. 
 
Attendance 
 
       ●  Property Owner/Representatives of Longwood-1, LLC – Robert Isola and David Taylor 
       ●  Civil Engineer – John Frith of Frith & Associates, Inc. 
       ●  Surrounding Property Owners – None present 
       ●  Other Attendees – Karen Almond, Stephannie Isola and Noreen Aring 
 
The property owner provided adequate parking, signage for the meeting, and refreshments.  It 
is noted that the property is ADA compliant and handicap restrooms for both men and women 
were available. Security was also provided by Brandon Gulley of the Seminole County Sherrif’s 
Office. 
 
The property owner provided copies of the aerial site plan showing the location of the proposed 
outdoor storage area on the south side of the property.  To mitigate the visual impact on the 
surrounding area, the storage area will be completely screened from view. 
 
The meeting was officially convened at 6:00 p.m. and the surrounding property owners had the 
opportunity to review the site plans with the civil engineer and property owner to understand 
the exact placement of the storage area and to answer specific questions regarding site layout 
and the physical implementation of the screening. 
 
Following this community meeting, the owner will continue the formal application for the PD 
amendment with Seminole County. 
 
Since none of the surrounding property owners attended the meeting, the meeting was 
adjourned at 7:32 p.m. 
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SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Agenda Memorandum

COUNTY SERVICES
BUILDING

1101 EAST FIRST STREET
SANFORD, FLORIDA

32771­1468

File Number: 2026-0493

Title:

Sanford Commerce Center Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment and
PD Major Amendment Rezone - Consider a Small Scale Future Land Use Map
Amendment from Commercial to Industrial and a Rezone from PD (Planned
Development) to PD (Planned Development) for a proposed 144,000 square foot
commercial and industrial flex space warehouse development on approximately 17.23
acres, located on the south side of Orange Blvd, and approximately ½ mile east of
Oregon St; (Z2026-06/02.26SS.01) (S. Brent Spain, Esquire, Applicant) District 5 -
Herr (Annie Sillaway, Principal Planner)

Agenda Category:

Public Hearing Items

Department/Division:

Development Services

Authorized By:

Joy Giles - Planning Manager

Contact/Phone Number:

Annie Sillaway/407-665-7936

Background:

The Applicant is requesting a Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment from
Commercial to Industrial, along with a Rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD
(Planned Development), to allow development of a 144,000 square feet of flex-space
intended for a mix of commercial and industrial uses on 17.23 acres.

On November 15, 2005, the Board of County Commissioners approved a request for a
Small Scale Future Land Use Amendment from Commercial to Industrial on
approximately 9.9 acres, along with a Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to PD (Planned
Development) on approximately 22.3 acres, known as the Orange Boulevard PD. The
purpose of the request was to allow commercial uses permitted under the C-1 (Retail
Commercial) and C-2 (General Commercial) zoning districts on Lots 1-4, and  to allow
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industrial uses permitted under the C-3 (Heavy Commercial and Very Light Industrial)
and M-1A (Very Light Industrial) zoning districts only on Lots 2 and 3 (as shown on the
previously approved Orange Boulevard PD Master Development Plan).  In 2024, Lot 1
was removed from the PD, reducing the acreage from 22.3 acres to 17.23 acres.

The purpose of this land use amendment and rezone is to allow those C-3 and M-1A
uses throughout the entire PD instead of restricting those uses to a designated area.
The Applicant is retaining the original entitlements previously approved by the Board,
including but not limited to: a maximum Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 0.65; a maximum
building height of thirty-five (35) feet; and building setback of a hundred (100) feet for a
two-story building, and hundred and fifty (150) feet for a three-story building along the
west perimeter adjacent to residential. The previously established prohibited uses also
remain in effect, including mechanical garages, lumber yards, construction companies
with outdoor storage, highway striping companies, paint and body shops, office
showrooms without assembly or manufacturing, and service stations with gas pumps
as an accessory use, and communication towers. The Applicant is also maintaining the
existing twenty-five-foot (25') landscape buffer along the western portion of the site to
preserve the established buffer.

In addition to retaining these entitlements, the Applicant is proposing two (2)
modifications to the PD:

(1) Vacating the western seventy-foot (70') platted access, drainage, and utility
easement to allow expansion of the proposed flex-space warehouse building,
which would otherwise encroach into a portion of that easement; and

(2) Amending the Future Land Use designation on the portion of land previously
known as Lot 4 of the Orange Boulevard PD, from Commercial to Industrial and
adding permitted uses consistent with the C-3 and M-1A zoning districts.

(3) Increasing the west perimeter building setback from fifty (50) feet for a one-story
building to sixty (60) feet.

The Applicant is requesting a parking reduction as follows:

Required by the Seminole County Land Development Code:

o Manufacturing Concerns and Warehouses:  One (1) space per two (2)
employees, plus one (1) space per company vehicle; and;

o General Business/Retail/Office: First 10,000 sq. ft. - Four (4) spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. and above 10,000 sq. ft.- three (3) spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.

Proposed by Applicant:

o Warehouse: 0.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet.
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o General Business/Retail/Office: 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet.

Due to the allowable mix of uses onsite, Staff does not support the parking reduction
as proposed by the Applicant and recommends the following:

Staff proposes: a minimum parking ratio of two (2) parking spaces per 1,000
square feet. This recommendation reflects the wide range of permitted uses
proposed within the Sanford Commerce PD. Because these uses vary in
intensity, staff determined that a consistent minimum parking ratio of two (2)
spaces per 1,000 square feet is appropriate and can be reasonably met by all
permitted uses within the district.

The Future Land Use and zoning designations of the surrounding area are as follows:

East: Future Land Use: Industrial

Zoning: C-3 (Heavy Commercial and Very Light Industrial)

West: Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential

Zoning: R-1 (Single Family Dwelling) and R-2 (One-and Two-Family
Dwelling)

North: Orange Blvd

Future Land Use: Industrial

Zoning: M-1 (Industrial)

South: Interstate 4

Site Analysis

Floodplain Impacts:

Based on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) with an effective date of 2007, the site
appears to contain no floodplain.

Wetland Impacts:

Based on preliminary aerial photo and County wetland map analysis, there appears to
be no wetlands on the subject property.

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife:

Based on a preliminary analysis, there may be endangered and threatened wildlife on
the subject property. A listed species survey may be required prior to final engineering
approval.

Utilities:
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The site is located within the Seminole County utility service area and will be required
to connect to public utilities. Water and sewer capacity are available to serve the
proposed development. An eight-inch (8") potable water stub-out is located
approximately fifty-feet (50') east of the existing driveway on Lot 1, and an eight-inch
(8") gravity sewer main and manhole extend approximately 150 feet south of the
existing partial driveway on Lot 1.

Transportation/Traffic:

Access to the subject site is proposed through Lot 1 to the north, which connects to
Orange Blvd, an urban major collector road. Orange Blvd currently operates at level

‑

of

‑
service A or B, depending on direction and time of day, and has programmed
improvements in the County’s five

‑

year Capital Improvements Program.

Sidewalks:

The developer will be required to construct a sidewalk extending to the north boundary
line of the subject site, allowing the future developer of Lot 1 (adjacent to the north) to
complete the remaining sidewalk segment and connect it to the existing sidewalk along
Orange Blvd.

Drainage:

The proposed project is located within the Lake Monroe Drainage Basin, which has
limited downstream capacity; therefore, the site’s design will be required to meet the
requirements of the existing approved master drainage requirements.

Buffers and Open Space:

The proposed development provides twenty-five percent (25%) open space and a
twenty-five-foot (25') wide landscape buffer adjacent to the west perimeter that
includes a three (3) foot high berm with 2.70 plant units per 100 feet, with an opacity of
0.5.

Consistency with the Land Development Code

The proposed PD zoning designation and the associated Master Development Plan
have been evaluated for compatibility with the Land Development Code of Seminole
County in accordance with Chapter 30, Part 8; and more specifically with SCLDC Sec.
30.8.5.3 - Review Criteria.

SCLDC Sec. 30.8.5.3 - Review Criteria

(a)Comprehensive Plan Consistency. In approving a planned development, the
Board of County Commissioners shall affirm that the proposed development is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and effectively implements any
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performance criteria that the Plan may provide.

Staff Finding

The requested Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment and PD Major
Amendment to allow C-3 and M-1A uses throughout the PD, is consistent with
the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan. While the properties adjacent to the
west of the subject site are residential, the properties adjacent to the north and
east are established with Industrial development, reflecting the predominant
pattern of Heavy Commercial and Industrial uses in the surrounding area. The
PD defines a maximum F.A.R, permitted and prohibited uses, building setbacks,
buffers, and a maximum building height.

(b)Greater Benefits and Innovation Criteria. In addition, PD zoning may be
approved only when the Board determines that the proposed development
cannot be reasonably implemented through existing provisions of this Code, and
that a PD would result in greater benefits to the County than development under
conventional zoning district regulations. Such greater benefits must include two
or more of the following:

(1) Natural resource preservation.

(2) Crime Prevention (CPTED).

(3) Neighborhood/community amenities.

(4) Provision of affordable or workforce housing.

(5) Reduction in vehicle miles traveled per household.

(6) Transit-oriented development.

(7) Provision of new multimodal connectivity.

(8) Innovation in water or energy conservation.

(9) Innovative development types not currently provided within the
County but consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) - The building will
be positioned to allow full access around its perimeter and will include security
lighting to enhance visibility and safety.

Innovative Development Types - The Developer is providing an innovative flex
space warehouse project that will support Economic Development in Seminole
County.

(c)  In addition, any proposed development under the PD ordinance must address the
following goals:

(1) Meet or exceed the arbor, tree preservation, and tree planting requirements
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of this Code on a project-wide basis.

Staff Findings

The subject property does not have any existing trees on site; however, the
Developer proposes to plant a substantial buffer along the west perimeter of
the development adjacent to the existing residential neighborhood. The
Developer is required to meet the Arbor Code requirements at the time of
Final Engineering review.

(2) Minimize transportation impacts through design elements, which may include
but are not limited to: multimodal connectivity; electric vehicle charging;
infrastructure of pedestrian or bicycle infrastructure exceeding the minimum
standards; shared transportation parking or devices; pedestrian-oriented
architectural design; accommodation or neighborhood electric vehicles;
transportation demand management; or permitting complementary uses.

Staff Findings
The Developer will provide an internal sidewalk for pedestrian and bicycle
access, connecting the proposed development to the existing sidewalk along
Orange Blvd. This improvement will be detailed at the time of Final
Engineering.

(d) The PD application shall include a narrative addressing the following:

(1) How the proposed development addresses the goals of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Staff Findings

The proposed development supports Comprehensive Plan Policy FLU 5.4.6
- Location of Employment Uses, which encourages employment and
industrial uses adjacent to residential areas, provided the site is large
enough to accommodate the buffers necessary to protect nearby
residences from adverse impacts such as light, glare, odors, and noise. The
proposed development has increased the western building setback from
fifty (50) feet to sixty (60) feet and enhancing the required landscape buffer.
The western twenty

‑

five (25) foot buffer will include a three (3) foot high

berm; and the landscape components shall provide an opacity rating of 0.5
opacity with 2.7 plant units per 100 linear feet using Plant Group B. In
addition, the building height will not exceed thirty

‑

five (35) feet. These

measures collectively reduce potential adverse impacts, such as light,
noise, and glare, on nearby residential properties while supporting job
creation within the area.

(2) Why the proposed development cannot be achieved under and  existing
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conventional or special zoning district.

Staff Findings

Policy TRA 2.4.3 promotes infill development to maximize the efficient use of
the existing transportation network within established urban areas and to
discourage urban sprawl by supporting the redevelopment of neighborhood

‑
scale nonresidential uses. The proposed industrial flex warehouse
development supports new employment-oriented space within an existing
urbanized area, maximizing the efficiency of the current transportation network
and reducing the need for outward expansion. The project further enhances
multimodal mobility by providing safe pedestrian connections to the public right
of way, incorporating bicycle parking and end of trip facilities, and ensuring
internal circulation that accommodates walking and cycling between building
entrances, loading areas, and parking.

(3) How the proposed development provides an innovative approach to land
development.

Staff Findings

A flex space warehouse provides adaptable, multi-tenant spaces that can
adjust to changing market needs. The development as proposed can
accommodate a wider range of permitted uses than a standard zoning district,
increasing land efficiency and long term economic resilience compared to
traditional single use industrial development.

(4) A description of benefits to the County that cannot be achieved under the
existing provisions of this Code.

Staff Findings

The proposed development provides enhanced design flexibility, and higher
quality site planning that cannot be achieved under the existing zoning
provisions of straight zoning. These benefits allow the project to better
support County goals for economic development and infill redevelopment
and allows the County to place specific conditions for the development that
cannot be achieved under conventional zoning districts. Staff finds the
requested PD zoning classification to be consistent with the Land
Development Code and compatible with the trend of development in the
area.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan

Under Policy FLU 2.9 Determination of Compatibility in the Planned Development
Zoning Classification, the County shall consider uses or structures proposed within the
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Planned Development zoning classification on a case-by-case basis evaluating the
compatibility of the proposed use or structure with surrounding neighborhoods and
uses. Compatibility may be achieved by application of performance standards such as,
but not limited to, lot size, setbacks, buffering, landscaping, hours of operation,
lighting, and building heights.

Comprehensive Plan - Standards of Review

A. Whether the character of the surrounding area has changed enough to warrant a
different land use designation being assigned to the property.

Staff Findings

The subject property currently has Commercial and Industrial Future Land Use
designations. The proposed Land Use Amendment would allow Industrial uses
that are compatible with the surrounding area. Properties to the east and north
also have an Industrial Future Land Use designation. The site borders Interstate
4 to the south, and industrial uses are generally preferred along interstate
corridors because they are more compatible with higher noise conditions.

B. Whether public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the
impacts of development at adopted levels of service.

Staff Findings

The subject property is located within the Seminole County Utility service area
and is required to connect to public utilities; capacity is available.

At the time of Final Engineering review, the Developer will be required to
provide a traffic study if the proposed development exceeds fifty (50) weekday
peak hour trips based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual.

C.   Whether the site is suitable for the proposed use and will be able to comply with
floodprone regulations, wetland regulations and all other adopted development
regulations.

Staff Findings

The subject site is vacant and does not contain wetlands or flood plain on site.
The site has some existing infrastructure in place and is required to meet all
requirements of development per the SCLDC and Comprehensive Plan.

D.   Whether the proposal adheres to other special provisions of law (e.g., the Wekiva
River Protection Act).

Staff Findings
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Not Applicable

E.   Whether the proposed future land use is compatible with existing surrounding
development and future land uses in accordance with FLU Exhibit: Compatible
Transitional Land Uses.

Staff Findings

The proposed Future Land Use designation of Industrial is consistent with the
existing Industrial classifications in the area. The Land Use Amendment to
Industrial is compatible with surrounding development patterns. Properties to the
east and north have a Future Land Use designation of Industrial, and the site
directly abuts Interstate 4 to the south. To the west is an existing residential
neighborhood designated as Medium Density Residential.

To address compatibility concerns along the western boundary, the developer is
proposing to increase the building setback from fifty (50) to sixty (60) feet, provide
adequate buffering within the twenty-five (25) foot buffer area and ensure that no
bay doors are oriented toward the west.

F.  Whether the proposed use furthers the public interest by providing or enabling the
provision of:

1. Sites for public facilities or facility improvements in excess of requirements likely
to arise from development of the site (applicable to Planned Development Future
Land Use).

Staff Findings:

Not applicable.

2. Dedications or contributions in excess of Land Development Code
requirements (applicable to PD Future Land Use).

Staff Findings:

Not applicable

3.  A range of attainable housing opportunities and choices, including  affordable or
workforce housing

Staff Findings:

Not applicable.

4. Economic development (enabling higher paying jobs).

Staff Findings:
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   The Applicant is proposing to provide flex spaces that will permit a wide range
of commercial and industrial uses that will create more diverse jobs in the
area.

5. Reduction in transportation impacts on area-wide roads.

Staff Findings:

The proposed development may generate more than fifty (50) weekday peak

‑
hour trips. Based on the final proposed uses, the developer may be required to
provide a traffic study at the time of Final Engineering.

6. Mass transit and a variety of transportation choices; or

Staff Findings:

The are no longer local bus stops, but the Scout does run in this area to
provide a transportation.

7. Whether the proposed land use designation is consistent with other applicable
Plan policies and supports and is consistent with the Central Florida Regional
Growth Vision, the Strategic Regional Policy Plan, and the State
Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Findings:

Based on the Central Florida Regional Growth Vision, the proposed project
as an infill development is providing compatibility between adjacent land
uses to ensure there are no impacts to the adjacent historical Bookertown
neighborhood.

The Applicant is providing adequate landscape buffering between the proposed
development and the residential neighborhood and a minimum sixty (60) foot
western building setback.

Staff finds the proposed Industrial future land use designation and Planned
Development zoning classification to be consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.

Community Meeting

In compliance with Seminole County Land Development Code Sec. 30.49 -
Community Meeting Procedure, the Applicant conducted a community meeting on May
14, 2026; details of the community meeting have been provided in the agenda
package.
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Requested Action:

Staff requests the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to the Board of
County Commissioners adoption of the Ordinance enacting a  Small Scale Future
Land Use Map Amendment and concurrent Rezoning Ordinance per the following two
motions:

1.)Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the
hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds the request meets the
identified portions of the Comprehensive Plan and recommends the Board of
County Commissioners adopt the Ordinance enacting a Small Scale Future Land
Use Map Amendment from Commercial to Industrial.

2.)Based on Staff’s findings and the testimony and evidence received at the
hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds the request meets the
identified portions of the Seminole County Land Development Code and
recommends the Board of County Commissioners adopt the Ordinance enacting
a rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned Development), and
approve the associated Development Order and Master Development Plan on
approximately 17.23 acres, located on the south side of Orange Blvd,
approximately ½ mile east of Oregon St.

Page 11 of 11

149



150



151



152



FILE NO.: PZ2026-06 DEVELOPMENT ORDER # 26-20500003 
 

 
SANFORD COMMERCE CENTER PD 

SEMINOLE COUNTY DEVELOPMENT ORDER 

On August 11, 2026, Seminole County issued this Development Order which 
shall replace in its entirety the Orange Boulevard Property PD #25-20500006, issued 
June 23, 2025, as recorded in Seminole County Official Records Book 10847 Pages 
1673-1678, relating to and touching concerning the following described property: 
 

Legal Description 
Lot 2, CBK DEVELOPMENT, according to the plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 91, 

Pages 21-24, of the Public Records of Seminole County, Florida 

(The above-described legal description has been provided to Seminole County by the 
owner of the above-described property) 
 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Property Owner: KBC Development, Inc. 

Project Name: Sanford Commerce Center SSFLUMA & PD Major Amendment Rezone 

Requested Development Approval: Consider a Small Scale Future Land Use Map 
Amendment from Commercial to Industrial and a Rezone from PD (Planned 
Development) to PD (Planned Development) for a proposed 144,000 square-foot 
commercial and industrial flex space warehouse development on approximately 17.23 
acres, located on the south side of Orange Blvd, and approximately ½ mile east of 
Oregon St. 
 

The Development Approval sought is consistent with the Seminole County 
Comprehensive Plan and will be developed consistent with and in compliance to 
applicable land development regulations and all other applicable regulations and 
ordinances. 
 

The development conditions and commitments stated below will run with, follow 
and perpetually burden the above-described property. 
 
 

Prepared by: Anne Marie (Annie) Sillaway, AICP 
Principal Planner 

1101 East First Street 
Sanford, Florida 32771 
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2 

 

 

Order 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED AND AGREED THAT: 
 

(1) The subject application for development approval is GRANTED. 

(2) All development must fully comply with all of the codes and ordinances in 

effect in Seminole County at the time of issuance of permits including all impact fee 

ordinances. 

(3) The conditions upon this Development Order approval and the commitments 

made as to this development approval, all of which have been accepted by and agreed 

to by the owners of the property; replace in its entirety, the Orange Boulevard Property 

PD Development Order #25-20500006, issued June 23, 2025, as recorded in Seminole 

County Official Records Book 10847 Pages 1673-1678: 

A. Development must comply with the Master Development Plan attached 
hereto as “Exhibit A”. 

B. Maximum Intensity Floor Area Ratio: 0.65 
C. Maximum Building Height: thirty-five (35) feet 
D. Perimeter building setbacks: 

North: Twenty-five (25) feet 
South: Ten (10) feet 
East: Ten (10) feet 
West: Sixty (60) feet – one (1) story building 

100’ – two (2) story building 
150’ – three (3) story building 

Perimeter Landscape Buffers*: 
North: None 
South: None 
East: None 
West: Twenty-five (25) foot wide landscape buffer with a three (3) foot high 
berm; landscape components shall provide an opacity rating of 0.5 opacity 
with 2.7 plant units per 100 linear feet using Plant Group B. Plantings shall 
be installed on top of the three (3) foot high berm to provide a buffer. 
*Additional criteria may be required at the time of the Final Development 
Plan. 

E. Permitted Uses: Those uses permitted under C-1 (Retail Commercial), C-
2 (General Commercial), C-3 (Heavy Commercial & Very Light Industrial), 
and M-1A (Very Light Industrial) districts, including the associated special 
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exception uses (as approved by the Board of Adjustment). The following 
uses shall be prohibited: 

a. Adult Entertainment Establishments 
b. Alcoholic Beverage Establishments 
c. Car Wash 
d. Convenience Store 
e. Commercial Kennels 
f. Self Service Laundry 
g. Automobile Wrecking Lots 
h. Bottle and Distribution Plants 
i. Incineration of Organic Materials 
j. Junk and Receiving Yards 
k. Laundry and Dry Cleaning Plants 
l. Soap Manufacturing 
m. Feed Mill Manufacturing 
n. Concrete Block Plants 
o. Redi-Mix Concrete Plants 
p. Animal Processing 
q. Sawmill 
r. Wholesale Storage of Flammable Liquids or Gases 
s. Sanitary Landfill 
t. Solid Waste transfer 
u. Storage and Recovery Stations 
v. Truck Terminal 
w. Retail Plant Nursery 
x. Outdoor Recreation and Amusement Uses 
y. Flea Market 
z. Drive-in Theatres 
aa. Multi-Family Housing 
bb. Communication Towers 

F. Hours of Operation: Outdoor loading/unloading and outdoor work activates 
shall be limited to 7am – 9pm Monday – Friday. 

G. At the time of the Final Development Plan, additional conditions may be 
imposed to provide sound attenuation for the benefit of the residential 
development to the west. Noise mitigation measures may include, but are 
not limited to, the placement of loading docks and bay doors to face away 
from the western perimeter. 

H. At the time of Final Development Plan the Developer may be required to 
provide a letter of approval from the utility power provider if buildings or 
infrastructure are proposed to be located within the existing utility 
transmission easements. 
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I. Outdoor storage areas shall be screened from view from any road or 
adjoining parcel outside of the development. Screening shall consist of 
walls or fences and shall be opaque to a height of at least eight (8) feet. 
Such areas shall be located a minimum of 150 feet from the west 
boundary of the subject property. 

J. The development shall provide a minimum of twenty-five (25) percent 
open space in accordance with the Seminole County Land Development 
Code. 

K. Dumpsters shall be screened so they are not visible from Orange 
Boulevard or nearby single-family properties. 

L. Retention ponds shall be designed such that they are not required to be 
fenced. 

M. The developer must provide a pedestrian circulation system giving access 
to all portions of the development as well as connecting to existing 
sidewalks outside of the development. 

N. All project signage must comply with the Land Development Code of 
Seminole County. 

O. All mechanical equipment, ground or roof mounted, shall be screened 
from off-site view. 

P. Parking of mobile CT-scan trucks or semi-tractor trailers shall be 
prohibited within 120 feet of the west property line. Where permitted, such 
vehicles shall be screened from off-site view. 

Q. All parking spaces shall be a minimum of 10 feet x 20 feet as required by 
the Land Development Code. 

R. Parking shall be provided at a ratio of two (2) parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet of building for all development. 

S. The western buffer is required to be maintained by the property owner(s). 
T. Any development on the subject property shall be held to the Performance 

Standards of the SCLDC. 
U. The owner will be required to maintain the portion of the existing pre-cast 

wall located along the western boundary of Lot 2. 
V. The seventy (70) foot utility and access easement will be required to be 

vacated at the time of the Final Development Plan. 
W. In the case of a conflict between the written conditions A through V in this 

Development Order and the Master Development Plan attached as Exhibit 
(B), the terms of the written conditions A through V will apply. 

 
(4) This Development Order touches and concerns the above-described 

property and the conditions, commitments and provisions of this Development Order will 

perpetually burden, run with and follow this property and be a servitude upon and 

binding upon this property unless released in whole or part by action of Seminole 

County by virtue of a document of equal dignity with this Order. 
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(5) The terms and provisions of this Order are not severable and in the event 

any portion of this Order is found to be invalid or illegal then the entire order will be null 

and void. 

(6) In the case of a conflict between the written conditions in this 

Development Order and the attached Master Development Plan, the terms of the written 

conditions shall apply. 

(7) All applicable state or federal permits must be obtained before 

commencement of the development authorized by this Development Order. 

(8) Issuance of this Development Order does not in any way create any rights 

on the part of the Applicant or Property Owner to receive a permit from a state or federal 

agency, and does not create any liability on the part of Seminole County for issuance of 

the Development Order if the Applicant or Property Owner fails to obtain requisite 

approvals or fulfill the obligations imposed by a state or federal agency or undertakes 

actions that result in a violation of state or federal law. 

(9) In approval of this Development Order by Seminole County, the property 

owner(s) understands that the County must receive a Final Development Plan within 

five (5) years of approval of the Master Development Plan, unless this time period is 

extended by the Seminole County Local Planning Agency / Planning and Zoning 

Commission. If substantial development has not begun within eight (8) years after 

approval of the Master Development Plan, the planned development will be subject to 

review by the Local Planning Agency / Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board 

of County Commissioners may move to rezone the subject property to a more 

appropriate zoning or extend the deadline for start of construction (see Sections 30.446 

and 449, LDC). 

(10) This Order becomes effective upon recording with the Seminole County 

Clerk of the Court. However, in no case will this Order be effective prior to the effective 

date of the associated comprehensive plan amendment enacted in association with 

Sanford Commerce Center PD (as referenced in Exhibit A), on August 11, 2026. 
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Done and Ordered on the date first written above. 
 

SEMINOLE COUNTY BOARD 
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

 
By:    

ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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EXHIBIT A 
Master Development Plan 
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Z2026-06/02.26SS.01 

 
AN ORDINANCE FURTHER AMENDING THE SEMINOLE COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
DESIGNATION OF PARCEL 21-19-30-513-0000-0020 BY VIRTUE OF A 
SMALL SCALE FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT; CHANGING THE 
FUTURE LAND USE MAP DESIGNATION ASSIGNED TO CERTAIN 
PROPERTY FROM COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL TO INDUSTRIAL; 
PROVIDING FOR LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS; PROVIDING FOR 
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR EXCLUSION FROM CODIFICATION; 
AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Seminole County enacted 

Ordinance Number 2008-44 which adopted the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan 

(“the Plan”), which Plan has been subsequently amended from time-to-time and in 

accordance with State law; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has followed the procedures 

set forth in Section 163.3187, Florida Statutes, in order to further amend certain 

provisions of the Plan as set forth in this Ordinance relating to a Small Scale Future 

Land Use Map Amendment; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has substantially complied with 

the procedures set forth in the Implementation Element of the Plan regarding public 

participation; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Seminole County Local Planning Agency held a public hearing, 

with all required public notice on July 1, 2026, for the purpose of providing 

recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners with regard to the Plan 

Amendment set forth in this Ordinance; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners held a public hearing on 

August 11, 2026, with all required public notice for the purpose of hearing and 

considering the recommendations and comments of the general public, the Local 

Planning Agency, other public agencies, and other jurisdictions prior to final action on 

the Plan amendment set forth in this Ordinance; and  
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WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners hereby finds that the Plan, as 

amended by this Ordinance, is consistent and in compliance with the provisions of State 

law, including, but not limited to, Sections 163.3177 and 163.3187, Florida Statutes, and 

with the Strategic Regional Policy Plan of the East Central Florida Regional Planning 

Council 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA:  
 
Section 1. Recitals/Legislative findings:  
The above recitals are true and correct and form and include legislative findings which 

are a material part of this Ordinance.  

 
Section 2. AMENDMENT TO COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND 
USE MAP DESIGNATION:  
 

(a) The Future Land Use Element’s Future Land Use Map as set forth in 

Ordinance Number 2008-44, as previously amended, is hereby further amended by 

amending the Future Land Use Map designation assigned to the following property and 

which is depicted on the Future Land Use Map and further described in the attached 

Exhibit  “A” to this Ordinance:  

 

Ord Exhibit Name Amendment 
Number 

Future Land 
Use Change 

From-To 

LPA 
Hearing 

Date 

Board Hearing 
Date 

A Sanford 
Commerce 
Center 
SSFLUMA 
and PD 
Major 
Amendment 
Rezone 

Z2026-06 
02.26SS.01 

Commercial 
and Industrial 
to Industrial 

07/01/2026 08/11/2026 

 

 (b) The associated rezoning request was completed by means of Ordinance 

Number 26-___________.  
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Section 3. Severability:  

If any provision of this Ordinance or the application to any person or 

circumstance is held invalid, it is the intent of the Board of County Commissioners that 

the invalidity will not affect other provisions or applications of this Ordinance which can 

be given effect without the invalid provision or application and, to this end, the 

provisions of this Ordinance are declared severable.  

 
Section 4. Exclusion from County Code/Codification:  

(a) It is the intent of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions of 

this Ordinance will not be codified into the Seminole County Code, but that the Code 

Codifier shall have liberal authority to codify this Ordinance as a separate document or 

as part of the Land Development Code of Seminole County in accordance with prior 

directions given to this Code Codifier.  

 
(b) The Code Codifier is hereby granted broad and liberal authority to codify and 

edit the provisions of the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan to reflect adopted 

amendments to the Plan.  

 
Section 5. Effective Date:  

(a) The County will provide a certified copy of this Ordinance to the Florida 

Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners in accordance 

with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes.  

(b) This Ordinance will take effect upon filing a copy of this Ordinance with the 

Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners; provided, 

however, that the effective date of the plan amendment set forth in this Ordinance, if the 

amendment is not challenged in a timely manner, will be no earlier than thirty-one (31) 

days after the adoption date of the amendment. If challenged within the appropriate time 

period, this amendment will become effective on the date the State Land Planning 

Agency or the State Administration Commission enters a final order determining the 

adopted amendment to be in compliance. No development orders, development permits 
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or land uses dependent upon this amendment may be issued or commence before it 

has become effective.  

 

ENACTED this 11th day of August, 2026  
 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS  
OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA  
 
By: ___________________________________  

ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN  
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EXHIBIT A 

Amendment 02.26SS.01 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION  

 

Lot 2, CBK DEVELOPMENT, according to the plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 91, Pages 
21-24, of the Public Records of Seminole County, Florida 
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AN ORDINANCE AMENDING, PURSUANT TO THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, THE ZONING 
CLASSIFICATIONS ASSIGNED TO PARCEL 21-19-30-513-0000-
0020 LOCATED IN SEMINOLE COUNTY; REZONING CERTAIN 
PROPERTY CURRENTLY ASSIGNED THE PD (PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT) ZONING CLASSIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR 
LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; 
PROVIDING FOR EXCLUSION FROM CODIFICATION; AND 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE 
COUNTY, FLORIDA: 

Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. 

(a) The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts and incorporates into 

this Ordinance as legislative findings the contents of the documents titled Sanford 

Commerce Center PD Major Amendment Rezone, dated August 11, 2026. 

(b) The Board hereby determines that the economic impact statement 

referred to by the Seminole County Home Rule Charter is unnecessary and waived as 

to this Ordinance. 

Section 2. REZONING. The zoning classification assigned to the following 

described property is changed from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned 

Development) pursuant to the provisions contained in Development Order #26-

20500003, attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit “A” and incorporated in this Ordinance 

by reference: 

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT “B” FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

Section 3. CODIFICATION. It is the intention of the Board of County 

Commissioners that the provisions of this Ordinance will not be codified. 

Section 4. SEVERABILITY. If any provision of this Ordinance or the application 

thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, it is the intent of the Board of 
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County Commissioners that the invalidity will not affect other provisions or applications 

of this Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, 

and to this end the provisions of this Ordinance are declared severable. 

Section 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. A certified copy of this Ordinance will be 

provided to the Florida Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of County 

Commissioners in accordance with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes, and this Ordinance 

will be effective upon the latter of: (i) the recording date of the Development Order #26-

20500003 in the Official Land Records of Seminole County; (ii) filing this Ordinance with 

the Department of State; or (iii) the companion Future Land Use Amendment 

Ordinance No. 2026-  being deemed final in accordance with Florida Statutes 

Chapter 163, Part II. 

 
 

ENACTED this 11th day of August, 2026. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

 
By:   

ANDRIA HERR, CHAIRMAN 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
DEVELOPMENT ORDER 
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Master Development Plan 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2026- SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

EXHIBIT “B” 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Lot 2, CBK DEVELOPMENT, according to the plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 91, 
Pages 21-24, of the Public Records of Seminole County, Florida 
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Sanford Commerce Center (Project No. 26-20500003) 
Minutes of Community Meeting Held on May 14, 2026 

 
The Community Meeting was held at the Bookertown Community Center, 4631 Gilbert Street, 
Sanford, Florida. 
 
In attendance for the Applicant were Drew Thigpen, Colton Murphy, and S. Brent Spain, Esquire, 
and on behalf of the current property owners/seller, Chad Moorhead and Patti Sholar 
 
A mailing radius of 1,500 feet was used for the Community Meeting Notice, and approximately 
400 notices were mailed on April 29, 2026.  Copies of the mailing list and notice map are on file 
with the Seminole County Planning Department.  
 
Eighteen (18) members of the public filled out the Attendee Sign-In Sheet provided at the door to 
the Bookertown Community Center.  A copy of the Attendee Sign-In Sheet is on file with the 
Seminole County Planning Department. 
 
The Community Meeting was scheduled to begin at 6:00 pm, but at the request of Eunice Brown 
with the Bookertown Improvement Association, the Applicant delayed the start to approximately 
6:25 pm to allow time for additional neighbors to arrive. 
 
Drew Thigpen of Greenburg Gibbons Properties (“GGP”) welcomed those in attendance and 
provided an introduction and an overview of GGP and its existing projects in the southeast.  Mr. 
Thigpen then provided an overview of the proposed Sanford Commerce Center project.  He 
discussed the nature of the pending request to assign an Industrial (IND) future land use 
classification to the entire property and amend the existing Planned Development (“PD”) to allow 
certain C-1, C-2, C-3 & M-1A uses across the entire site, subject to certain conditions and 
restrictions. 
 
Mr. Thigpen made a PowerPoint presentation that included the proposed Master Development 
Plan (“MDP”), a conceptual building layout, photographs of an existing GGP project, and multiple 
renderings of the proposed development from different angles on the subject property.  The 
proposed conceptual plan/building layout reflected four (4) buildings, totaling approximately 
144,000 square feet, ranging in height from twenty-two (22) feet to less than thirty-five (35) feet 
as the buildings step up towards Interstate 4.   
 
Mr. Thigpen also discussed the proposed landscape buffer, the existing 6-foot-tall wall along the 
western property line, and the inclusion of additional 10-foot screening walls on portions of the 
proposed buildings.  Mr. Thigpen also noted increasing the setback under the existing MDP from 
fifty (50) feet to sixty (60) feet along the western property boundary under GGP’s proposed four 
(4) building plan.  Mr. Thigpen also mentioned the hours of operation limitation being imposed to 
restrict outdoor work activities and outdoor loading/unloading to 7:00 am to 9:00 pm, as well as 
prohibitions on certain uses that are not currently prohibited under the existing PD.  During his 
presentation, Mr. Thigpen also discussed the economic benefits of the project, including 
anticipated tax revenue and job creation.  Mr. Thigpen also confirmed GGP will be the longtime 
holder of the property, with GGP owning the buildings and leasing to tenants.  In this regard, Mr. 
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Thigpen stated GGP has its own property management team to ensure its property stay clean and 
no issues arise with tenants.  Mr. Thigpen also stated the project would be constructed in a single 
phase within twelve (12) months, as opposed to multiple phases over an extended period of years.   
 
During his presentation, Mr. Thigpen opened the floor to questions and comments from those in 
attendance. 
 
The first attendee made a point about the current noise experienced from I-4 because the subject 
property was cleared a while back.  The attendee commented that the property used to be wooded 
at one time, which helped reduce the sound from I-4, but since it was cleared the neighborhood 
experiences the I-4 noise all day long.  The attendee thought the proposed buildings would help 
block noise from I-4. 
 
Mr. Thigpen agreed that the buildings should help with some roadway noise attenuation from I-4. 
 
An attendee asked about the tax revenue from the project. 
 
Mr. Thigpen referred back to GGP’s estimate on the increased tax revenue that the project is 
anticipated to generate for Seminole County. 
 
Another attendee asked about the potential benefit to Bookertown of the proposed project. 
 
Mr. Thigpen responded by stating that the proposed flex space caters to smaller, local businesses, 
which generally are viewed as job creators for skilled labor. 
 
An attendee asked about stormwater for the project. 
 
Mr. Thigpen responded by showing where the stormwater ponds already exist on the property.  
Such stormwater ponds will hold and treat all of the water generated both during construction and 
the operation of the flex space. 
 
An attendee asked about the ground elevation of the project and whether the buildings would be 
built up.   
 
Mr. Thigpen responded that the buildings would be built at the existing ground level. 
 
An attendee asked if the project would affect the real estate taxes paid in Bookertown. 
 
Mr. Thigpen indicated that the taxes on the subject property will likely increase once the flex space 
buildings are built.  However, development of the flex space buildings should not have an impact 
on residential taxes within Bookertown. 
 
An attendee asked if the project was related to the new truck stop facility FDOT is building on I-
4. 
 
Mr. Thigpen said “no.” 
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Several attendees then asked about the status of the road widening of Orange Boulevard. 
 
Mr. Thigpen and Mr. Madden responded by stating that it was their understanding the County has 
acquired the needed land for that road project – at least the County has from the subject property 
– and the road widening is anticipated to occur within the next year or two. 
 
An attendee asked if GGP plans to stay involved with the project or sell it. 
 
Mr. Thigpen responded by confirming that the project is a long-term hold for GGP and GGP will 
continue to own the project and lease units to tenants.  Mr. Thigpen also confirmed that GGP has 
its own management company to oversee the site, whereas others frequently use third-party 
management companies.   
 
An attendee asked about the hours for construction. 
 
Mr. Thigpen and Mr. Spain advised that hours of construction are regulated by the Seminole 
County Code.  Mr. Thigpen also confirmed that the project would be built in one phase.   
 
An attendee asked about the construction access for the site. 
 
Mr. Thigpen indicated that all construction access would be through the main entrance/exit to the 
property.   
 
An attendee asked about the uses on the property.   
 
Mr. Thigpen explained that Lots 2 and 3 are currently allowed C-1, C-2, C-3, and M1-A uses.  Lot 
4 is currently allowed C-1 and C-2 uses.  The proposal seeks to allow C-3 and M1-A uses on Lot 
4.  Mr. Thigpen explained that the proposed PD amendment expressly prohibits several uses that 
are currently allowed under the existing PD on the property.  Mr. Thigpen also noted the hours 
limitation on loading/unloading and outdoor activities with the PD amendment that does not exist 
in the current PD. 
 
Several attendees expressed their desire for Seminole County to install a traffic light for 
Bookertown. 
 
Ms. Brown with the Bookertown Improvement Association informed the folks in attendance that 
it was important to attend County Commission meetings on a regular basis so that the Commission 
is aware of the community’s desires, including the need for a traffic light. 
 
Mr. Thigpen allowed time for every question or comment desired by any attendee at the 
community meeting and he answered or responded to every question. 
 
The overall response from those in attendance at the community meeting was positive with 
attendees voicing that the proposed commercial/light industrial flex space was much better than 
other uses that could be developed under the current zoning.  Attendees also saw the project as a 
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positive due to the acoustic buffer it would provide that has been lost since the previously wooded 
parcel in-question was cleared.  The noise pollution they have felt from Interstate 4 since that 
clearing has been extensive, and the presence of these buildings and structures to shield them from 
that noise was seen as a big positive by many attendees. 
 
Following all questions and comments by the attendees, Mr. Thigpen thanked everyone for 
attending and offered to share his direct contact with anyone in case they had any questions.  Mr. 
Thigpen and Mr. Spain also stayed around during the cleanup of the meeting to continue to speak 
with or answer any questions from attendees.  Mr. Spain also provided Mr. Thigpen’s direct contact 
information to Reginald Campbell and Eunice Brown with the Bookertown Improvement 
Association should any follow-up questions arise.  The community meeting was concluded at 
approximately 7:30 pm. 

178



179



180



181



182



183



184



185



186



Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 1 of 6 187



Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 2 of 6 188



Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 3 of 6 189



Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 4 of 6 190



Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 5 of 6 191



LEGIBILITY UNSATISFACTORY

Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
eCertified at 06/23/2025 11:01:20 -04:00
eCertified Id: FFED-5AFD-5EFW
Page 6 of 6 192



(FORMERLY KNOWN AS LOT 1)

25116

11/21/24

CHM

RJS

DAS

N/A

C100

Digitally signed

by David A

Stokes

Date: 2025.05.22

12:01:05 -04'00'

PZ25-20500006 

       06/23/25

193



194



195


	Meeting Agenda
	1. Tatra Townhomes Rezone - ***REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE TO THE AUGUST 5TH MEETING*** - Consider a Rezone from A-1 (Agriculture) to R-3A (Multiple Family Dwelling) for a seventy (70) unit townhome development on approximately 11.97 acres, located on the west_
	AERIAL MAP
	ZONING MAP
	DEVELOPMENT PLAN
	ORDINANCE
	DENIAL DO
	FIRST COMMUNITY MEETING
	SECOND COMMUNITY MEETING
	SIA
	BEI
	2. Mission BBQ Special Exception - Consider a Special Exception to allow a restaurant within 1,000 feet of a school to obtain an alcohol license in the PD (Planned Development) district on 0.57 acres, located on the south side of W Lake Mary Boulevard, east_
	AERIAL MAP
	ZONING MAP
	SITE PLAN
	DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	SEPARATION FROM SCHOOL MISSION BBQ
	ALCOHOL SEPARATION FORM
	COMMUNITY MEETING
	3. Kentucky Street Special Exception - Request for a Special Exception for a proposed 143-foot communication tower and four (4) variances to the required separation distance from properties with existing single family use, located on the north side of_
	LOCATION - AERIAL MAP
	ZONING - FLU MAP
	LOCATION PLAN
	SITE PLAN
	APPROVED DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	DENIAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	EXHIBIT A TABLE 1 SEPERATION
	EXHIBIT B VARIANCE SEPARATION TABLE FROM RESIDENTIAL USES
	GATE AND FENCE DETAIL
	TOWER ELEVATION
	VARIANCE CRITERIA
	SPECIAL EXCEPTION CRITERIA
	SEPARATION DISTANCE WAIVER
	COMMUNITY MEETING INFORMATION.pdf
	4. Isola Retail PD Major Amendment Rezone - Consider a Rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned Development) to allow outdoor storage in conjunction with Building 2 only, as shown on the Master Development Plan, within the Isola Retail PD, on_
	LOCATION-AERIAL MAP
	ZONING-FLU MAP
	MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN
	DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	ORDINANCE REZONE
	PD NARRATIVE
	LETTER FROM WASTEPRO
	COMMUNITY MEETING INFO
	2004 ISOLA DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	BEI FORM
	5. Sanford Commerce Center Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment and PD Major Amendment Rezone - Consider a Small Scale Future Land Use Map Amendment from Commercial to Industrial and a Rezone from PD (Planned Development) to PD (Planned Development) for_
	LOCATION/AERIAL MAP
	FLU/ZONING MAP
	MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN
	DEVELOPMENT ORDER
	ORDINANCE LAND USE
	ORDINANCE REZONE
	COMMUNITY MEETING INFO
	ATTACHMENT A
	2ND REVISED AND RESTATED DO ORANGE BLVD PROPERTY PD
	PREVIOUSLY APPROVED MDP
	BEI FORM



