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October 2, 2025 

VIA FEDEX AND EMAIL

Aubrey Hale 
Planning Director 
City of Ocala 
201 S.E. 3rd Street 
Ocala, Florida 34471 
ahale@ocalafl.gov 

William Sexton 
City Attorney 
City of Ocala 
110 S.E. Watula Avenue 
Ocala, Florida 34471 
wsexton@ocalafl.org 

Jeff Shrum 
Growth Management Director 
City of Ocala 
201 S.E. 3rd Street, 2nd Floor 
Ocala, Florida 34471 
jshrum@ocalafl.gov 

Re: View Florida, LLC  
Permit Fee Under Section 110-191(e)(2) of the City Code 
Application #SGN25-0009 

Dear Mr. Shrum, Mr. Hale, and Mr. Sexton:  

Enclosed please find the following: 

i. A check for $300,000 for issuance of a permit associated with the above-
referenced permit application from View Florida, LLC; 

ii. A Notice of Appeal on behalf of View Florida, LLC; and  
iii. Correspondence from the City of Ocala related to the enclosed permit 

application and payment, which is attached as an exhibit to the Notice of Appeal. 

Please note that View Florida submits the $300,000 permitting fee under protest, as 
explained in the enclosed Notice of Appeal. 

Thank you for your time, and please feel free to call or e-mail me at any time.  

Sincerely, 

/s/ Ashley H. Lukis 

Ashley H. Lukis 

Enclosures 
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October 2, 2025 

VIA FEDEX AND EMAIL

Jeff Shrum 
Growth Management Director 
City of Ocala 
201 S.E. 3rd Street, 2nd Floor 
Ocala, Florida 34471 
jshrum@ocalafl.gov 

William Sexton 
City Attorney 
City of Ocala 
110 S.E. Watula Avenue 
Ocala, Florida 34471 
wsexton@ocalafl.org 

Re: View Florida, LLC Notice of Appeal 
Permit Fee Under Section 110-191(e)(2) of the City Code 
Application #SGN25-0009 

Dear Mr. Shrum and Mr. Sexton:  

This firm represents View Florida, LLC. View Florida operates outdoor advertising signs 
throughout the state and has applied for a City of Ocala permit to operate a monopole v-shaped, 
or v-back, billboard sign. Pursuant to section 122-111 of the City Code, please accept this 
Notice of Appeal regarding the City’s interpretation of the payment required under section 
110-191(e)(2) of the City Code.  

As stated in the enclosed email correspondence from the City dated September 17, 2025, 
the City made a final decision that View Florida must pay $150,000 per sign face—for a total of 
$300,000—as a condition of obtaining a building permit for its proposed offsite sign. See Ex. A 
(“City Decision”). Contemporaneous with the filing of this appeal, View Florida has submitted 
payment of $300,000 under protest, as required by the City’s Decision, in order to obtain its 
permit and move forward with construction and avoid further economic loss during the pendency 
of this appeal.  

I. SUMMARY 

The plain text of section 110-191(e)(2) of the City Code requires permit applicants to pay 
$150,000 per sign, regardless of whether the sign has one or two faces.1 However, the City advised 

1 This provision requires payment of a $150,000 fee in lieu of removing existing signage, 
see City Code § 110-191(b),(e). The City and View Florida agree that View Florida is entitled to 
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View Florida that it must pay $300,000—or $150,000 per face—in order to obtain a permit. View 
Florida respectfully submits that the City has misinterpreted the Code, because the Code imposes 
a $150,000 fee per sign, and not per sign face. 

Section 110-3 of the City Code defines a “sign” as “any letters, numbers, symbols, 
graphics, pictures or figures, or combination thereof, which are erected, constructed, placed, 
attached or painted on a structure or the ground, which identify, advertise or direct attention to a 
product, business, institution, place, person or event, which can be seen from the public right-of-
way. When not modified by the term ‘structure’ or ‘face,’ the term ‘sign’ shall include all parts of 
the sign and its supporting structure. Unless context requires a different interpretation, sign refers 
to a digital, static or tri-vision sign.” (emphases added). 

Section 110-3 separately defines a “sign face” as “the plane area which is defined as sign 
area, except that, for off-site advertising signs, sign face shall not include trim, embellishments or 
the owner's nameplate.”  

The fee provision at issue is section 110-191(e)(2), which states that “[u]pon the applicant 
paying city the amount of $150,000.00, an applicant shall be entitled to place a tri-vision or digital 
off-site advertising sign in a location where off-site advertising signs are permitted as set forth in 
this chapter.” (emphases added) Thus, the $150,000 permit fee is imposed on a per sign, rather 
than per sign face, basis.2

II. THE CITY CODE REQUIRES A $150,000 FEE PER SIGN—NOT PER SIGN FACE. 

The City interprets section 110-191(e)(2) to require applicants to pay $150,000 per sign 
face, rather than per sign.3 In other words, the City maintains that each face, or side, of the sign is 
counted as a separate sign, constituting two total signs. The plain language of the Code refutes this 
interpretation.   

As explained above, section 110-191(e)(2) provides that “[u]pon the applicant paying city 
the amount of $150,000.00, an applicant shall be entitled to place a tri-vision or digital off-site 
advertising sign in a location where off-site advertising signs are permitted as set forth in this 
chapter.” (emphases added). Critically, section 110-191(e)(2) uses the term “sign”—not “sign 

proceed under this provision to obtain a permit. The only matter in dispute in this appeal is whether 
the Code requires View Florida to pay $150,000 or $300,000. 

2 Sections 110-3 and 110-191 are enclosed as Exhibit B, with relevant language highlighted 
for ease of reference. 

3 This understanding is based on the enclosed City Decision as well as View Florida’s 
multiple telephone, videoconference, and email communications with City staff prior to the 
issuance of the City’s Decision. 
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face,” which is separately defined. An applicant who pays $150,000 is therefore entitled to place 
a “sign”—inclusive of “all parts of the sign and its supporting structure”—regardless of whether 
the sign will have one or two faces. See City Code. § 110-191(e)(2). 

Standing alone, the term “sign” includes both faces of a dual-faced sign. Section 110-3 of 
the City Code explicitly states that when, as here, the term “sign” is “not modified by the term 
‘structure’ or ‘face,’ the term ‘sign’ shall include all parts of the sign and its supporting structure.” 
(emphasis added). This definition makes plain that (i) the terms “sign” and “sign face” are intended 
to mean two separate things (indeed, “sign face” is the next defined term in the ordinance), and 
(ii) a “sign” is inclusive of all parts—not just the faces, supports, etc.—without regard to the 
orientation of the faces, the number of faces, or the structural supports.   

Even without the distinct definitions in section 110-3, general principles of statutory 
construction would also require that the terms “sign” and “sign face”—as different terms used in 
different ways—to have separate, distinct meanings absent some evidence they are meant to be 
interchangeable. Maddox v. State, 923 So. 2d 442, 446–47 (Fla. 2006) (explaining that the use of 
different terms in different sections of the same statute is strong evidence that different meanings 
were intended, and courts will not supply missing terms or modifiers that do not appear in the text 
of the statute). The term “sign face” appears almost fifty times throughout section 110, signifying 
that the City has intentionally differentiated between the term “sign” and “sign face” when desired. 
Yet, section 110-191(e) expressly says “sign,” with no modifier for the number of faces. 

View Florida therefore submits that the permitting fee language in section 110-191(e)(2) 
applies to an entire sign—“all parts of the sign and its supporting structure”—because the fee 
provision does not include any modifying terms (like “face”). 

III. VIEW FLORIDA’S PROPOSED MONOPOLE SIGN IS A SINGLE “SIGN” UNDER THE 

CODE. 

View Florida’s proposed sign is a double-faced sign on a monopole (single-pole) support, 
which fits squarely within the definition of a “sign” under the City Code. The City cites to the 
definition of a “double-faced sign” in code section 110-3, suggesting that this somehow supports 
imposition of a $150,000 fee per face rather than per sign. See Ex. A (“City Decision”). This 
position—which appears to be a recent development—does not change the analysis.  

First, by its terms, the definition still classifies a double-faced structure as a single sign: a 
“double-faced sign” is “a sign with two faces which are no more than three feet apart at their 
closest point, and which describe an internal angle between the face planes extended of no more 
than 60 degrees.” City Code § 110-3 (emphasis added). Even if View Florida’s sign is a “double-
faced sign,” it is still a single sign, and section 110-191(e)(2) requires payment of $150,000 for 
that sign. 
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During previous conversations with the City, View Florida understood the City’s position 
to be that View Florida’s proposed sign faces exceeded three feet at the closest point and therefore 
did not qualify as a “double-faced sign.” Now, the City seems to take the opposite position. But 
the result does not change either way.  Whether View Florida does or does not propose a “double-
faced sign” is irrelevant because section 110-191(e)(2) uses the term “sign”—not “double-faced 
sign.” The City’s reliance on the “double-faced sign” definition as a justification for doubling the 
fee that View Florida must pay is frankly puzzling. 

Second, the term “double-faced sign” does not appear anywhere else in the City Code
outside of the definitions. It is absent from section 110-191 and every other provision in the Code, 
save for a repeated definition in section 122-2.4 It simply serves no practical purpose. Had the City 
wanted to refer to double-faced signs in section 110-191, it could have done so. Instead, it used 
the defined term “sign” only. A stray definition used nowhere else in the City Code does not change 
the clear definition of the term “sign” or the City’s imposition of a $150,000 fee on a per-sign
basis. See City Code § 110-191(e)(2). 

View Florida also understands that the City relied in part on the configuration of the 
proposed structure—a v-back sign on a monopole—to justify charging a $300,000 fee for two 
separate “signs” under section 110-191(e)(2). It is difficult to conceptualize how a monopole 
structure could be counted as two signs under the plain text of the definition of “sign.” Moreover, 
the code draws no distinctions based on the shape or configuration of the proposed sign. It does 
not state that v-back structures shall be counted as two separate signs. This makes sense, as v-back 
structures have two faces just like back-to-back structures.  

Critically, the City’s interpretation of section 110-191(e)(2) also conflicts with the City’s 
spacing requirements for signs. Under section 110-186 of the code, signs on “the same side of the 
right-of-way” must be at least 1,000 feet apart from one another. If View Florida’s proposed v-
back sign is counted as two separate signs, then almost every current and future v-back sign or 
back-to-back sign—with each face placed only a few feet apart—would necessarily violate the 
spacing requirement.  

IV. CONCLUSION

In sum, section 110-191(e)(2) provides that an applicant who pays a $150,000 fee “shall 
be entitled to place a tri-vision or digital off-site advertising sign”—not a sign face—“in a location 
where off-site advertising signs are permitted as set forth in this chapter.” Based on this text, our 
understanding is that section 110-191(e)(2) imposes a fee per sign, and not per sign face, and 

4 “Sign, double-faced means a sign with two faces which are no more than three feet apart 
at their closest point, and which describe an internal angle between face planes extended no more 
than 60 degrees.” Like the definition in section 110-3, the term defined in section 122-2 does not 
appear anywhere else. 
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contains no suggestion that monopole v-back signs should be treated as two signs as opposed to a 
single sign with two faces. Accordingly, View Florida is legally entitled to erect a monopole v-
back sign upon payment of a $150,000 fee.   

Thank you for your consideration. Please direct all communications regarding this matter 
to my attention.  

Dated: October 2, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Ashley H. Lukis 
Ashley H. Lukis 
Florida Bar No. 106391 
GRAYROBINSON, P.A. 
301 S. Bronough St., Ste. 600 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(850) 577-9090 
Ashley.lukis@gray-robinson.com 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certifies that the foregoing Notice of Appeal was furnished to the City of 
Ocala via FedEx with a copy via electronic mail to jshrum@ocalafl.gov and wsexton@ocalafl.org 
on October 2, 2025.  

/s/ Ashley H. Lukis 
Ashley H. Lukis 
Florida Bar No. 106391 
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From: Jeff Shrum <JShrum@ocalafl.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 4:38 PM

To: Ashley Hoffman Lukis

Cc: William E. Sexton; Aubrey Hale

Subject: Response regarding offsite advertising building permit #SGN25-0009

This message originated outside of GrayRobinson.

Ms. Lukis, 

The City of Ocala is in receipt of a building permit application dated 1/30/2025 for a scope of work: “Construction a 

2*: 3< 45*1.6* '.00'3&5) :.7- *0*(75.(E ?>EB ; @C ).,.7&0 +&(* 32 '37- 6.)*6 K AD+7 39*5&00 -*.,-7IE   As this sign 

application and associated plans indicate that the billboard has a sign face on both sides supported by a shared 

6758(785*F .7 :380) '* (0&66.=*) &6 &2 3<6.7* )38'0* +&(*) 6.,2 4*5 385 6.,2 (3)* )*=2.7.326 &2) 68'/*(7 73 7-*

1'04+1'-'.32 (/1 24%* 2+).27 "/4$,' (#%' 2+).2 #1' &'6.'& $5 Code Section 110-3.  As your application is for a 

double faced digital sign, it is subject to the standards of Section 110-191 which provide for options to achieve the 

placement of such signs.  It has been indicated that you intend to utilize Section 110-191(e) which would require a 

payment of $150,000 per sign face, a total of $300,000 for the proposed sign permit.   

"44*&06 73 7-* )*(.6.32 3+ 7-* '8.0).2, 3<.(.&0 G$53:7- %&2&,*1*27 #.5*(735H 6-&00 '* .2 &((35)&2(* :.7- Section 

122-111.        

Jeff Shrum, AICP 
Growth Management Director 
City of Ocala 
201 SE 3rd St – 2nd Floor
Ocala, FL 34471 
Phone # (352)-629-8494 
Jshrum@ocalafl.gov
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