
 

 

CITY OF PALATKA    

PLANNING BOARD MINUTES  

January 7, 2014 
  

 

 

The meeting was called to order by member Joe Pickens at 4:05 pm. Other members present: Earl Wallace, 

Anthony Harwell, Lavinia Moody, Charles Douglas, Jr. and George DeLoach (who took his seat after roll was 

called). Members absent: Vice-Chairman Daniel Sheffield and Joseph Petrucci. Also present: Planning 

Director Thad Crowe, Recording Secretary and City Clerk Betsy Driggers, Recording Secretary KeOndra 

Wright, and City Attorney Donald Holmes. 

 

Motion was made by Mr. Harwell and seconded by Mr. Wallace to approve the minutes for December 3, 2013 

meeting. All present voted affirmative, motion carried. 

 

Ms. Driggers read the appeal procedures and called for any ex-parte communications regarding any case. 

  

Lavinia Moody expressed ex-parte communications with John Rowe and Lisa Parsons regarding the First 

Baptist Church issue.  

 

Mr. Douglas said he spoke with members of First Baptist Church and is privy to confidential information for the 

First Baptist Church item on the agenda, which will require his recusal from that vote (Form 8B filed). 

 

OTHER BUSINESS  

 

Election of Chairman – Motion made by Mr. Wallace and seconded by Ms. Moody to elect Daniel Sheffield as 

Chairman. All present voted, motion carried unopposed.  

 

Election of Vice-Chairman – Motion made by Mr. Wallace and seconded by Ms. Moody to elect Mr. Pickens 

as Vice-Chairman. All present voted, motion carried unopposed. 

  

OLD BUSINESS:  

 

Case 13-46:  Administrative request to amend Municipal Code Sec. 94-161 and 94-162 to establish an overlay 

zoning district to provide for design standards and use restrictions in downtown zoning districts. Mr. Crowe 

presented a Powerpoint presentation (filed). He advised that the proposed Overlay has been revised with input 

received along the way and from the workshop that was held last month. He went over the boundaries of the 

geographical components of the Overlay, the retail core (properties fronting on St. Johns Ave.) and the 

periphery (the area between St. Johns Ave. and Main St, the railroad and the river).  A main purpose of the 

Overlay is to support the Main Street program’s efforts to encourage pedestrian-orienteduses, emphasizing 

restaurant, retail and personal service uses in the downtown core area. A second rationale was to ensure that 

development and redevelopment was compatible with historic downtown character, pointing out the 

concentration of historic buildings in the downtown area. An added justification was the increased certainty for 

property owners that incompatible development would not occur, and the property value enhancement that 

accompanied that. He added that the Overlay intent is to provide more specific standards for the retail core 

(those properties fronting St. Johns Ave. from the riverfront to 11
th

 St.) and a minimal base level of regulation 

to the periphery area (all other parcels within the Downtown Business, Downtown Riverfront, and C-2 zoning 
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districts going up to Main St.).  The Overlay would not allow institutional and other lower-activity uses in the 

retail core, with the exception being the Courthouse area between N. 4
th

 and 6
th

 Streets on the north side of St. 

Johns Ave.  

 

Mr. Crowe said that the principal evaluation criteria for the Overlay amendment focused on implementing the 

intent of the downtown zoning districts, namely providing a “pedestrian oriented, retail/entertainment” 

environment that “discourages uses that are likely to create friction with pedestrian movement.” Research and 

studies have concluded that the lack of foot traffic and regular activity that stems from institutional and 

government uses hampers street life and downtown businesses. He noted that even going back to 1962, when 

the downtown was thriving, the City’s Comprehensive Plan made a clear case for working toward the gradual 

elimination of existing establishments of a public or semi-public nature from the area reserved for primary retail 

use. In those days the main intent behind this effort was to free up parking for downtown retail stores. Things 

haven’t changed in the last 50 years and he believes it is important to get back to the basics. He went over the 

list of proposed prohibited uses for the retail core and showed some pictures that illustrated the need for 

downtown design standards for exterior alteration and new construction. He emphasized that the Overlay would 

be geared toward expedited staff review and clear-cut standards that are common-sense and flexible. Appeals of 

the standards would go to the Planning Board. He presented a list of comparable Florida jurisdictions that had 

similar downtown design standards. He presented the types of exterior alterations and new construction 

activities that would be covered by the standards. He concluded the presentation and noted that Staff 

recommends approval of the Downtown Overlay zoning.  

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens asked the board members if there were any questions for Mr. Crowe. Mr. Douglas 

asked for clarity as to the signage provisions on pages 8 & 9 of the staff report; Mr. Crowe provided an 

explanation of sign dimension standards and the reasoning behind the provisions. Mr. Douglas asked if there 

was a way to request a variance from the sign requirement. Mr. Crowe said variances to such dimensional 

standards would go to the Zoning Board of Appeals, and variances from non-dimensional interpretations would 

go to the Planning Board. Mr. Harwell asked if there is a maximum floor area ratio; Mr. Crowe answered that 

there is only a building height limit. Mr. Harwell asked why the government buildings on the north side of St. 

Johns Ave. are exempt; Mr. Crowe said the courthouse and buildings around it have been there historically so it 

was a reasonable accommodation to “carve” that area out of the retail core. In response to a question, Mr. 

Crowe replied that there are no design standards that protect the courthouse currently. Vice-Chairman Pickens 

asked how the Overlay would affect the conditional use request for First Baptist Church (Case No. 13-53) 

which will be heard after this matter. Mr. Crowe said the conditional use is a final action while the Overlay will 

go on to the City Commission for final action. Therefore the conditional use, if granted, would be in place and 

not affected by any future Overlay. Mr. Holmes agreed, noting that if a conditional use is granted it will run 

with the land not be subject to the Overlay that would not yet be final. He believes this scenario has been 

conveyed to First Baptist Church representatives by the City.  

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens opened the floor for public comment and asked speakers to limit their remarks to three 

minutes. He noted that this Board is made up of appointed volunteers who are here to make a zoning decision 

and not political, business, or religious decisions. 

 

The Reverend Kirby Kennedy, 106 Lisa Lane, Palatka and Pastor of First Baptist Church, Palatka said he 

represents the Putnam County Ministerial Association and that they have met with Mr. Crowe and Mr. Rudd 

who gave them a presentation on this item. He stated that the Association understands and shares the City’s 

concerns about rebuilding a retail corridor. He read a letter from the Association into the record providing their 

recommendation to amend the proposed code amendment to change the word “prohibit” to “discourage.” 

Prohibiting churches is too definitive.  
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Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Kennedy if the Association had any specific recommendations on how the City could 

discourage churches. Mr. Kennedy said they could meet with Mr. Crowe to discuss suggested language. Vice-

Chairman Pickens said the language the Association proposes is very vague. Mr. Holmes stated the only way 

this can be done effectively to insert specific criteria that a church would have to meet to be allowed or that a 

church could not exceed… something along that nature, depending upon whether allowed or prohibited. A 

policy statement that churches are discouraged would be ineffective in his opinion, there would need to be a 

specific body of criteria. Mr. Kennedy said the members of the association understand and would be glad to 

help develop those criteria, possibly using the term “restricted” rather than “prohibited” or “discouraged.” 

 

Robert Taylor, 241 Crystal Cove Drive, Palatka, commended Mr. Crowe for updating the overlay uses, noting 

that this is a difficult ordinance to write. He objects to the provision that only flat roofs will be allowed, adding 

that historic buildings in the overlay area have other roof styles including pitched roofs, Spanish styled roofs, 

and mansard roofs. He stated the following comments and concerns:  

* the provision to require streetwalls within two years is not good;  

* it is not good to restrict new buildings materials to brick and stone, this leaves out precast, terracotta, wood 

and other viable materials;  

* he is concerned that only one individual is to interpret what is “historic;”  

* government buildings have been exempted and are not permitted as a conditional use, but there is a provision 

to allow existing buildings as a conditional use.  

He suggested that Churches be considered on a case-by-case basis as a conditional use. He said that he was 

thankful that some of the prescriptive criteria have been eliminated from the ordinance, as it makes it easier for 

the designer when they know what is desired as an end result, and he thanked Mr. Crowe for those changes. He 

stated that he believes that storefront layout in a symmetrical design is not always a good thing and added that 

sometimes historical buildings are balanced but not necessarily symmetrical and said also that the signage 

provision needs some refinement. He said that he believes that the ordinance is moving in the right direction 

and would be happy to consult with Mr. Crowe on some architectural terminology. 

 

Neal Chancey, 2615 Lane Street, Palatka, said that rules for allowing churches should be inserted.   

Reverend Don Hanna, 2020 Country Club Terrace, Palatka, said if the City won’t change the language from 

prohibiting to discouraging, he’d like to drop the language prohibiting churches altogether as churches are 

already discouraged due to current restrictions that restrict churches within 300 feet of alcohol serving 

establishments. Mr. Crowe said in this case a church must seek conditional use approval from the Planning 

Board. Rev. Hanna added that he understands the goals of establishing a retail core, as he sits on the Main Street 

Board but he believes that churches should fall under the conditional use provision instead of being prohibited. 

Vice-Chairman Pickens said the Board could change the ordinance to require churches to apply for a 

conditional use across the board and not leave it to chance that the church falls within 300 feet of an alcohol 

establishment. Rev. Hannah said that would satisfy his concerns.  

 

Mr. Holmes cautioned the Board that the conditional use approach could raise false hopes that churches were 

allowed. Conditional use status is something the Board must consider based upon the defined criteria already 

within the Code. The Board utilized the same criteria with the River Community Church and concluded that the 

church was not compatible with vicinity retail uses. If that premise is valid, then the criteria won’t be met 

anywhere in that corridor. Unless the City were to change the criteria for conditional uses to make a new set of 

criteria for churches, you’d either have to have a case-by-case consideration of whether or not a particular 

church was compatible with retail, or you’d have a blanket opposition for the use. Mr. Hanna said prohibiting 

churches seems wrong. They are no more likely to get an approval of churches under current conditions, but this 

will affect downtown long into the future. Prohibiting churches may not stand up. He’d just like them to drop 

the word “prohibited.” Mr. Holmes said Staff felt it was more in keeping with the goal of establishing a 

downtown retail corridor to be upfront in setting forth uses that would be allowed or disallowed rather than 
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engaging in the exercise of conditional use for certain uses if they are going to boil down to that compatibility 

criteria anyway. They are only talking about 10 or 11 blocks. That downtown corridor prohibition was not just 

aimed at churches, but at a lot of other uses, with the goal being to establish that retail corridor. It is more 

honest and more straightforward to just say churches or any other use that is not retail in nature are prohibited 

from this one 10 or 11 block area on St. Johns Avenue. It excludes all non-retail uses in a consistent fashion.  

 

Ms. Moody asked Rev. Hanna how he interprets the word “prohibition.” She asked if churches were prohibited 

on the periphery if he would feel as strongly about this. He replied  that he would feel even more strongly about 

it, when you limit these in a retail corridor it sets a precedent for another administration to ban all churches from 

downtown Palatka, even with an existing church expansion. It creates angst regarding precedents. It’s the 

perception he’s concerned about; he doesn’t like the idea of prohibiting churches. He hates to see this added on 

top of what they’ve already done. She asked him if he feels any less important as to having influence in the 

community should churches be prohibited from this corridor of St. Johns Avenue; he said he does not. He 

understands the Main Street approach and he understands the Planner is supporting that approach through this 

ordinance. Prohibiting churches in this area will give them a black eye as people won’t understand the 

parameters. He’d prefer churches having to meet certain conditions rather than prohibiting them. Mrs. Moody 

asked if he believes he is influential enough in the community to help overcome the perception, and if he would 

be willing to work at this. He replied that he doesn’t know and is not sure.  

 

Mr. Holmes said, for what it’s worth regarding precedent, a widespread prohibition of churches won’t withstand 

a federal court’s constitutional scrutiny. He’s never heard City staff say they wanted to prohibit churches in the 

community. Churches are not being singled out, if they are singled out it won’t withstand federal scrutiny; 

however, if a City chooses a relatively small portion of its boundary to exclude certain uses, there is case law 

supporting the prohibition of certain uses, including churches. A broadening of that concept would not 

withstand any type of federal scrutiny at all. Vice-Chairman Pickens said it also strikes him as being more 

disingenuous by suggesting to the world that churches are allowed by conditional use, when the fact is they 

aren’t. It’s misleading to a sincere applicant who reads the Code and believes they have a legitimate ability to 

place a church in this corridor, when the fact is it will never be permitted in this corridor due to compatibility 

problems. The Board would not want to just appease the Ministerial Association by doing this; it may resolve 

this issue, but it will create an disadvantage to anyone who applies for a conditional use in the future. Rev. 

Hanna said if the thinking changes in the future and they realize churches can be a significant partner in the 

downtown corridor, the regulations prohibit any flexibility to allow churches. He suggested a variance process 

that would reverse the prohibition if the thinking changes. The Ministerial Association was willing to go with 

the word “discouraged” rather than “prohibited” for that reason. Vice-Chairman Pickens asked if it is his 

suggestion that, even if it is unlikely that a church would ever be approved, it is his hope that one could be 

approved in the future. Rev. Hanna said that is his rationale.  

 

At the request of Mr. Douglas, the slide showing the geographic map was again shown. Mr. Douglas asked if 

the Overlay goes north of Hwy 17. Mr. Crowe and Mr. Holmes said this prohibition only applies along St. 

Johns Avenue in the retail core; this prohibition does not apply north of US 17. There are no use prohibitions in 

the larger area of the periphery - only the design standards will apply in the periphery.  

 

The Reverend Karl Flagg, 1700 Oak Street, Sr. Pastor, Mt. Tabor First Baptist Church, District 3 Putnam 

County Commissioner, said everyone is extremely concerned with the economic conditions of the community. 

They do not want to be appeased. They don’t need private, personal interpretations and moving targets on this 

revision. They need to be sure they understand that “one size does not fit all.” These people have well 

established religious and governmental institutions in the Downtown. Professional uses are office uses which 

surround the government offices; government offices will require conditional use approval to locate within the 

overlay area. The City is making a distinction as to the ownership of a building, not the purpose of the building. 
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Government offices are the major use in the downtown area at this time. The County owns four buildings on the 

south side of St. Johns valued at $2.47 million. There is also a substantial public investment in the area 

surrounding these buildings, which should be protected. The property owners and taxpayers are asking to be 

assured there is protection for existing uses. He suggested that the choice of words is very important. The City 

and County are not at odds, it seems that the religious institutions and retail establishments are at odds, but in 

reality they are the same people. Whether they are speaking of government or churches, they are looking for a 

balance that will cause Palatka to move past anemic. Downtown Palatka cannot be compared with other 

communities where this approach has worked. This city has had churches in downtown for over 140 years and 

government buildings for over 100 years.  Vice-Chairman Pickens asked if he had specific recommendations for 

modifications to this ordinance. Rev. Flagg said before the Board recommends approval of the language, such 

language should be something that doesn’t set the Church plans back. It’s important that the City does not 

offend those who have caused downtown to be as vibrant as it is; they need to marry retail with religious 

establishments. Churches are also bringing pedestrian traffic downtown. Vice-Chairman Pickens asked him if 

he is requesting that this item be approved or tabled; what is he specifically asking this Board to do? Rev. Flagg 

said they want multiple choices and not the all-or-none rule. They need recommendations with options. Money 

has to flow back into businesses in order to have a successful downtown. Everyone knows religious institutions 

and government buildings don’t pay taxes; they have pre-existing conditions and that the City should seek a 

balance. Mr. Wallace said they are not prohibiting churches downtown; they are prohibiting them on St. Johns 

Avenue. He attends a downtown church.  Rev. Flagg said it is offensive to churches to segregate storefronts 

from churches. He does not want to see churches all along the retail corridor nor a bar on every block. Mr. 

Wallace said this only applies to St. Johns Avenue frontage. The Board is not voting against God or churches. 

Rev. Flagg said the City needs to clearly state the intent of these provisions. Downtown has been declining for a 

long time. Places to worship are important, but they don’t need to downplay retail, either. Mr. Wallace said this 

ordinance specifically states those provisions and the City should not waltz around the issue by saying a church 

can get a conditional use. 

 

Mrs. Moody said they are here today because the downtown is already out of balance. This ordinance will 

create balance in order to allow the downtown to prosper and flourish. Rev. Flagg said this is an over-

correction, which is just as bad. He suggests the professional planner work with Staff to keep the City moving 

in the right direction.  

 

Dawn Perry, 2370 Westover Drive, recommended they take the language of prohibiting churches out of the 

overlay. It made a lot of sense to Mr. Crowe to grandfather in the courthouse area since it’s been there for a long 

time. The churches have been around longer than the courthouse.  They should not prohibit God from any 

street. She has specific recommendations for how to allow a church in the area. Holy Word Revival Center is 

the storefront church near Dairy Queen. This Planning Board gave them a conditional use even though they are 

two doors down from a bar. This Board voted to allow them in because they had made a financial investment in 

the property, and had been there for over a year and no one even knew it. Mr. Crowe showed a photo of their 

church and said this is what they don’t want in their downtown. They met each requirement the City asked them 

to meet. She agrees with increased open hours and not having closed windows. The language in the Code has 

allowed churches in this area since the Civil War.  Churches are an allowable use. The Board has been granted 

the freedom to define compatibility, and they have decided that churches and retail are not compatible. 

Specifically she is speaking of not prohibiting churches, and to find ways the city and churches can work 

together. She stated that there are many churches that make up the community and believes it is wrong to 

prohibit them from any street. 

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens closed the public comment portion of the meeting.  
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Motion made by Mrs. Moody and seconded by Mr. Douglas to table this item until the February meeting to 

allow Staff to look at addressing the word “prohibited.” Discussion: Mr. Douglas said he believes there are 

other issues with the wording used in the ordinance. For example, the exclusion of bait and tackle shops; they 

rely on the St. Johns River and he’s not sure they should be excluded. Making hotels or motels go through the 

conditional use process will discourage some developers. The language needs further scrutiny. Mrs. Moody said 

the things he noted can be easily explained. Mr. DeLoach said he also recommends the building materials issue 

be looked into further. Vice-Chairman Pickens said the Board has been looking at this for some time. They’ve 

heard these comments before and he was personally overwhelmed with the specificity and the list of items Mr. 

Taylor brought up and addressed in this ordinance; he is not looking forward to looking at this ordinance line by 

line but agreed that there are things that can be worked out with staff and the community that would prevent the 

Board from having to make a yes or no decision. Mr. Harwell said he agrees with Mr. Taylor’s comments 

regarding the design standards and doesn’t know why they are included in the Zoning Code (use standards). Mr. 

Crowe said Chapter 94 allowable and other uses are accompanied by supplementary regulations which are 

design standards, so it made sense to look at both at the same time for this area, as that is how they are treated in 

the Code. There being no further discussion on the motion, a vote was taken and the motion passed unopposed.  

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens noted Edward Stith, who submitted a speaker card for this item, is invited back to speak 

on this issue next month. 

  

Case 13-53:  Request for a conditional use to expand an existing church use in the Downtown Business 

district. 

Location: 511 St. Johns Ave.  

 Applicant: First Baptist Church of Palatka, Inc. 

 

Mr. Crowe said First Baptist Church proposes expansion of the Church into an area that is within 300 feet of an 

alcohol serving establishment, which triggers the conditional use process.  He narrated a PowerPoint 

presentation on the request including the proposed site plan, which includes demolition of a stand-alone 

building on St. Johns Ave. and the construction of a multi-purpose gym facility. Mr. Crowe went through the 

evaluation criteria and how the site plan meets the criteria. The city is trying to maintain some foothold of retail 

continuity in this case; the staff recommendations would continue the potential for retail along this block of St. 

Johns Avenue through the reservation of this mid-block section. Staff recommended approval with conditions 

as enumerated by Mr. Crowe:  

1. Approval of the site plan shall be valid for a period not to exceed ten years after the approval of this 

application. 

2. The Applicant shall reserve a mid-block section along St. Johns Ave., as shown on the site plan, for 

future retail use. This 60-foot wide by 65-foot deep strip of land will be conveyed to the City upon the 

City’s request following the demolition of the existing building located on the retail strip at no cost fair 

market value of the land, as determined by a certified appraiser within six months of application 

approval at the Church’s expense, with a provision that if the City (or a private partner working in 

conjunction with the City) does not develop the property for retail use within a 15-year period after the 

approval of this application, then the ownership of the property will revert back to the Church.    

3. As an alternative to conveyance of the property to the City and should the City choose not to acquire and 

develop the property at any time during the 15-year period the Applicant may develop the retail strip for 

a standalone retail, personal service, or restaurant use(s). Such use(s) shall not be accessory uses to the 

Church but shall constitute separate and distinct uses.  

4. The existing building which occupies the land area of the future retail strip shall not be used for church-

related activities. 

5. The Board shall relegate the responsibility of design review for the proposed building to the Historic 

Preservation Board. 



Planning Board Minutes, 1/7/2014  Page 7 of 11 

 

6. The drive aisle width in the east parking lot shall be reduced to allow for landscaping along the east side 

of the new building, to provide for a more attractive appearance of the parking area and the building. 

7. Plantings shall be provided along the part of the building facing Oak St. 

 

In response to a question by Mr. Harwell, Mr. Crowe advised that the Historic District cuts right through the 

middle of the block; the south part of the building would fall under the purview of the Historic Preservation 

Board. For practical reasons Staff has determined that the entire building will fall under the purview of the 

Historical Preservation Board. He distributed the latest staff recommended conditions of approval which they 

have negotiated with First Baptist. Staff has not received any objections from anyone on these conditions; they 

have been working with the Church and its representatives.  

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens noted he has four speaker cards from representatives of the Church. He asked if anyone 

is here in opposition; there was no response. 

 

Robert Taylor, 241 Crystal Cove Drive, said the site plan provided to the Board is the Phase 2 site plan. The 

Church has been negotiating with Staff and Mr. Crowe to come up with a compatible solution that will meet the 

needs of both sides. They’ve been in negotiation right up until this meeting began. They submitted two different 

site plans; the first one showed Phase 1 development which showed an adaptive use of the buildings with no 

significant changes to the building, except for permitted signage to identify the property as First Baptist Church. 

The 2
nd

 phase proposes placement of the new structure, demolition, parking, ingress and egress, and is the 

Church’s ultimate goal. The only area in question is the 60 x 65’ portion along St. Johns Ave. reserved for 

retail. First Baptist is willing to reserve that parcel of property for the City to allow the City to “use” that area as 

retail space. They stated the reservation is not a conveyance or sale of the property; that will be a separate 

negotiation. They would like to move forward with Phase 1 now. They project to be ready to move forward 

with Phase 2 in about four years, and will enter into negotiations with the City for conveyance of the property at 

that time. They would like the opportunity during the first phase to use the two-story building and on occasion 

the one story building prior to that for church purposes. If that is what is being offered, they are agreeable. Mr. 

Crowe said what is in front of them is their effort to take the “long view” and permit both phases with certain 

clear conditions that achieve the city’s goals, which is to make sure that retail strip is to be preserved for retail 

use now and in the future, but not make that an appendage of the Church. Mr. Taylor stated that he thought the 

Church is in agreement with that.  

 

Mr. Holmes said he is concerned about the staff recommendation that the Church has to commit to sell or grant 

first option of this property to the City. Mr. Crowe said the City will have 15 years in which to request to 

purchase the property from the Church. The Church can then either say they want to develop the property 

themselves for retail, or sell it to the City. Mr. Holmes said he has a problem with requiring a private property 

owner to grant the City an option to purchase the property. He stated that he has no problem with reserving the 

strip for retail use; he would have no qualms with the legality of that. He commends the Church and staff in 

their negotiations in trying to come up with a legitimate plan; he does not recall this option to purchase being 

part of the negotiations. Mr. Crowe said they were directed to work out a way to ensure it would remain a retail 

use. Mr. Holmes said he’s not questioning requiring this to be retail use; it’s the ownership requirement he has a 

problem with. Mr. Crowe said they can limit it to the specific use only and eliminate the language pertaining to 

who is going to own or develop it. Mr. Holmes said if the City ends up buying it, that’s fine, but the City 

shouldn’t require it.  Vice-Chairman Pickens agreed and said anything that would purport to give a benefit to 

the City as a condition of the conditional use permit is not good. Mr. Holmes said the conditions of the 

conditional use permit should run with the land and that needs to be specifically stated in the motion. It is not a 

grandfathering and it cannot be taken away from them. Vice-Chairman Pickens said an option could be as 

simple as adjusting Condition #2 and eliminating the rest of paragraph 2 after the first sentence, and adding 

Paragraph 8 of the last distributed document. Discussion ensued regarding language; Mr. Holmes said instead of 
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“for retail use” it should read “which shall be designated for retail use.” More specifically,”the applicant shall 

reserve a 60 x 65 foot wide strip of land as shown on the site plan in the mid-block section on St. Johns Avenue 

for retail use.”  

 

Kirby Kennedy said they did not agree to the Phase 1 prohibition of church use in the one-story building. Mr. 

Crowe said the corner/two-story classroom building is fine for church purposes; but Staff did not want to see the 

church use of the one-story building from the beginning. If Phase 2 never happens and the Church remains in 

both buildings, the retail strip is gone if the City chooses not to pursue Phase 2. There is no going back.  

 

Mr. Holmes said the revised condition should state: “the 60 x 65 foot parcel on St. Johns Avenue as shown on 

the site plan shall be restricted to retail use.” Mr. Taylor said the strip is part of the two story building; the 

separate parcel won’t exist until this building is demolished. This is why the church objects to this. They would 

like to use the one-story building in the interim. Mr. Kirby said the Church won’t be able to use this for a 

preschool and nursery as it won’t be practical. Mr. Crowe said they don’t want any part of this portion of the 

building used for church purposes at any time, even temporarily while they are contemplating Phase II. He 

added that while not recommended the Board could add a temporary use provision noting the one-story building 

can be used for church uses for a specific period of time. Mr. Holmes said they have done that in the past. Vice-

Chairman Pickens said he does not want the Church to make a decision under duress due to time constraints. 

Mr. Kennedy said they anticipate breaking ground on Phase 2 in 2018. They gave themselves 10 years in order 

to do that. Mr. Crowe said 10 years is too long; they want to reserve every bit of St. Johns Avenue they can for 

retail use. Mr. Taylor said four years is optimum, up to 10 years. Mr. Kennedy said they need to let TD Bank 

know what they are doing by January 27. Marc Spalding, Realtor, said TD Bank will need to make a decision 

by that date on whether to extend the contract or not.  

 

Mr. Holmes asked for clarification that the major hang-up is the portion of the building along St. Johns Avenue. 

Mr. Crowe replied they don’t have a problem with the two-story classroom corner building they plan to use for 

day care and pre-K. Staff is concerned with the one-story building. Staff has no problem with them using the 

buildings outside of the dotted line (denoting the retail strip) shown on the diagram for classroom space for up 

to 10 years. This is the compromise. They’ve been a little rushed on negotiations and this is where 

communication has broken down. Mr. Holmes asked if it is the City’s understanding and stance that the Church 

has the right to use the two story building for church purposes for 10 years, but not the 60 x 65 foot parcel, 

which would be a shorter length of time. Mr. Crowe said there is essentially no restriction on time for the 

“classroom” building. Mr. Holmes said if the City is going to grant the Church a conditional use with no 

expiration on what they are calling the two-story classroom, he sees no problem with giving them a timed 

phase-out of the 60 x 65 foot parcel; he sees no reason not to give them a defined period of time. Mr. Taylor 

said it is their understanding that is from four to ten years. Vice-Chairman Pickens asked if the City and Church 

are in complete agreement except for the time limit on the 60 x 65 foot parcel reverting to retail use.  

 

As to allowing the church to use the 60 x 65 foot parcel for church use for three years, Mr. Crowe said that from 

Staff’s perspective it is not preferable, but acceptable. Vice-Chairman Pickens said he is uncomfortable with 

trying to hammer out these details in this meeting. It would be good to know if TD Bank would be willing to 

extend the contract. Mr. Kennedy said they felt that the City and Church will come to an agreement. Mr. 

Holmes said he would have concerns for the Board to vote on a contract to agree, it is difficult to do even with 

good faith efforts. If they still can’t come to an agreement on time duration prior to the conditional use being 

passed, then they have not accomplished what they wanted to accomplished. Mr. Crowe said the City will 

accept three years with the option to come back before the City to apply for a two-year extension.  Mr. Kennedy 

said they will agree to a four-year guarantee with an option to come back for a two-year extension. Mr. Crowe 

reluctantly said that is acceptable to Staff. As to the 60 x 65 foot parcel, Vice-Chairman Pickens said the church 

could develop it for retail, can allow private retail to develop it, or sell it to the City. Mr. Crowe said if the 
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property is sold, whatever is allowable in the current zoning at that time is what would be an allowable use. If a 

restaurant serving alcohol wanted to locate in the area, they could go through the conditional use process.  If the 

church wants to restrict uses for the parcel, they should state those unacceptable uses now. The conditional use 

is on the land; another church could come in and purchase the parcel, and be subject to the same restrictions. 

The request for a conditional use was made by the Church; if the downtown Overlay is passed and the use of the 

building is ultimately restricted, the City has agreed to the conditional use for the protection of the church. They 

applied for the conditional use and made application before there was any Overlay. Mr. Taylor said in the 

current Overlay ordinance, conditional uses are allowed to continue as a permitted use. Mr. Crowe said an 

approved conditional use is like having zoning approval. If design standards went into place and the building 

became non-conforming, they can continue with the use of the building, but not expand.  

 

Mr. Holmes suggested the following language take the place of paragraph #2, #3, and #4: “The 60 x 65 foot 

parcel along St. Johns Avenue as shown on the site plan shall be designated and restricted to retail use with the 

stipulation that the applicant can continue to use the parcel for non-retail use for a period of four years, with the 

ability to apply to the Planning Board at the expiration of said four years for a two-year extension.” Paragraph 1 

stands, Paragraphs 3-5 are eliminated, paragraph #5 stands and is now Paragraph #3. Mr. Taylor asked if they 

could work on paragraphs 6 and 7. Mr. Crowe recommended that in its place the following language be 

inserted: “planting strips or potted plants to be provided along east and walls of the building.” This becomes 

Paragraph #4. Mr. Holmes said Paragraph #5 is now “The Conditional Use runs with the land.”  

 

Mr. Taylor asked that the letter he asked the Clerk to distribute prior to the meeting (filed) be disregarded, as 

those issues have now been resolved. Ms. Driggers said this was now part of the public record. Vice-Chairman 

Pickens said the City and Church have now agreed upon language; this does not mean the Planning Board has 

agreed upon it. 

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens opened the floor for public comment. 

 

Neal Chancey, 2614 Lane Street, thanked the Board for their negotiations tonight. Negotiations and comprises 

are important. As representative of the Deacons of First Baptist Church, he said they are in support of this as 

negotiated. His concern is a technicality on the retail spaces being compatible with what First Baptist Church 

wants if they are sold; they want compatible business in those if they are sold.  

 

John Rowe said all of his concerns were addressed. 

 

Dawn Perry, 2370 Westover Drive, said she support First Baptist and all churches. A city can work with a 

church to make something wonderful happen; this illustrates the points she made under the prior item. Her 

church has the same vision; they planned to rent their building on a temporary basis and there was no similar 

negotiation or agreement made. She believes it is possible with all churches. She hopes they will not prohibit 

churches from St. Johns Avenue. She hopes the City will offer to negotiate with her church.  

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 

 

Mrs. Moody noted that she lives on the corner of 6
th

 & Oak, and asked for some clarity with regards to the 

second phase development, noting the building will go right up to a buffer area, which is not much of a buffer. 

Mr. Taylor said there will be a larger buffer than the current parking strip. It will be an improvement on the 

fence, which is encroaching on TD Bank property. Mrs. Moody said TD Bank put up the fence. Mr. Taylor said 

they have not yet discussed the fence and landscape issues with Staff. Mrs. Moody said she has concerns on the 

buffer and noise associated with the planned building, as well as the height of the building. Pastor Kennedy said 

the planned buffer exceeds the City’s requirement. Mr. Harwell asked Mr. Taylor if there has been any other 
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consideration or exploration on the layout of Phase 2. The layout of the current building is poor architecture. 

Mr. Taylor said before they gave up the retail space they had other, grander plans. They didn’t arbitrarily 

consider expanding the building; they changed the footprint and interior to work out the best design. Mr. 

Harwell said it seems odd to him to butt a new building up against a poorly constructed, laid out existing 

building. 

 

Motion made by Mr. DeLoach and seconded by Ms. Moody to approve the Conditional Use for First Baptist 

Church Expansion at 511 St. Johns Avenue subject to conditions stated in the staff report to include the 

amendments by Mr. Holmes (shown below). A vote resulted in four in favor, one opposed (by Mr. Harwell), 

with one recusal (by Mr. Douglas, who filed Form 8B with the Clerk) motion carried.  

1. Approval of the site plan shall be valid for a period not to exceed ten years after the approval of this 

application. 

2. The 60 x 65 foot strip of land along St. Johns Avenue as shown on the site plan shall be designated and 

restricted to retail use with the stipulation that the applicant can continue to use the parcel for non-retail use 

for a period of four years, with the ability to apply to the Planning Board at the expiration of said four years 

for a two-year extension. 

3. The Board shall relegate the responsibility of design review for the proposed building to the Historic 

Preservation Board. 

4. Planting strips or potted plants shall be provided along the south and east walls of the new Phase 2 building. 

5. The Conditional Use runs with the land. 

 

With consensus of the Board, Vice-Chairman Pickens called a recess at 6:40 p.m. 

 

 

Vice-Chairman Pickens reconvened the January 7, 2014 meeting of the Palatka Planning Board at 6:45 p.m.  

 

 Old Business: 

 

Case 13-50: Administrative request to amend Municipal Code Sec. 94-295 Landscaping and Tree Protection 

(General landscape requirements) to provide standards for fencing; and amend Buffering and 

Screening Code Section 94-303 regarding landscape buffers applicable to conditional uses.  

 

Mr. Crowe explained at the direction of the City Commission there will still be a public workshop on these 

ordinances in the spring. He added that another look at these codes revealed that there is a need for additional 

standards regarding an important component of landscaping, which is fencing. Also Staff has some concerns 

about the lack of applicable conditional use buffers, there are a lot of conditional uses and the intent was to 

incrementally bring properties associated with conditional uses up to the landscape code as new businesses 

come in, a slow process but the intent was to also have them work on the parking lot landscape and roadway 

buffers which might be one street tree, one parking lot tree at a time. The proposed amendment speaks to the 

fence changes and buffering, with the intent to improve the appearance of and beautify the commercial 

corridors, as directed by the Comprehensive Plan.  

 

Ms. Moody asked how existing fences would be considered. Mr. Crowe advised that these are what are known 

as nonconforming characteristics of use, which can go on indefinitely. 

 

Mr. Harwell asked if there was some provision for the owner to apply for a variance for any of these standards. 

Mr. Crowe advised that staff would make the interpretation, and an owner could then either apply for a code 

change or appeal staff decision to the Zoning Board of Appeals or the Planning Board. There are provisions for 

maintenance of existing fences that require that fences be maintained in an orderly fashion. 
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Motion made by George Deloach and seconded by Anthony Harwell to approve staff’s recommendations for 

case 13-50 as presented. All present voted affirmative, motion carried. 

 

ADJOURNMENT – There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 6:55 p.m. upon a 

motion by Mr. DeLoach, seconded by Mr. Harwell. All present voted affirmative, motion carried.  


