
Town of Orange Park
Planning and Zoning Board Meeting

Thursday, May 14, 2026
6:00 PM 
Agenda

 

1. Call to Order / Verification of Quorum

2. Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance

3. Chair Comments

4. Approval of Minutes
a.  Approval of the PZB Minutes for the April 9, 2026 Regular Meeting

5. New Business
a. Conditional Use (C-1-2026) for 1345 Park Avenue - Liquor Store in CG
b. Site Plan Review (SP-2-2026) for 1324 Kingsley Avenue (St. John’s Classical

Academy Charter School) 
c. Small-scale Future Land Use Map Amendment (FLUM) from CMI to MDR for 1701

Park Avenue (Application CP-1-2026) 
d. Rezoning Application from CG to RG-1 for 1701 Park Avenue (Application R-1-

2026) 

6. Old Business
a. Review of PUD Revisions (Staff)
b. Comprehensive Plan (EAR) Update (Staff)
c. Update on Subcommittee Meeting for Standing Rules (Chair)
d. Article III Subdivisions Draft Update (Staff)
e. LDR Update on Recovery Homes (Staff)

7. Audience Comment

8. Board Member Comments

9. Information 
a. The next regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board is on Thursday, June 11,

2026 at 6:00 P.M.

10. Adjournment
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Item No.  

  

TOWN OF ORANGE PARK 

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD  

THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 2026 

6:00 P.M. 

 

The Town of Orange Park Planning and Zoning Board meeting was called to order in the Town 

Council Chambers on Thursday, April 9, 2026 at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman Alex Hawkins. The 

following Board members were present: Mr. Pete Johnston, Mr. George Niles, Mr. Marc Jernigan 

and Mr. Paul Bement. Others present were Economic and Community Development Director 

Stephen Smith, Planning and Permitting Coordinator Maddie White and Town Attorney Lawsikia 

Hodges. 

The invocation was given by Mr. Hawkins, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.  

CHAIR COMMENTS 

Mr. Hawkins stated if you would like to ask a question, please fill out a comment card. He also 

asked to please silence your cell phones. Mr. Hawkins inquired whether any members of the 

public were present to speak on the conditional use request for a liquor store at 1345 Park 

Avenue. As the item had been deferred and no individuals were present to provide comment, the 

item remained deferred and is scheduled to be heard at a future meeting in May. 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE MARCH 12, 2026 REGULAR MEETING 

Mr. Niles moved to approved the minutes and Mr. Bement seconded, which passed 5-0. 

VARIANCE APPLICATION (V-1-2025) LOCATED AT 2528 RED FOX ROAD 

Mr. Hawkins opened the quasi-judicial public hearing for Variance Application V-1-2025, which 

had been previously deferred. The request is to reduce the required side yard setback from 10 

feet to 6 feet to allow for an attached carport. He requested disclosure of any ex-parte 

communications. Mr. Hawkins disclosed a conversation with a neighboring property owner 

regarding procedures for public comment, noting that the discussion did not involve the merits of 

the application. Prior to the staff presentation, Mr. Johnston recused himself from participation 

and voting on the item. 

Mr. Smith presented an overview of the request, explaining that the variance is being sought for 

after-the-fact approval of a carport that was constructed without a permit. The existing structure 

is located approximately 20 inches from the side property line and would need to be modified to 

meet a 6-foot setback if the variance is approved. Staff also noted that any approval would be 

contingent upon subsequent review by the Design Review Board. Mr. Smith reviewed the 

applicable variance criteria and explained that the request does not appear to be based on any 

unique physical conditions of the property, but rather on the applicant’s desire to add a carport. 

He indicated that the hardship is self-created, as the structure was constructed without prior 

approval, and that granting the variance would provide a special privilege not afforded to other 

2



Planning & Zoning Board  

April 9, 2026 

Page 2 

 

similarly situated properties. Mr. Smith further stated that the absence of a carport does not 

prevent reasonable use of the property, which is an existing single-family residence with other 

accessory improvements. Additionally, staff expressed concern that approval could establish a 

precedent for similar variance requests within the neighborhood. Based on this analysis, staff 

recommended denial of the variance application. Mr. Hawkins then invited Board members to 

ask any clarification questions before proceeding to the applicant’s presentation. 

Kenneth Vogel, 2528 Red Fox Road, addressed the Board and acknowledged the staff’s efforts 

while expressing concerns with the staff report. He explained that he purchased the home 

without a garage or carport due to prior renovations and argued that he did not create the 

underlying condition. He stated that the vast majority of homes in the neighborhood—82 out of 

83—have garages or carports, and that his request is intended to restore a common residential 

feature for vehicle protection and safety, particularly given Florida weather conditions. Mr. 

Vogel  acknowledged the carport was constructed without a permit but noted that he has since 

submitted engineered plans and is seeking to bring the structure into compliance. He argued that 

the variance request is minimal, seeking only a four-foot reduction, and that he is willing to make 

modifications, including adjusting the structure and addressing drainage concerns. Mr. Vogel 

also raised concerns about inconsistencies in the staff report, particularly regarding the 

interpretation of variance criteria and references to precedent. He questioned the lack of 

identified “special conditions” and noted that similar structures appear to exist within the 

neighborhood. The applicant further argued that denying the variance would result in unequal 

treatment and an undue hardship, as his property would be one of the few without covered 

parking. He emphasized that the request aligns with the character of the neighborhood and would 

not negatively impact public welfare. Additionally, Mr. Vogel questioned the extent of staff’s 

site evaluation, noting he was not contacted regarding the property inspection referenced in the 

report. He reiterated that the structure has been in place for nearly three years without incident 

and provided an example of a fallen tree branch impacting the carport as evidence of its practical 

benefit. 

Following Mr. Vogel’s presentation, Mr. Hawkins opened the floor for Board questions and 

indicated that discussion would proceed through the variance criteria. Attorney Hodges provided 

guidance on the legal standards for granting a variance, emphasizing that the burden of proof lies 

with the applicant to demonstrate an unnecessary and undue hardship based on specific 

conditions such as lot size, shape, or topography. The Board then began reviewing the criteria in 

detail, starting with whether unique physical conditions exist that would justify the variance. 

The Board continued its discussion by closely examining the first variance criterion related to the 

existence of unique physical conditions. Mr. Smith reiterated that the subject property is 

generally consistent in size, shape, and topography with surrounding lots in the subdivision, with 

the exception of some waterfront properties that differ in character. Board members emphasized 
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that, in order to justify a variance, there must be a distinct physical condition unique to the 

property that creates a hardship. Mr. Vogel acknowledged that the property can still function as a 

single-family home but explained that past changes to the home—specifically the relocation of 

the driveway and enclosure of the original carport—reduced available space and contributed to 

the current situation. Despite this, the Board indicated that such circumstances did not meet the 

strict legal standard required to demonstrate a unique hardship tied to the land itself rather than to 

prior improvements. 

Further discussion clarified that the variance process is not intended to address convenience or 

preferences but rather to resolve situations where strict application of the code would prevent 

reasonable use of the property. Mr. Hawkins expressed difficulty identifying any qualifying 

physical hardship and generally aligned with staff’s assessment that the first criterion had not 

been satisfied. 

The Board then moved on to the second criterion concerning whether the hardship was self-

created. Staff explained that the request was driven by the applicant’s desire to construct a 

carport and not by any inherent condition of the land. Attorney Hodges further clarified that, 

under established zoning law, hardships resulting from actions taken by either the current or 

previous property owner are considered self-created and therefore do not justify a variance. 

While Mr. Vogel noted that the original carport had been enclosed by a previous owner, the 

Board emphasized that such conditions transfer with the property and are still considered self-

created from a legal standpoint. It was also noted that property owners are presumed to be aware 

of applicable zoning regulations, including setback requirements, at the time of purchase. 

Throughout the discussion, the Board reinforced that the burden of proof rests with the applicant 

to demonstrate an unnecessary and undue hardship based on the specific legal criteria, and 

without meeting the foundational requirement of a unique physical condition, the remaining 

criteria could not be satisfied. 

Attorney Hodges clarified that, under the law, property owners are presumed to have knowledge 

of zoning regulations when purchasing a home, regardless of whether they actually understand 

setbacks or other requirements. The Board is required to apply the law objectively, not based on 

assumptions about a homeowner’s knowledge or intent. She emphasized that variance decisions 

must be supported by “competent substantial evidence,” typically provided by qualified 

professionals such as engineers or surveyors, demonstrating that a property has unique 

conditions not shared by others in the area. Without such evidence, the board cannot legally 

justify approval. She also reiterated that all required criteria must be met in full—failure to 

satisfy even one prohibits approval—and that variances are intended to be rare, high-burden 

exceptions rather than routine allowances. 
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The discussion then shifted into a deeper examination of the variance criteria, particularly around 

“special privilege,” “undue hardship,” and “public welfare.” Board members and staff clarified 

that the existence of similar structures in the neighborhood, whether conforming or not, does not 

justify granting a variance. Each application must stand on its own merits, and approval cannot 

be based on what others have done. The concept of “public interest” and “precedent” was also 

clarified, not as popularity or opinion, but as maintaining consistent enforcement of zoning rules, 

preserving neighborhood character, and ensuring fairness in land use decisions. 

Mr. Vogel questioned the burden of proof, asking whether the Town also has a responsibility to 

produce expert analysis in response. Attorney Hodges explained that, in quasi-judicial 

proceedings, the burden lies entirely with the applicant, as they are the party seeking relief. The 

board’s role is reactive, evaluating the evidence presented rather than independently developing 

a case for or against the request. 

As the board reviewed additional criteria, members focused on whether a true hardship existed 

and whether the requested variance was the minimum necessary. It was noted that the property 

could still be reasonably used in compliance with zoning regulations, including the possibility of 

constructing a carport elsewhere on the lot, even if less convenient or more costly. This 

undermined the argument for undue hardship. The board also emphasized that inconvenience or 

financial burden alone does not meet the legal threshold required for a variance. 

Further discussion reinforced that zoning regulations are designed to ensure consistent spacing, 

safety, and neighborhood character, and that granting a variance without meeting all criteria 

could erode public trust in fair enforcement. Mr. Jernigan expressed understanding of the 

applicant’s position, they acknowledged they are bound to apply the law strictly and cannot base 

decisions on sympathy or subjective considerations. 

Ultimately, after closing the public hearing, the board concluded that the applicant had not met 

the burden of proof for the required criteria, particularly regarding unique hardship and minimum 

necessary relief.  

Mr. Bement stated based on the criteria for a variance, pursuant to Section 02.08.14.02(a) of the 

Zoning code, he recommend the variance be denied and Mr. Niles seconded, which passed 4-0. 

Mr. Hawkins stated Mr. Vogel has the right to appeal. Attorney Hodges stated it would be 

appealed to Town Council and Mr. Smith can assist with the appeal process. 

CONDITIONAL USE (C-1-2026) FOR 1345 PARK AVENUE 

Mr. Hawkins opened the public hearing for Conditional Use Application C-1-2026, a request for 

a liquor store in the CG zoning district at 1345 Park Avenue. Mr. Hawkins stated ex-parte 

disclosures were noted as not applicable at this time. 
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Mr. Smith provided an overview stating that the applicant was requesting a deferral of the 

application in order to provide additional information and further discuss the item. It was noted 

that the applicant’s attorney, who was not involved in the initial submittal, requested additional 

time to review and address the application prior to proceeding. 

There were no board questions, no applicant comments beyond the request for deferral, and no 

public comment.  

Mr. Bement moved to defer Conditional Use Application C-1-2026 to the May 14, 2026 meeting 

and Mr. Niles seconded, which passed 5-0. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPLICATION (SP-2-2026) FOR 1324 KINGSLEY AVENUE 

Mr. Hawkins opened the public hearing for Site Plan Review Application SP-2-2026 for the 

proposed expansion of St. Johns Classical Academy located at 1324 Kingsley Avenue. 

At the outset of the hearing, Mr. Hawkins disclosed an ex-parte communication. He stated that 

they had viewed a public post made by Madison Hilt on the Orange Park Hub page referencing 

concerns regarding traffic congestion in the neighborhood behind the school. Mr. Hawkins   

clarified that the disclosure was made out of caution to avoid any appearance of prejudice and 

noted uncertainty regarding procedural requirements due to limited experience with this aspect of 

the process. It was also acknowledged that the individual who made the post may be present to 

speak on the matter during the hearing. No additional ex-parte communications were disclosed 

by the board. Mr. Hawkins requested that, except for clarification questions, staff and the 

applicant be permitted to present their testimony and evidence without interruption in order to 

maintain an orderly record. 

Mr. Smith provided a brief report on the application. He explained that the proposal consists of 

additional modular classroom buildings associated with the planned expansion of St. Johns 

Classical Academy. The project supports the school’s continued growth, including expansion of 

grade levels and enrollment capacity, and is located at 1324 Kingsley Avenue. Mr. Smith 

advised that the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) previously reviewed the revised 

traffic impact study and issued additional comments dated February 27, 2026, which were 

included in the staff report. He further stated that although the applicant submitted the site plan 

application, no formal response addressing the FDOT comments was provided prior to the 

hearing. As a result, staff had not completed their full review and was unable to provide a 

recommendation at that time. Mr. Smith also provided background on the traffic analysis history. 

The original traffic study evaluated conditions associated with an increase in enrollment of 

approximately 520 additional students, with existing enrollment at roughly 480 students and a 

projected long-term buildout of approximately 1,000 students by 2032. The study identified 

potential mitigation measures, including the possible need for a right-turn lane at the Orange 
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Avenue and Kingsley Avenue intersection and the use of staggered bell schedules to distribute 

traffic more evenly during arrival and dismissal periods. Mr. Smith noted that earlier FDOT 

comments dated August 6, 2025 identified deficiencies in the original traffic study, including 

missing analysis components, lack of proper engineering certification, and insufficient 

justification for the decision not to provide a right-turn lane. Additional technical concerns were 

also raised. He explained that the revised traffic study included updated analysis and again relied 

on staggered bell schedules as the primary mitigation strategy. FDOT’s subsequent review dated 

February 27, 2026 expressed continued concern that a 30-minute separation between bell 

schedules may not be sufficient to fully process traffic volumes before the next wave of arrivals. 

FDOT further recommended consideration of additional improvements, including a right-turn 

lane into the site, potential westbound left-turn lane modifications, median closure adjustments 

east of Orange Avenue, and revisions to inconsistencies identified in the traffic analysis 

regarding site access and lane configuration. 

Mr. Smith concluded by stating that due to unresolved FDOT comments and the incomplete 

nature of the review, no staff recommendation was available. 

During board discussion, Mr. Johnston raised concerns regarding the timing of the application 

and the adequacy of review time. He noted that the application materials and supporting 

documents were received only approximately 24 to 25 hours prior to the meeting, which limited 

the ability of both staff and board members to thoroughly review the submission. He also 

expressed concern that FDOT had spent months reviewing the traffic study while the board was 

being asked to consider the application without comparable review time, particularly given that 

significant traffic concerns remained unresolved. Mr. Johnston indicated discomfort moving 

forward without additional time for analysis and suggested that a delay may be appropriate. 

Mr. Smith responded that the purpose of the application at this time was to allow the project to 

proceed in alignment with the upcoming school year. Mr. Smith indicated that the applicant 

would be better positioned to address the urgency and timeline associated with the request. 

Mr. Anthony Bradley, Headmaster of St. Johns Classical Academy, addressed the board and 

expressed appreciation for the opportunity to present the project. He referenced prior direction 

from the board during a previous hearing, which emphasized the importance of timely 

coordination with staff and agencies, including FDOT, and stated that the applicant had made 

extensive efforts to comply with those expectations. Mr. Bradley described a timeline of 

coordination efforts spanning several months, including meetings with Town staff, 

communication with traffic engineers, and discussions with FDOT representatives. He stated that 

the applicant believed they had been working in good faith and were surprised by the timing of 

FDOT’s February 27, 2026 comments, which introduced additional concerns shortly before final 

application submission. 
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He further explained that the project relies on a phased expansion plan and that the traffic study 

reflects a full buildout scenario of approximately 1,000 students, while the immediate request 

pertains to a significantly smaller number of students for the upcoming school year. He 

emphasized that the school intends to implement a two-bell system, similar to operations at 

another campus, in which upper school and lower school students arrive and depart at staggered 

times to reduce peak traffic volumes. He noted that some lower school students are siblings of 

upper school students, which would further reduce the number of additional vehicles during peak 

periods. Mr. Bradley also addressed FDOT’s recommendations regarding roadway 

improvements, stating that while such improvements may be beneficial from an engineering 

standpoint, they would be cost-prohibitive for the project. He emphasized that the school 

believes its operational model and staggered scheduling would adequately manage traffic 

demand at the current and near-term enrollment levels. He  further noted that campus operations 

include the presence of school resource or police officers who assist with traffic management and 

that coordination with local law enforcement has indicated that traffic is being actively managed 

on-site. He stated that, in the applicant’s view, current conditions do not indicate a significant 

traffic issue and that the proposed expansion would not worsen conditions given the planned 

scheduling adjustments. 

The hearing continued with Mr. Johnston asking clarifying questions regarding traffic 

operations, FDOT recommendations, and at what point roadway improvements might be 

required as enrollment increases toward full buildout. Discussion also included concerns 

regarding reliance on staggered bell schedules, differences in professional engineering opinions, 

and whether the proposed mitigation measures would be sufficient under FDOT’s standards. 

Ms. Amy Miller with St. John’s Classical Academy stated their traffic engineer was available 

remotely and could respond to technical questions if permitted by the board. 

Following board discussion, Mr. Hawkins raised the possibility of temporarily recessing the 

meeting to allow the applicant’s traffic engineer to join virtually. A brief recess was discussed to 

facilitate the engineer’s participation. Board members expressed that several had not been able to 

fully review the materials in advance of the meeting and shared concerns that they were not 

adequately prepared to render a decision at that time. 

Mr. Bement reiterated that the item appeared to have significant unresolved technical issues, 

particularly related to the FDOT traffic comments, and emphasized that those concerns should be 

addressed by a qualified traffic engineer rather than through informal discussion. He stated that, 

based on the staff report, staff had not completed its review and had not issued a 

recommendation, which further contributed to concern about proceeding. 

The board discussed prior procedural history, including the July 2025 meeting, and expressed 

concern that previous expectations regarding traffic studies and mitigation planning had not been 
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fully realized or documented in the current application materials. It was noted that the board had 

previously anticipated receiving a traffic improvement plan and supporting analysis in a more 

complete and timely manner than what was provided for the current hearing. 

Additional concerns were raised regarding FDOT’s recent comments, which included 

recommendations for roadway improvements and further analysis of turning movements and 

intersection operations. Board members expressed uncertainty regarding whether those 

recommendations had been fully addressed in the submitted traffic study and noted that the 

absence of a clear staff recommendation made it difficult to proceed. 

Mr. Hawkins also expressed concern regarding the timing of the agenda posting and the limited 

notice provided to the public and board members, stating that approximately 24 to 25 hours of 

review time was insufficient given the complexity of the application and the potential impacts to 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

The applicant’s traffic engineer, Mr. Rick Morrow with LJA Engineering Inc., was then brought 

into the meeting virtually. Mr. Morrow stated that he had been following the discussion and 

would provide clarification regarding coordination with FDOT and the development of the 

revised traffic study. He explained that the project team had engaged in discussions with FDOT 

representatives beginning in the October timeframe and had specifically coordinated regarding 

the proposed two-bell schedule. He further stated that, following those discussions, the team 

proceeded under the understanding that FDOT was generally in agreement with the proposed 

operational approach, although that understanding was not formally documented. 

Mr. Morrow explained that subsequent FDOT review identified additional opportunities for 

roadway improvements, including turn lane enhancements and intersection modifications. He 

noted that while such improvements could improve traffic operations, they would not necessarily 

be required based on existing conditions and that the school’s operational model, including 

staggered bell schedules, was intended to reduce peak traffic volumes and mitigate impacts. He 

emphasized that school traffic operates within a concentrated peak period and that separating 

arrival and dismissal times would reduce peak congestion compared to current conditions. 

Mr. Morrow further stated that roadway modifications such as extended turn lanes or median 

changes would alter traffic flow characteristics and could shift operational patterns but would not 

necessarily eliminate peak-period congestion associated with school traffic activity. He also 

noted that Kingsley Avenue and surrounding corridors already contain varying roadway 

conditions and constraints, and that the proposed development would operate within that existing 

context. 

During questioning, Mr. Johnston asked for clarification regarding the current level of service at 

the Orange Avenue and Kingsley Avenue intersection. The traffic engineer indicated he would 
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obtain that information. Discussion continued regarding FDOT’s request for additional scenario 

modeling, including the addition of a northbound right-turn lane, and whether those requested 

analyses had been fully incorporated into the revised report. 

Board members expressed continued concern that FDOT’s February 2026 comments had not 

been fully resolved within the current submission and noted that the absence of a completed 

traffic engineering response made it difficult to evaluate compliance with agency expectations. 

Additional discussion took place regarding peak-hour conditions, school-related traffic 

congestion, and the distinction between short-duration peak impacts versus full-day roadway 

operations. 

Mr. Morrow reiterated that, based on modeling assumptions and operational adjustments such as 

the two-bell schedule, the proposed expansion would distribute traffic more efficiently and 

reduce peak volumes compared to current conditions. He further stated that school traffic is 

fundamentally different from continuous commercial traffic because it is concentrated in defined 

peak periods. 

The Board also discussed broader planning concerns, including the long-term buildout scenario 

through approximately 2032, and expressed interest in reviewing a comprehensive site plan 

showing full campus development, traffic circulation, and infrastructure requirements at full 

capacity. The Board stated that while near-term operations were important, they also needed 

clarity on long-term impacts and potential roadway improvement triggers. 

Mr. Hawkins noted that the board continued to have unresolved concerns regarding traffic 

impacts, FDOT coordination, neighborhood effects, and the completeness of the submitted 

materials. A consensus began to form that additional coordination among staff, FDOT, the 

applicant, and the traffic engineer was necessary to achieve clarity before a final decision could 

be made. 

Mr. Smith confirmed that a coordinated meeting or workshop-style discussion between the 

parties would be appropriate to resolve outstanding technical issues and potentially return to the 

board with a unified recommendation. Attorney Hodges clarified that such discussions between 

staff, consultants, and applicants could occur outside of a noticed public meeting, provided that 

no formal decisions were made during those discussions. 

The board expressed support for convening a coordinated working session among staff, FDOT, 

and the applicant’s engineering team to address outstanding issues, with the expectation that a 

clearer, more complete recommendation would be brought back to the board at a future meeting. 

Mr. Hawkins invited Madison Hilt to speak. 
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Madison Hilt, 2272 Orange Avenue, expressed strong opposition and concern regarding the 

manner in which the application returned to the agenda, stating it felt rushed and unfair to the 

surrounding neighborhood. She acknowledged the school’s need to prepare for the upcoming 

school year but argued that the process appeared to prioritize the applicant’s timeline over 

adequate public input and neighborhood consideration. She stated that residents have not had a 

meaningful opportunity to provide input on the impacts of the school, particularly related to 

traffic conditions on Orange Avenue. She described existing congestion issues in the area, 

including difficulty exiting her residence due to traffic backups during school dismissal times 

and noted that nearby intersections and signage have been adjusted in response to pedestrian and 

traffic concerns. She also referenced perceived impacts from overlapping dismissal times 

between St. Johns Classical Academy and nearby schools, contributing to increased congestion 

on Orange Avenue. Ms. Hilt further argued that the traffic study area does not adequately reflect 

broader neighborhood impacts beyond the immediate vicinity of the school, noting that traffic 

patterns extend further along Orange Avenue and surrounding residential streets. She expressed 

concern that these downstream impacts were not fully analyzed or addressed in the application 

materials. She questioned statements suggesting the project could proceed based on “common 

sense,” stating instead that proper decision-making should be based on complete data, full 

technical analysis, and direct engagement with affected residents. She also criticized the 

applicant for not having fully addressed FDOT’s technical comments in advance of the hearing, 

suggesting that sufficient time had been available to prepare responses. Ms. Hilt additionally 

expressed frustration with what she characterized as an inequity in how regulations are applied, 

stating that private applicants are still required to comply fully with applicable codes and 

standards. She emphasized that any development must meet regulatory requirements regardless 

of financial feasibility and compared the situation to other regulated development scenarios 

within the Town. She concluded by reiterating that the neighborhood has experienced significant 

negative impacts and that the application process, in her view, has not adequately addressed 

those concerns before proceeding. 

During final board discussion, members reiterated concerns regarding incomplete traffic 

analysis, unresolved FDOT comments, limited review time, and neighborhood impacts. 

Mr. Johnston moved to defer SP-2-2026 to the May 16, 2026 meeting and Mr. Niles seconded, 

which passed 5-0.  

DISCUSSION ON PUD REVISIONS 

Mr. Smith explained that the Town’s consultant has been delayed due to other assignments, and 

that only a limited number of relatively minor changes were identified for review. He indicated 

that staff anticipates bringing an updated version of the PUD revisions back to the board at the 

next meeting. 
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UPDATE ON SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING FOR STANDING RULES 

Attorney Hodges reported that the Town Council is in the final stages of review after receiving 

public comments. The Council is currently working through those comments, and the item is 

expected to move forward once that process is completed. 

ARTICLE III SUBDIVISIONS DRAFT UPDATE 

Mr. Smith indicated there has been no significant change since the previous month. The update 

remains ongoing with no issues related to the timeline, and the draft will be brought back when 

ready. 

LDR UPDATE ON RECOVERY HOMES 

Mr. Smith stated this update is the same as the subdivisions draft update and is being worked 

through in a similar manner. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Madison Hilt, 2272 Orange Avenue, spoke regarding neighborhood cohesiveness and zoning 

disparities across the railroad tracks in Orange Park. She expressed concern that the area on her 

side of town has more restrictive commercial zoning, limiting uses largely to professional offices 

and small boutique-type businesses, which she feels reduces walkability and access to everyday 

services for residents, particularly those without vehicles. She noted that this part of Town has 

fewer accessible amenities and argued that residents are underserved in terms of nearby “third 

spaces” and walkable services, especially compared to other areas of the Town. She emphasized 

safety concerns when walking to more distant stores and suggested the zoning in this area should 

be reviewed to better support community connectivity and equity between neighborhoods. 

The board acknowledged her comments positively and briefly noted the observation regarding 

the concentration of services on the other side of the railroad tracks. 

BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

Mr. Bement had no comment. 

Mr. Johnston expressed concern about repeated deferrals and last-minute changes to agenda 

items, stating they can undermine public participation and make it difficult for both the board 

and residents to properly prepare. He raised questions about how FDOT requirements are applied 

in site plan decisions and cited perceived inconsistencies between projects. He also asked 

whether the Town could address issues he described as “construction blight,” where 

developments appear to stall after site work begins. He emphasized the need for clearer 
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understanding of regulatory requirements, particularly involving FDOT coordination and LDR 

interpretation, and suggested further clarification from staff or the Town attorney. 

Attorney Hodges responded that some of the concerns fall within the board’s planning and 

zoning authority, while others would be handled through code enforcement or meet with any 

Council member. Mr. Hawkins asked if the board would indulge to let another resident speak. 

Desiree Allen, 1827 Smith Street, expressed concern about communication and consistency in 

the Town’s permitting and development processes, stating that residents in areas such as Miller 

Street, Floyd Circle, and surrounding neighborhoods feel underserved and often confused by 

unclear or piecemeal permit requirements. She emphasized the need for better public education 

on zoning and permitting rules so residents fully understand what is required from the outset, 

rather than receiving information in stages. She also raised concerns about stalled or incomplete 

development projects, describing visible construction activity (such as cleared lots and 

infrastructure work) that has not progressed, and questioned how the Town addresses or prevents 

what she referred to as “construction blight.” She argued that residents often lack access to clear 

answers and encouraged the Board to engage more directly with the community to better 

understand local needs. 

Mr. Hawkins redirected the meeting back to the agenda and board members briefly discussed the 

need for additional training, particularly in quasi-judicial procedures. The Board also expressed 

interest in holding a workshop or training session to improve consistency and understanding of 

board processes moving forward. 

Mr. Niles and Mr. Jernigan had no further comment. 

INFORMATION 

The next regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board is on Thursday, May 14, 2026 at 

6:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. Hawkins adjourned the meeting at 9:15 p.m. 
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 STAFF REPORT - PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD 
REVISED 5/14/2026 

 
Agenda Item: 5a 
 
 
Application Number: C-1-2026 
Owner:  Brian K. Lynn 
Applicant: Roland Aldib 
Location: 1345 Park Avenue, between Stiles Avenue and Blake Avenue. 
 
Zoning District:  Commercial General (CG) 
Future Land Use Category:  Commercial Medium Intensity (CMI) 
 
Date:  May 14, 2026 

 
The Economic and Community Development Department hereby forwards to the 
Planning and Zoning Board its comments and recommendation regarding Application for 
Conditional Use C-1-2026. 
 
REQUEST 

The application is a request to consider a conditional use for the retail sale of all alcoholic 
beverages for off-premise consumption in the Commercial General (CG) zoning district, 
pursuant to Section 2.04.00.02 (Table II.1) of the Land Development Regulations.   

 
NOTICES 

Notices of this public hearing were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the 
subject property, as indicated in the public records of the Clay County Property Appraiser.  
The properties were posted with signs at least 15 days in advance of the public hearing.  
Legal notices were advertised in the Clay Today in conformance with Florida Statute and 
Town of Orange Park Code of Ordinances.   
 

CRITERIA FOR REVIEW  

Pursuant to the provisions of Article II, Section 02.08.14.01 of the Zoning Code, the 
Planning and Zoning Board may grant a conditional use and may provide such conditions 
and safeguards as may be appropriate and in harmony with the purpose and intent of 
Article II (Zoning Code).  In order to authorize a conditional use from the terms of the 
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ordinance the applicant must show and the board must find that the use is consistent 
with the following definition: 
Conditional use. A use that would not be appropriate generally or without restriction 
throughout the zoning division or district, but which, if controlled as to number, area, 
location, or relation to the neighborhood, would promote the public health, safety, 
welfare, morals, order, comfort, convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare. 
Such uses may be permitted in such zoning division or district as conditional uses, if 
specific provision for such conditional use is made in the zoning ordinance. 
 
(1) Controlled as to number, area, location, or relation to the neighborhood; 

 
Location.  The subject property is located at the northeast corner of Park Avenue (US 
17/SR 15) and Stiles Avenue.  Park Avenue is an Urban Principal Arterial with six to 
eight divided lanes.  The existing one-story, 2,646-square-foot structure was 
previously used as a money-lending establishment.  Two existing driveways provide 
access to the subject property; a right-in only from Park Avenue and one from Stiles 
Avenue.   
 
Area.  The liquor survey submitted with the application indicates there are no 
churches or schools within five-hundred (500) feet of the property.  Additionally, 
according to town records, there are no other similar establishments located within 
500 feet of the property.   
 
Number.  There is an existing retail liquor store in the area (1910 Park Avenue) that 
is within approximately one-half mile of the subject property.  Additionally, the 
Sunshine Food Mart (located at 206 Park Avenue) was approved for the retail sale of 
all alcoholic beverages.  However, it closed in last year or two.  That leaves one 
remaining retail store on Park Avenue approved for the retail sale of all alcoholic 
beverages.  Adding a second store along Park Avenue, which is predominately a 
commercial area, would not oversaturate the area with this type of use and is 
consistent with the intent of the Conditional Use criteria.   
 
Relation to the neighborhood.  The subject property sits in close proximity to the 
neighborhood and Stiles Avenue is the primary access point for both.  Additionally, 
the driveway along Stiles Avenue doesn’t meet the Town’s Standard Construction 
Details for driveway design and construction.  Improvements such as adding a defined 
curb on Stiles Avenue adjacent to the subject property would promote vehicle safety 
and support public health for the proposed use and adjacent neighborhood. 
  
 
 
 
 

15



Planning and Zoning Board 
C-1-2026 

May 14, 2026 
 

3 
 

The adjacent uses, zoning and land use categories are as follows:   
 

Adjacent  Land Use Zoning Current   

Property Category District Use(s)      

North CMI CG Furniture store  

South CMI CG Car wash 

East CMI/LDR CG/RG-2 Office/storage, single family residential 

West CMI CG Convenience store with gas pumps 

 
If approved, the proposed development would be consistent with the Commercial 
Medium Intensity (CMI) functional land use category of the 2045 Comprehensive 
Plan to the extent that the CMI category consists primarily of retail and service 
establishments, medical and dental offices and clinics, shopping center, auto service 
stations, churches, and community sales and services. 
 

(2)   Would promote the public health, safety, welfare, morals, order, comfort, 
convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare; 

  
Convenience.  The proposed liquor store appears to satisfy the convenience 
requirement since there is only one other liquor store (1910 Park Avenue) on Park 
Avenue.  Adding a second location would generally satisfy these criteria subject to 
the recommended conditions.  
 
Appearance and Safety.  The exterior appearance of the vacant building is generally 
kept up.  However, there is an outstanding Code Compliance infraction (Case 
#20250626) for an abandoned sign.  Additionally, the following activity was reported 
to the Police Department by the previous business: 

5/2/24 - Fraud 
6/10/24 - Grand Theft 
2/28/25 - Trespassing  

 
This does not appear to be a concern as it’s associated with the previous use. 

 

ANALYSIS 

In summary, the proposed liquor store appears to be consistent with the definition of a 
conditional use primarily due to location including being located in an established 
commercial corridor, convenience and number which provides an additional store choice 
on Park Avenue.  The recommended conditions assist with addressing additional factors 
such as public health, safety, welfare and appearance, and promote an improved 
transition from commercial to residential with the nearby neighborhood.   
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

1. Upon visual inspection of the subject property on February 24, 2026 the required 

Notice of Public Hearing sign was posted. 

2. A map (Exhibit A) depicting the approximate distance from an existing liquor store 

is attached.  

3. Attached to this report is a copy of the application, including the site plan. 

4. Unless otherwise approved, a conditional use shall be nontransferable and 

granted to the applicant only and shall commence within ninety (90) days from 

the effective date of the final order. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the forgoing, it is the recommendation of the Economic and Community 
Development Department that Application for Conditional Use C-1-20126 be APPROVED 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. All retail and non-employee parking shall be restricted to the parking lot located 
on Park Avenue. 

2. A No parking sign shall be installed at the entrance of the Stiles Avenue driveway 
to prohibit parking in the rear parking lot for all retail and non-employees. 

3. A landscape plan shall be submitted to the Economic and Community 
Development Department (“ECD”).  Said landscape plan shall provide for 
perimeter landscaping within the existing strip of land along the public right-of-
way adjacent to Park Avenue consistent with the planting requirements of Section 
5.03.00. 

4. The applicant shall coordinate with the ECD Department to design and construct 
a defined curb, driveway aprons, sidewalk, and landscaping along the property’s 
frontage on Stiles Avenue subject to review and approval by the Public Works 
Department. 

5. Hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the store and 9:00 
a.m. to 11:00 p.m. for the drive-through. 
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Posted Notice Sign 
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Area behind building on subject property. 

 

Picture of easternmost driveway on lot behind the subject property. 
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Single family at residential 1346 Orange Circle South. 
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To: Planning and Zoning Board  
Agenda Date: May 14, 2026  

Submitting Department: Economic Community Development  

Town of Orange Park
Agenda Memorandum

Item No. 5.b

  Consent Agenda  X  Regular Agenda
 

 

 
 
 
Item Title: Site Plan Review (SP-2-2026) for 1324 Kingsley Avenue (St. John’s Classical Academy
Charter School) 

Check one:

 Financial Impact if Applicable: 

Background Information: The applicant proposes additional modular classroom buildings (7-14) for
the planned expansion of St. Johns Classical Academy (SJCA) Charter School located at 1324 Kingsley
Avenue.  The site is approximately 9.83 acres.
 
Staff previously requested Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) to review the revised Traffic
Impact Study that proposed a maximum program buildout for a K-12 school with approximately 1,000
students.  They provided additional review comments on February 27, 2026 (see attached Exhibit “A”).
 In response to the FDOT comments and subsequent comments made at the last PZB meeting on April
9, 2026, the school made a request to their Board to cap enrollment to grades K-8, which was approved
at their April 23, 2026 meeting.  The meeting minutes are attached as Exhibit “B”.  Capping grades to
K-8 would result in a significant decrease in the maximum number of students, which is estimated to
drop from approximately 1,000 to 574.  Town staff requested that our traffic engineering consulting
firm, Alliant Engineering, review the traffic study and FDOT comments in light of this reduction.  The
consultants expressed no concerns with the proposal, provided that enrollment remains capped at K-8
and includes a student enrollment cap.  These comments are summarized in an email from the Public
Works Director attached to this report (Exhibit “C”).
   
Other than adequately addressing the aforementioned traffic concerns, the site plan complies with the
land development regulations.  To mitigate future traffic impacts, staff recommends incorporating a two
(2) bell system and capping both the student population and grade levels to K-8.  This should
adequately address traffic impacts.
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Action Requested: Staff recommends approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:

1.    Beginning in the 2026 / 2027 school year, the school shall implement and maintain a two- bell
system for student drop-off and pick-up, with a minimum of 30 minutes between the first and second
bells for morning and afternoon sessions.
2.    School grades shall be capped at K-8.
3.    Total student enrollment shall not exceed five-hundred seventy-four (574)  for grades K-8. 
 

Information Attached:
SP-2-2026 St. Johns Class_Academy (Appl).pdf
Report Exhibits for SJCA.pdf
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To: Planning and Zoning Board  
Agenda Date: May 14, 2026  

Submitting Department: Economic Community Development  

Town of Orange Park
Agenda Memorandum

Item No. 6.a

  Consent Agenda  X  Regular Agenda
 

 

 
 
 
Item Title: Review of PUD Revisions (Staff)

Check one:

 Financial Impact if Applicable: 

Background Information: The Planning and Zoning Board previously discussed a proposed draft
(Draft 1) amendment to the PUD zoning district regulations at its 2/12/2026 meeting and recommended
additional changes.  The attached draft (Draft 2) includes changes added since the last PZB discussions
and are highlighted in yellow.    

Action Requested: Discussion on proposed changes to the Planned Unit Development Zoning
District.

Information Attached:
Revised_LDR_2.04 DRAFT.pdf
Revised_LDR_2.08 DRAFT 2.pdf
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2.04.12 Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
 
Intent. The application of flexible land use controls to the development of land is often difficult or 
impossible within traditional zoning district regulations. In order to permit the use of more flexible 
land use regulations and to facilitate use of the most advantageous techniques of land 
development, it is often necessary to establish planned unit developments (PUD) in which 
development is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Article and with the Town's 
general planning program and such comprehensive plans as may from time to time be adopted by 
the Town Council; but in which such development differs in one (1) or more respects from the 
usual application of provisions of this Article. The objective of a PUD is to encourage ingenuity, 
imagination and design efforts on the part of builders, architects, site planners and developers, to 
produce developments which are in keeping with overall land use intensity and open space 
objectives of this Article, while departing from the strict application of use, setback, height and 
minimum lot size requirements of the several zoning districts. The intent of this part is to permit 
such flexibility and provide performance criteria for planned unit developments which:  
 
a) Permit a creative approach to the development of land by promoting more design 

compatibility among buildings and groups of buildings; and, 
b) Accomplish a more desirable environment that would be possible through the strict 

application of minimum requirements of this Article; and, 
c) Promote high-quality and compatible mixed-use development and redevelopment; and,  
d) Provide for an efficient use of land, resulting in small networks of utilities and streets and 

thereby lower development costs; and,  
e) Enhance the appearance of the area through preservation of natural features, the provision 

of underground utilities and the provision of recreation areas and open space in excess of 
existing zoning and subdivision requirements; and,  

f) Provide an opportunity for new approaches to ownership; and, 
g) Provide an environment of stable character compatible with surrounding areas; and, 
h) Retain property values over the years and stimulate investment in, and strengthen the 

economic vitality of the Town; and, 
i) Foster development that respects pedestrian and bicycle activity, while still 

accommodating automobile and truck traffic. 
 

2.04.12.01 Defined 
 

For the purpose of this Article, a planned unit development (PUD) shall mean the development of 
land under unified control which is planned and developed as a whole in a single or programmed 
series of operations with uses and structures substantially related to the character of the entire 
development.  In addition to the open space requirement, Aa PUD must consist of a minimum of 
three (3) distinct two (2) additional land uses (i.e., residential, commercial, industrial, recreation,) 
such as residential, commercial, industrial, recreation, institutional or civic.  A PUD must also 
include a program for the provision, maintenance, and operation of all areas, improvements, 
facilities, and necessary services for the common use of all occupants thereof. 
  

2.04.12.02  Permissible Uses  
 

Any use which is permitted or permissible by conditional use in any zoning district may be included 
and approved in a PUD.  

 
2.04.12.03  Procedures 
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2.04.12.03.01  Application for Rezoning to PUD 
An application for rezoning to PUD shall proceed in general as for other applications for rezoning; 
and, in addition to the information usually required for such applications, the-following shall be 
required:  
 
a) Plats and/or metes and bounds legal description of the area property within the PUD. 
b) The name and address of the owner and, if applicable, evidence of the assignment of an 

agent who represents the owner. 
c) Evidence of unified control of the entire area within the PUD with all owners within the 

area of same identified. 
d) An agreement by all owners within the PUD which includes their commitment to: 

 
1) Proceed with the proposed development in accordance with the PUD ordinance 

and such conditions and safeguards as may be set by the Town Council in such 
ordinance; and,  

2) Provide a written statement of a proposal for completion of such development 
according to plans approved by such ordinance, and for continuing operating and 
maintenance to such areas, functions and facilities as are not to be provided, 
operated or maintained by the Town of Orange Park pursuant to written 
agreement; and,  

3) To bind their successors in title to any commitments made in their application. 
 
2.04.12.03.02  Materials to Accompany Applications 

 
An application for rezoning to PUD shall be accompanied by the following, in sufficient copies as 
deemed necessary by the Economic and Community Development Department for referrals and 
recommendations:  
 
a) Plans, maps, studies and reports, as may reasonably be required by the Economic and 

Community Development Department in order to make the findings, and determinations 
and recommendations; and,  

b) Written description of the intended plan of development, clearly indicating where approval 
of the PUD will benefit the future occupants of the proposed development and the Town 
in general and shall clearly describe all the following: 
 

1) Permitted uses and structures, permitted accessory uses and structures, 
permissible uses by exception, minimum lot requirements (width/area), 
maximum lot coverage by all buildings and structures, minimum and/or maximum 
yard requirements, maximum height of structures and any limitations on 
permitted and/or permissible uses by exceptions. 

2) The name of the project and the names of the professional project planners(s), 
architect(s), engineer(s), developer(s) and quantitative data as follows:  size in 
acres of the total development; total number of dwelling units and/or 
nonresidential floor area or both; total amount of recreation and/or open space; 
amount of public and/or private right-of-way, and the proposed land coverage of 
all buildings and structures. 

3) A schedule indicating the approximate date(s) when construction of the phases 
within the proposed Planned Unit Development are to be initiated and completed. 

4) A written statement of the intent for the continued operation and maintenance 
of those areas and functions described herein and facilities which are not to be 
provided, operated or maintained by the Town. 
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All required and supplementary data, exhibits, information, site plan(s), etc. submitted as part 
of an application for rezoning to the Planned Unit Development district, including any additional 
data, exhibits, information, site plan(s), etc. and amendments thereto, shall be clearly identified 
by title, name, date, exhibit and/or other notation acceptable to the Economic and Community 
Development Department. 

 
c) A sketch plan at an appropriate scale supporting the above statement illustrating: 

 
1) The preliminary location, grouping, and height of all uses and facilities. 
2) In the case of residential development, the number of residential units proposed, 

their general location, number of stories, indicating those area's to be owner 
occupied and those to be renter occupied.  

3) A preliminary vehicular and pedestrian circulation system including driveways, 
walkways, parking areas, and streets to be dedicated.  

4) A system of open space and recreational uses, with estimates Estimates of acreage 
for each use to be dedicated and that to be retained in common ownership.  

5) A topographic map at an appropriate scale showing contour lines, including all 
existing building and wooded areas. 

6) A buffer from adjacent properties along the entire perimeter of the property.  The 
natural and/or landscaped buffer shall be not less than twenty (20) feet in width. 
The landscaped buffer qualifies as part of the required open space so long as it 
contains any combination of lawns, trees, shrubbery, and/or decorative features 
including sculpture, patterned walks, and fountains. Trees and shrubs suitable for 
the town are listed in the Preferred Plant List, Section 5.21.00. 
 

d) Preliminary statements indicating how the problems of maintenance and ownership of 
common facilities will be resolved. 

e) Preliminary schedules of development, including the staging and phasing of: 
1) Areas to be developed in order of priority; and, 
2) The construction of streets, utilities and other improvements necessary to serve 

the proposed development; and, 
3) The dedication of land to public use. 

f) Each of the above elements shall be listed as to their relative order of improvement with 
an estimated time schedule for their accomplishment. It is, among other things, the intent 
of this requirement that the schedule of development be such that a staged 
implementation of the planned unit development would not result in land use conditions 
which would establish a precedent for the use of adjoining undeveloped property for 
purposes other than that shown on the approved planned unit development.  

g) Application(s) for rezoning to PUD meeting all requirements of this Section shall be referred 
by the Economic and Community Development Department to the Planning and Zoning 
Board and Town Council for public hearing(s) and consideration of the application(s).  

 
2.04.12.03.03 Action by the Planning and Zoning Board and the Orange Park Town Council 

Following the public hearing as required for all applications for rezoning, the Planning and Zoning 
Board may recommend and the Town Council may enact an ordinance establishing a PUD, 
including any special conditions related thereto, based upon findings that:  
 
a) The proposed PUD does not affect adversely the orderly development of the Town, as 

embodied in this Article and in any comprehensive plan or portion thereof adopted by the 
Town Council. The proposed PUD does not adversely affect the orderly development of the 
town and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 
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b) The proposed PUD will not affect adversely the health and safety of residents in the area 
and will not be detrimental to the natural environment or to the use or development of 
adjacent properties or the general neighborhood. The proposed PUD will not adversely 
affect public health, safety, or welfare, or the natural environment, and will be compatible 
with adjacent land uses. 

c) The proposed PUD will accomplish the objectives and will meet the standards and 
performance criteria of section 2.04.12.05. 

d) The proposed PUD offers a proper relation between the proposed development and 
surrounding uses. 

e) The proposed PUD does not adversely impact the capacity of existing and proposed streets, 
utilities and other public services to serve the development. The proposed PUD is 
consistent with the Concurrency Management System and the adopted level of service 
standards in the Comprehensive Plan. 

f) The proposed PUD offers a character, design and appropriateness appropriate blending of 
the proposed land uses, encourage desirable living conditions, provides separation and 
screening between uses where desirable, and preserves the natural amenities of the 
property. 

f)g) The proposed PUD shall identify how it addresses or chooses not to address public 
comments contained in the written summary of the public workshop (see Section 
2.04.12.05.07). 

g)h) The proposed PUD provides adequate open space areas and, if necessary, recreation 
facilities.All decisions of the Planning and Zoning Board shall be based upon findings of fact 
supported by competent and substantial evidence contained in the public record. 

 
2.04.12.03.04 Deviations from Ordinance Creating PUD 

 
In order to facilitate minor adjustments to the plans approved as part of the ordinance creating a 
PUD, the Planning and Zoning Board may approve changes in such plans which comply with the 
following criteria:  
a) There are the same or fewer number of dwelling units and/or floor area; or, 
b) The open space is in the same general location and in the same general amount, or a 

greater amount; or, 
c) There is no change to any condition(s) set forth by the Town Council in the ordinance which 

approved the Planned Unit Development district; or, 
d) The roads and drives follow approximately the same course; and have the same public or 

private rights therein. 
 
2.04.12.03.05 Expiration of Time Limits Provided in Ordinance Creating a PUD 

 
If development actions required by the ordinance creating a PUD are not taken within any time 
limits set by the Town Council in such ordinance, the approval of a PUD as provided in such 
ordinance shall become invalid and no further action shall be permitted under same unless 
extended by the Town Council following a public hearing. Any such expired PUD shall revert back 
to the conventional zoning classification(s) that existed prior to the rezoning to PUD. 
 

2.04.12.04 Implementation of a PUD 
 
2.04.12.04.01 Development Plan 

 
Following the enactment of an ordinance creating a PUD, a detailed development plan of all or 
part of the PUD shall be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Board for review in accordance with 
the schedule of development, as contained in the ordinance, which shall include:  
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a) All materials, drawings, information, and other documentation, as required by the Planning 

and Zoning Board in accordance with section 2.04.12.05 to certify substantial compliance 
with the PUD ordinance.  

b) Agreements, contracts, deed restrictions and sureties acceptable to the Town of Orange 
Park for completion of such development according to plans approved in the ordinance, 
and for continuing operation and maintenance to such areas, functions and facilities as are 
not to be provided, operated, or maintained by the Town of Orange Park pursuant to 
written agreement. 
  

2.04.12.04.02 Record Plans 
 
If the PUD ordinance requires the recording of record plats, such plats shall accompany the 
submission of the development plan to the Planning and Zoning Board and shall be included in its 
approval of such plan, and plats so approved shall be recorded, as provided by law.  

 
2.04.12.04.03 Approval of Development Plan 

 
The Planning and Zoning Board shall review the final development plan; and, if found in compliance 
with this Article, the PUD ordinance and standards established pursuant to section 2.04.12.05, 
shall approve same and forward an approved copy thereof to the Economic and Community 
Development Department Director.  
 

2.04.12.04.04 Permits Required 
 

All construction in the development of a PUD shall proceed only under applicable permits, issued 
by the Economic and Community Development Department Director; and no building permit, 
certificate, or other document authorizing construction or occupancy within a PUD shall be issued, 
except in accordance with the approved development plan.  
 

2.04.12.05 Standards and Criteria for Review 
 

In evaluation and consideration of an application for rezoning to the Planned Unit Development 
district, the Economic and Community Development Department, Planning and Zoning Board and 
the Town Council shall evaluate and consider the following criteria in addition to the findings set 
forth in Section 2.04.12.03.03: 

 
a) Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  No Planned Unit Development may be approved 

unless it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
b) Consistency with the Concurrency Management System.  The established levels of service 

standards adopted in the Comprehensive Plan. 
c) Internal compatibility.  All land uses proposed within a proposed Planned Unit Development 

should be compatible with other proposed uses and not have any undue adverse impact on 
any neighboring use.  An evaluation of the internal compatibility of a proposed Planned Unit 
Development shall be based on the following factors: 
 
1) The streetscape; 
2) The existence or absence of, and the location of at least 30% of the gross acreage being 

open spaces, which may include plazas, recreational areas and common areas; 
3) The use of existing and proposed landscaping; 
4) Traffic and pedestrian circulation pattern; 
5) Sidewalks, trails, and bikeways; 
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6) The use and variety of building setback lines, separations and buffering; 
7) The use and variety of building groupings; 
8) The particular land uses proposed and the conditions and limitations thereon; 
9) The use and variety of building sizes and architectural styles; 
10) The form of ownership proposed for various uses; 
11) Compatible relationship between land uses in a mixed-use project; and 
12) Any other factor deemed relevant to privacy, safety, preservation, protection or welfare 

of any use within the proposed Planned Unit Development. 
 
d) External compatibility.  All land uses within a proposed Planned Unit Development should be 

compatible with existing and planned uses of properties surrounding the proposed Planned 
Unit Development and not have any avoidable or undue adverse impact on existing or planned 
surrounding uses.  An evaluation of the external compatibility of a proposed Planned Unit 
Development shall be based on the following factors: 
 
1) Those areas of the proposed Planned Unit Development located on or near its perimeter 

and the conditions and limitations thereon; 
2) The type, number and location of surrounding external uses; 
3) The Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning on surrounding lands; 
4) Any other factor deemed relevant to the privacy, safety, preservation, protection or 

welfare of lands surrounding the proposed Planned Unit Development which includes any 
existing or planned use of such lands. 

 
e) Off-Street parking including loading and unloading areas.  Sufficient off-street parking, 

including loading and unloading areas for vehicles, including bicycles shall be provided. 
 
2.04.12.05.01 Density and Intensity of Developments 

 
The total number of residential units shall not exceed the maximum density allowed in the 
designated Future Land Use category.  The development intensity for nonresidential uses shall not 
exceed the allowed intensity of the designated Future Land Use category.  

 
2.04.12.05.02 Open Space 

 
The PUD may include residential lots of smaller size than would be permitted by the zoning 
regulations otherwise applicable to the site, provided the overall density is not increased. The 
excess land Not less than thirty (30) percent of the total ground acreage within the PUD shall be 
utilized designated as open space. The open space area shall be recorded upon the final 
development plan of the PUD. The open space shall be utilized as a park, for either passive or active 
recreation or as a conservation area. The open space shall either be dedicated to the Town of 
Orange Park or be maintained by a community association composed of residents of the PUD. Land 
recorded as open shall not be encroached upon by any residential, commercial or industrial 
primary or accessory use.  

 
2.04.12.05.03 Waiver of Yard, Dwelling Unit, Frontage Criteria, and Use Restriction 

 
Minimum yard, lot size, type of dwelling unit, height and frontage requirements and use 
restrictions are waived for the PUD, provided the spirit and intent of the zoning ordinance is 
complied with the total development of the PUD. However, the Orange Park Town Council may, at 
its discretion, require adherence to minimum zone requirements within certain portions of the site 
if deemed necessary in order to maintain the spirit and intent of the zoning ordinance.  
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2.04.12.05.04 Support Legal Documents for Open Space 
 
Legal documents which assure adequate management and maintenance of the open space area 
must be provided by the developer for all areas proposed for common ownership by the residents 
of the PUD. Legal instruments provided for dedications, covenants, community associations, and 
subdivision controls shall:  
 
a) Place title of common property in a form of common ownership by the residents of the 

PUD; e.g., a duly constituted and legally responsible community association, cooperative, 
etc.  

b) Appropriately limit the use of common property. 
c) Place responsibility for management and maintenance of common property. The Orange 

Park Town Council, at is discretion, may require the applicant to enter into a contract with 
Orange Park for maintenance of commonly held properties.  

d) Place responsibility for enforcement of covenants. 
e) Permit the subjection of each lot to assessment for its proportionate share of maintenance 

costs. 
 

2.04.12.05.05 Access 
 
Access to each single-family dwelling unit shall be provided via either a public right-of-way or a 
private vehicular or pedestrian way owned by the individual lot owner in fee or in common 
ownership with the residents of the PUD.  

 
2.04.12.05.06 Community Facilities 
 

a) All utility facilities proposed for dedication to Orange Park must be acceptable by the Town 
as to the size, shape, location, and shown by the applicant to be of benefit to the general 
public.  

b) All requirements for off-street parking and loading (2.06.00) shall apply to the PUD unless 
otherwise waived or modified. 

c) Access and circulation shall adequately provide for firefighting equipment, furniture 
moving vans, fuel trucks, refuse collection, deliveries and debris removal.  

d) All PUD's shall provide for underground installation of utilities, including telephone, power 
and cable television in both public and private rights-of-way. Provisions shall be made for 
acceptable design and construction of storm sewer facilities including grading, gutters, 
piping and treatment of turf to handle storm waters, prevent erosion and formation of 
dust.  

e) Specifications for street design shall conform to the rules and regulations adopted by the 
Town of Orange Park. 
 

2.04.12.05.07 Public Participation Required 
The public participation process provides for the ability of citizens of the Town to actively 
participate in the Town’s development procedures and allows the Town’s citizens to play an 
essential role in shaping the direction of the Town’s development, thereby enhancing the 
welfare of the community. 
 
Proposed rezonings to PUD shall provide for meaningful community participation by conducting 
at least one public workshop.  The purpose of the workshop is for the applicant to present the 
PUD intended plan of development and identify how it complements the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The public would be provided an opportunity to ask questions and offer 
comments.  The workshop shall be conducted at least sixty (60) days prior to any Planning and 
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Zoning Board public hearing where the rezoning application is to be considered.  Participants 
shall be defined at the pre-application meeting and shall involve the applicant, the landowner, 
Town Staff, owners of adjacent property, and residents of the Town. 
 
a) The applicant shall be responsible for providing notice of the workshop by (i) mailing 

notifications to all property owners located within three hundred (300) feet of the 
proposed PUD property; (ii) posting a sign on the PUD property with the date, time and 
location of the workshop; and (iii) place a public notice of the workshop in the Clay Today 
at least one month prior to the workshop. 

 
b) Prior to sending mailed notices of the proposed application to property owners, the 

applicant shall be required to submit a copy of the proposed notice and application 
summary  to Town Staff for review and approval.  Once the notice is deemed acceptable, 
Town Staff shall provide the applicant a list of property owners to which the notice must 
be mailed; 

 

c) Town Staff shall attend the public workshop(s) to observe public reaction to the proposed 
PUD; and 

 

d) Within one week of following the public workshop, the applicant must provide the Town 
with  a list of attendees and a written summary of major observations, and a concise 
statement of how the proposed rezoning will benefit the town from the workshop.  Failure 
to provide the summary within one week of following the public workshop shall result in 
postponement of the Planning and Zoning Board’s consideration of the application. 
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2.08.15 Amendment of Article II and rezoning of land 
 
2.08.15.01  General 
 

This Article may from time to time be amended, supplemented, changed or appealed and the 
Zoning Map may from time to time be revised by the rezoning of land as provided in this Article.  
 

2.08.15.02  Initiation of Proposals 
 

a) Rezoning. An ordinance for the rezoning of land may be proposed by the Orange Park Town 
Council, the Planning and Zoning Board or by application of the owners of fifty-one (51) 
percent or more of the area involved in the proposed change. In the latter case the 
petitioners may be required to assume the cost of public notice and other costs incidental 
to the holding of public hearings. Said owners of subject property may authorize in writing 
that attorney or duly authorized agent of owners may sign petition for rezoning.  
 

b) Other amendments. An amendment to this Article may be proposed for adoption by the 
Orange Park Town Council, the Planning and Zoning Board or by application of the owners 
of fifty-one (51) percent or more of the area involved in the proposed change. In the latter 
case, the petitioners may be required to assume the cost of public notice and other costs 
incidental to the holding of public hearings. All proposals shall be submitted in writing 
accompanied by all pertinent information which may be required by Town Council for 
proper consideration of the matter.  

 
2.08.15.03 Public Hearing 
 

A public hearing shall be held by the Planning and Zoning Board to consider a proposal for an 
amendment to Article II or for rezoning of land. Notice of such public hearing shall be made as 
provided in section 2.08.07.00 and any party shall be heard in person or by agent or attorney.  
 

2.08.15.04 Nature and Requirements of Planning and Zoning Board Report 
 

The report and recommendations to the Town Council as required by Subsection 2.08.15.05 
hereof, shall show that the Planning and Zoning Board has studied and considered:  
 
a) The need and justification for the change; and 
b) The relationship of the proposed amendment or rezoning to the Town's general planning 

program and such comprehensive plans as may from time to time be adopted by the Town 
Council.  
 

2.08.15.05 Planning and Zoning Board Report to Town Council 
 

Unless a longer time be mutually agreed upon by the Town Council and the Planning and Zoning 
Board, in the particular case, the Planning and Zoning Board shall submit its report and 
recommendation to the Town Council no later than within forty-five (45) days from the date the 
Board held a public hearing on a proposed amendment and/or application for rezoning. For 
purposes of this subsection, the adopted minutes of the Planning and Zoning Board shall constitute 
the Board’s report to the Town Council. 
 
Failure of the Planning and Zoning Board to submit a report within the prescribed time shall be 
deemed to be a recommendation for approval of the amendment or application for rezoning. The 
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report and recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Board shall be advisory only and shall not 
be construed to be binding upon the Town Council.  
 
If the report and recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Board is adverse to the proposed 
change, such change shall not become effective except by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
entire membership of the Town Council, after due public notice as provided in Section 2.08.07.  
 

2.08.15.06 Limitations on Rezoning of Land 
 

a) No ordinance to rezone land shall contain conditions, limitations or requirements not 
applicable to all other land in the zoning district to which the particular land is rezoned, 
except as provided in section 2.04.12, "planned unit development." 

b) An applicant for a proposed rezoning has the burden of proving by substantial, competent 
evidence that the proposed rezoning:  

(1) Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;  

(2) Furthers the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; and  

(3) Is not in conflict with any portion of the Town’s Land Use Development Regulations.  

Upon the applicant proving the proposed rezoning complies with the criteria set forth in 
subsections (b)(1)—(3) of this Section, the Council shall grant such rezoning request unless the 
Council determines that there is substantial, competent evidence that maintaining the current 
zoning district accomplishes a "legitimate public purpose," as such terms are defined in subsection 
(c) of this Section.  

(c) A "legitimate public purpose" may be one or more of the following criteria, or such other 
criteria as may be determined by law from time to time:  

(1) The proposed rezoning and the development permitted thereunder is premature or 
otherwise creates or contributes to an urban sprawl pattern of development;  

(2) The proposed rezoning will constitute "spot zoning," that is an isolated zoning district 
unrelated to adjacent and nearby districts;  

(3) Uses permitted under the proposed rezoning will not be consistent or compatible with 
the existing and proposed land uses and zoning of adjacent and nearby properties or the 
general area or will deviate from an established or developing logical and orderly 
development pattern;  

(4) The proposed rezoning and the development permitted thereunder will result in 
significant adverse impacts upon property values of adjacent or nearby properties or in 
the general area more than the types of uses currently permitted;  

(5) The proposed rezoning and the development permitted thereunder will detract from 
the character and quality of life in the general area or neighborhood by creating 
excessive traffic, noise, lights, vibration, fumes, odors, dust, physical activities or other 
detrimental effects or nuisances.  

d) Whenever the Town Council has, by ordinance, changed the zoning classification of land, 
the Planning and Zoning Board shall not then consider any application for rezoning of any 
part or all of the same land for a period of one (1) year from the effective date of such 
ordinance.  

e) Whenever the Town Council has denied an application for the rezoning of land, no further 
application shall be filed for the same rezoning of any part, or all of the same land for a 
period of one (1) year from the date of such action. In the event that two (2) or more 
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applications for the same rezoning for any part or all of the same land has been denied, no 
further application shall be filed for the same rezoning of any part or all the same land for 
a period of two (2) years from the date of such action denying the last application filed.  

f) Whenever an application for rezoning, conditional use or variance shall have been 
withdrawn by or at the direction of the applicant at any time prior to denial or approval or 
prior to final disposition of any appeal taken therefrom, no further application shall be filed 
for the same rezoning, conditional use or variance of any part or all of the same land for a 
period of twelve (12) months from the date of such withdrawal.  
 

2.08.15.07 Town Council Action and Appeals 
 

Except in cases where an application for rezoning, conditional use or variance has been withdrawn 
by the owner or the owner's agent, upon receipt of the report of the Planning and Zoning Board 
required by Section 2.08.15.05, the Town Council shall set the matter for public hearing in the 
manner prescribed in Section 2.08.07.01. At the conclusion of the public hearing the Town Council 
shall either deny the proposed amendment or rezoning, or by ordinance adopt such amendment 
or rezoning.  
 
Any amendment to Article II or rezoning of land established by ordinance by the Town Council shall 
be subject to appeal to the circuit court within thirty (30) days of the date of the council action 
which is subject to appeal by any person aggrieved by such action.  
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To: Planning and Zoning Board  
Agenda Date: May 14, 2026  

Submitting Department: Economic Community Development  

Town of Orange Park
Agenda Memorandum

Item No. 6.b

  Consent Agenda  X  Regular Agenda
 

 

 
 
 
Item Title: Comprehensive Plan (EAR) Update (Staff)

Check one:

 Financial Impact if Applicable: 

Background Information: Attached is the FloridaCommerce letter for the Town of Orange Park
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Action Requested: None

Information Attached:
FlaCommerce_Approval_Ltr 25-01ER (A).pdf
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