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AGENDA 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

March 3, 2026 at 4:00 PM  

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 a. Invocation 

 b. Pledge of Allegiance 

 c. Roll Call 

 d. Appeal Procedures & ExParte Communication 
  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 a. Minutes from February 3rd will be reviewed at the March 3rd meeting.  

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 a. Public Comments - (Speakers limited to three minutes - no action taken on items)  

4. REGULAR BUSINESS 

 a. PB Case 26-04 
Request for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
Address: 201, 211, 225, 229, 300, 320 Saint Johns Ave. and 301 Reid St., 
Palatka, FL 32177 
Parcel Nos.: 42-10-27-6850-0120-0101; 42-10-27-6850-0120-0020; 
42-10-27-6850-0120-0011; 42-10-27-6850-0120-0010; 42-10-27-6850- 
0150-0060; 42-10-27-6850-0150-0090, 42-10-27-6850-0150-0040 and 
42-10-27-6850-0110-0100 

 b. Case PB 26-01  
Request to Annex, Amend Future Land Use Map and Rezone 
Parcel No.: 02-10-26-0000-0630-0011 
Address: 404 Mission Rd., Approx. 0.39-Acre 
  

 c. PB Case 26-05  
Amendment to McLaury Cove PUD 
Parcel Nos.: 10-10-26-0000-0130-0010: 10-10-26-0000-0200-0060 
Address: 6201 Saint Johns Avenue Palatka FL 32177 
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5. STAFF COMMENTS 

6. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

7. ADJOURN 
  

NOTICE: Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this meeting 
should contact the City Clerk's Office at 329-0100 at least 24 hours in advance to request 
accommodations. 
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Case PB 26-01 Annex, Amend Future Land Use Map and Rezone  
Parcel No.: 02-10-26-0000-0630-0011 
Address: 404 Mission Rd., Approx. 0.39-Acre  
Applicants: Zaddy Property Holdings LLC 
 
 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
DATE:  February 19, 2026 
 
TO:  City of Palatka Planning Board 
 
FROM: STAFF 
 
 
 
 
  
APPLICATION REQUEST 
 
Request to annex one parcel, approximately 0.39 acre, into the City of Palatka to connect to the City’s 
water service system, established residential dwelling is located on the parcel; amend the Future Land 
Use Map from Putnam County Urban Service (US) to City of Palatka Residential Medium (RM), and 
rezone from Putnam County Residential, Single-Family (R-1A) to City of Palatka Residential, Two-
Family (R-2). 
 
Public notice included legal advertisement in the Palatka Daily News, property posting, and mailed 
notices to property owners within 150 feet of the subject property.  
 
 
Background 
 
The application is for approx. 0.39-acre parcel located at 404 Mission Rd. The parcel has a duplex, 
residential dwelling unit on it. The intent of the applicant is to have City water at the property. The 
proposed annexation will allow connection to the City’s water system. This parcel is contiguous to the 
City boundaries. 
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                                                 Figure 1:  Subject site with City boundaries shown. 
 
 
Table 1: Current and Proposed Future Land Use Map and Zoning Designations  

 Actual Use FLUM ZONING 
Property Existing       Residential 

 
Putnam County Urban 

Service (US) 
Putnam County 

Residential, Single 
Family (R1-A) 

Property Proposed Residential City of Palatka 
Residential Medium 

(RM) 

City of Palatka 
Residential Two-

family (R-2) 

North      Residential City Residential 
Medium (RM) 

City Residential Two-
Family (R-2)  

South Residential County Urban Service 
(US) 

County Residential 
Single-Family (R-1A) 

East        Residential County Urban Service 
(US) 

County Residential 
Single-Family (R-1A) 

West           Vacant County Urban Service 
(US) 

County Residential 
Single-Family (R-1A) 

    
 

PROJECT ANALYSIS  

SUBJECT 

PROPERTY 
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Annexation Analysis 

Florida Statute 171.044 references voluntary annexation standards and requires that property proposed 
for annexation must meet two tests.  First, properties must be contiguous to the annexing municipality 
and second, properties must also be “reasonably compact”. 
 
 
Contiguous: F.S. 171.031 provides a definition for contiguous and requires that boundaries of 
properties proposed for annexation must be coterminous with a part of the municipality’s boundary. As 
shown previously, in Figure 1: Subject site, the property is contiguous to the City limits to the North of 
the parcel.  
  
 
Compactness: The statute provides a definition for compactness that requires an annexation to be for 
properties in a single area and precludes any action that would create or increase enclaves, pockets, 
or finger areas in serpentine patterns.  Annexing this property meets the standard of compactness and 
it does not create an enclave or pocket. 
 
 
Connection to Water and Sewer: Water is available to the site in question. The applicant desires to 
connect to the City water system. The system has sufficient capacity to service this parcel and is 
adequate to handle the annexation of the site.  
 
 
Comprehensive Plan Public Facilities Element Policy D.1.2.1. 
The City of Palatka shall establish a coordinating relationship with the Putnam County Board of 
County Commissioners to discuss future development plans adjacent to City borders and to discuss 
the City supporting development beyond their border with water/sewer service. Areas served by 
Palatka water and sewer will be annexed into the City; however, the distribution of potable water for 
areas outside of City limits is conditioned upon annexation only when those properties become 
contiguous.  
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Future Land Use Change Analysis   

   

Figure 2:  Current Future Land Use 

 

Figure 3:  Proposed Future Land Use 

 

 
 

SUBJECT 

PROPERTY 

COUNTY US 

 

COUNTY 

US 

COUNTY 

US 

COUNTY 

US 

CITY  RM 

COUNTY 

US 

COUNTY 

US 

SUBJECT 

PROPERTY CITY 

RM 

COUNTY 

US 

CITY RM 
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Provide analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the 
character of the undeveloped land, soils, topography, natural resources, and historic resources on 
site. 
  
Response: Staff is not aware of any soil or topography conditions that would present major problems 
for additional future development of this property in accordance with all applicable land development 
regulations.  Nor is staff aware of natural or historic resources on this developed site. 

Provide analysis of the minimum amount of land needed as determined by the local 
government. 
 
Response: The 0.39 acre to be designated Residential Medium (RM) is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Demonstrate that amendment does not further urban sprawl, as determined through the 
following tests: 

 Low-intensity, low-density, or single-use development or uses. 
 Development in rural areas at substantial distances from existing urban areas while not using 

undeveloped lands that are available and suitable for development. 
 Radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon development patterns. 
 Development that fails to adequately protect and conserve natural resources and agricultural 

activities 
 Development that fails to maximize use of existing and future public facilities and services.  
 Development patterns or timing that will require disproportional increases in cost of time, 

money and energy in providing facilities and services.  
 Development that fails to provide a clear separation between rural and urban uses. 
 Development that discourages or inhibits infill development and redevelopment. 
 Development that fails to encourage a functional mix of uses.   

 
Response: The annexation of this parcel would not contribute to urban sprawl and will not create an 
undo burden on the water system. The property is located within a completely developed residential 
area with urban services. The future use of this parcel will stay residential. 
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Figure 4:  Current Zoning 

 
 

 
Figure 5;  Proposed Zoning 
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Zoning Analysis 
Section 94-38(f)(1) requires that the report and recommendations of the Planning Board to the City 
Commission required by subsection 94-38(e) of this section shall show that the planning board has 
studied and considered the proposed change in relation to the following, where applicable: 
 
 

 
a. Whether the proposed change is in conformity with the Comprehensive Plan: 

Response: The subject property currently has a Putnam County Residential, Single-
Family (R-1A) land use classification.  The proposed rezoning to Residential, Two-
Family (R-2) will be consistent with the proposed Residential Medium (RM) future land 
use designation and conforms with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

b. The existing land use pattern. 
Response: The existing land use pattern in this area is mainly residential land uses. 
The proposed land use will not alter existing land use patterns. 
 

c. Possible creation of an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and nearby districts. 
Response: The rezoning will extend the adjacent Residential, Two-Family (R-2) district 
and will not create an isolated district.  
 

d. The population density pattern and possible increase or overtaxing of the load on public 
facilities such as schools, utilities, streets, etc. 
Response: The subject property is an established residential use which is adjoining 
properties already developed as residential. There will be no increase in population or 
overtaxing of the load on public facilities.  

 
e. Whether existing district boundaries are illogically drawn in relation to existing 

conditions on the property proposed for change. 
Response: Surrounding parcels are developed residential. Amending the property 
zoning to City of Palatka Residential, Two-Family (R-2) will keep proposed conditions 
within the same uses. 
 

f. Whether changed or changing conditions make the passage of the proposed 
amendment necessary. 
Response: The annexation of the parcel triggers the need to designate a future land 
use and zoning district. Conditions in the area of the subject parcel will remain 
unchanged.   
 

g. Whether the proposed change will adversely influence living conditions in the 
neighborhood. 
Response: The immediate neighborhood around the subject parcel is a long-
established residential area.  Any existing living conditions will not change with 
approval.  
 

h. Whether the proposed change will create or excessively increase traffic congestion or 
otherwise affect public safety. 
Response: The traffic patterns in the area are already established. The rezoning will 
not significantly increase traffic congestion.  

 
i. Whether the proposed change will create a drainage problem. 
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Response: There should be no impact on drainage in the area.  
 

j. Whether the proposed change will seriously reduce light and air to adjacent areas. 
Response: No reduction in light and air to adjacent areas is expected.   
 

k. Whether the proposed change will adversely affect property values in the adjacent 
areas. 
Response: There should be no impact on property values as it will remain the same as 
the existing use in the immediate surroundings. 

   
l. Whether the proposed change will be a deterrent to the improvement of adjacent 

property in accord with existing regulations. 
Response: The proposed rezoning will not be a deterrent for the improvement of 
adjacent property. 
 

m. Whether the proposed change will constitute a grant of special privilege to an individual 
owner as contrasted with the public welfare. 
Response: The proposed rezoning will not grant a special privilege to the property 
owner. 
 

n. Whether there are substantial reasons why the property cannot be used in accord with 
existing zoning. 
Response: The zoning classifications for the use in this area do not differ substantially.   
The reason for amending the existing zoning is due to the annexation of the parcel into 
the city limits.  
 

o. Whether the change suggested is out of scale with the needs of the neighborhood or 
the city. 
Response: The immediate area is residential in nature. The zoning already exists and 
is a part of the neighborhood. 
 

p. Whether it is impossible to find other adequate sites in the city for the proposed use in 
districts already permitting such use. 
Response: It is not impossible, but the purpose of this request is to obtain water 
services from the City in order to serve the existing dwelling unit. The property has a 
proposed use of residential, this zoning is already established in this neighborhood.  
 

q. The recommendation of the historical review board for any change to the boundaries of 
an HD zoning district or any change to a district underlying an HD zoning district. 
Response: Not applicable. 

   
 
Staff Recommendation 
 

1. Staff recommends approval of the request to annex approximately 0.39-acre property into the 
City and; 

 
2. Staff recommends approval of the request to amend the Future Land Use Map from Putnam 

County Urban Service (US) to City of Palatka Residential Medium (RM) and; 
 

3. Staff recommends approval of the request to rezone from Putnam County Residential Single-
Family (R-1A) to City of Palatka Residential Two-Family (R-2). 
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