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1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

2.  INTRODUCTION OF MEMBERS - Roll call

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - August 22, 2019 and October 17, 2019

5. DISCLOSURES AND DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT
PUBLIC HEARINGS

6. HOT RODS RESTAURANT SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE (SEU 2020-01) (Quasi-
Judicial) — Consideration of a Special Exception Use to allow a 3,500 square foot
restaurant with on-site alcohol beverage sales to patrons to be located at 18601 Blue
Star Hwy (US 90).

7. HOT RODS RESTAURANT SITE PLAN (CLASS I, TYPE II) (SP 2019-01) (Quasi-
Judicial) — Consideration of a Site Plan to allow a 3,500 square foot restaurant with on-
site alcoholic beverage sales to patrons to be located at 18601 Blue Star Hwy (US 90).

GENERAL BUSINESS

8. PLANNING COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS



9. DIRECTOR'S /PLANNER COMMENTS - The April meeting will include the nomination
and election of Planning Commission officers.

10. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING

The next regularly scheduled meeting is April 16", 2020 at 6:00 pm.

Pursuant to Section 286.0105, Florida Statutes, the County hereby advises the public that: If a
person decides to appeal any decision made by this Board, agency, or meeting or hearing,
he/she will need a record of the proceedings, and that for such purpose, affected persons may
need to insure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the
testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. This notice does not constitute
consent by the County for the introduction or admission into evidence of otherwise inadmissible
or irrelevant evidence, nor does it authorize challenges or appeals not otherwise allowed by law.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 286.26, Florida Statutes,
persons with disabilities needing special accommodations to participate in this meeting should
call the Planning & Community Development Department at 875-8663, no later than 5:00 p.m.
at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.



Present:

Absent:

AUGUST 22,2019 44

AT A REGULAR MEETING AND WORKSHOP OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION HELD IN AND FOR GADSDEN
COUNTY, FLORIDA ON AUGUST 22, 2019 AT 6:00 P.M.,
THE FOLLOWING PROCEEDING WAS HAD, VIZ:

Libby Henderson, District 3

Marion Lasley, District 5

Doug Nunamaker District 3

Lorie Bouie

Steve Scott, School Board Representative
Regina Davis, At Large

Tracey Stallworth, District 2

Antwon McNeill

Staff Present: David Weiss, County Attorney

Suzanne Lex, Growth Management Director
Jill Jeglie, Senior Planner

Ellen Andrews, Planner

Muriel Straughn, Deputy Clerk

With a quorum present the meeting was called to Order and the Pledge of Allegiance to
the U.S. Flag was led by Vice-ChairLibby Henderson.

Introduction of Members and Roll Call
Roll Call was taken by Deputy Clerk, Muriel Straughn.

Approval of the Agenda
Vice-ChairHenderson asked foramotion to approve the Agenda.

MS. DAVIS MADE THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AND SECOND MADE BY MS.
BOUIE, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.

Approval of Minutes

Vice-ChairHenderson askedif there were any comments or concerns for the January 17,
2019 Minutes. Commissioner Lasley said on page 26, the word “sued” is used and it
should be “used” and on page 50; the word “sue” should be changed to “use”.

MS. DAVIS MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES WITH THE GRAMMATICAL
CHANGES BEING MADE AND MR. SCOTT MADE THE SECOND. THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY
VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.

Vice-ChairHenderson asked if there were any comments concerning the February 14, 2019
Workshop Minutes. Ms. Lasley said on Page 9; midway down 5" paragraph 3“ line
“Dental Water” should be “Central Water”.

UPON MOTION TO APPROVEWITH CHANGES BY MS. LASLEY AND SECOND BY MS.
DAVIS, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.
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Vice-ChairHenderson asked if there were any comments or corrections to the March 14,
2019 Workshop Meetingand there were no corrections.

UPON MOTION BY MS. LASLEY AND SECOND BY MS. BOUIE, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY
VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES.

Disclosures and Declarations of Conflict
Vice-ChairHenderson asked if therewere any conflicts that needed to be disclosed or
declaredandthere were none.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Midway Business Park Final Plat Approval (Quasi-Judicial) (FP 2019-01)
Vice-Chair Hendersonintroduced the above item.

lill Jeglie, Senior Planner, was sworn in by Deputy Clerk, Muriel Straughn. Ms. Jeglie then
gave a brief description of the Agendaitem.

The Board of County Commissioners approved the conceptual and preliminary plats and
the infrastructure was constructed in 2009. FloridaStatutesrequire thatthe final platbe
recorded with the Clerk of the Circuit Court.

This applicationis forfinal platapproval forthe Midway Business Park Subdivision
described by Tax Parcel Identification #:

4-16-1N-2W-0000-00140-0000 (Anderson Columbia 168.23 acres)
4-16-1N-2W-0000-00140-0100 (City of Tallahassee Utility, .31acres)
4-15-1N-2W-0000-00233-0000 (Anderson Columbia 14.49 acres)
4-15-1N-2W-0000-00233-0200 (Smyrna Concrete Ready Mix, 6.78 acres)

Options:

1. Recommendtothe BOCC to approve the Final Plat SD-2019-01 prepared by Moore
Bass Consulting, Inc. with special conditionsa—g inthe attached agenda
memorandumtitled Agenda ltem #6.
amend special condition g—to referto the recorded record
platTitle book and page
add” h” - should reference the platting agreement with City of Midway as to book
and page # of the Clerk’s recording office.

2. Denythe final Plat with findings of facts.

3. Discretion of the Planning Commission.

Staff Recommendation: Option 1 as stated above.
Attachments:

1. Location Map

2. Final Plat & Application with Support Documents

3. Release, Waiverand Indemnity Agreement
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4. Midway Business Park Platting Agreement with City of Midway
5. FloridaStatutes 177 Part 1

Title Opinion (File 2061-3819652 by First American Title Insurance Co.)isonfile along with
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, Easements and Restrictions for Midway Business
Park and is available forreview with the subdivision application file at the Planning
Division.

Board Discussion:

Ms. Lasley said there were dates startingin 2009 and in Chapter 7 of the Land
Development Code (LDC) it stated if things have not happened in 180 days, the
Development has expired and they have to start over. Ms. Jeglie said there were
hurricanes and Statutory exemptions that would allow them to continue the plat. They did
so,and made the requestinwritingand it was reviewed and approved. They have metall
statutory requirementsand BOCCrequirements. She said there were special conditions
they were working onto meet priorto the BOCC meeting.

Ms. Lasley said to make sure the allowed uses will be included in the plat. Ms. Jeglie
answered thatthe informationisrecordedinthe property owner’s association documents
and was available with the County.

Ms. Lasley also asked what happens with the 4 lots that are south to this property
that will be accessed through this business part. Ms. Jeglie stated they would have
whateveraccess they currently enjoy. When asked if it was part of that subdivision, Ms.
Jeglie answered the roadway was part of the subdivision and thatis the platting
agreement. Portions of the lots are in the City of Midway and she deferred to Midway as
far as what applications come in. She also stated she was sure they could not deny them
access.

No other questions were presented for staff.

PublicComments:

Vice-Chair Henderson asked if anyone wished to speak on behalf of the Midway
Business Park and a gentleman presented himself to answer questions if necessary and
there were none.

Action Taken:

UPON MOTION OF MS. DAVIS TO APPROVE STAFF REOMMENDATION FOR OPTION 1
WITH THE AMENDMENTS TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONTO “G” AND ADDITION OF “H”
AND SECOND BY MS. BOUIE, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICEVOTE TO APPROVE.

Capital Improvement Element and Schedule (Legislative) (LSPA 2019-02) — PublicHearing
Vice ChairHendersonintroduced the above item.

Ms. Jeglie said the Board of County Commissioners was required to adopt a Capital
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Improvements Schedule (CIS)annually pursuantto 163.3177(3)(b) FS. The CISincludesthe
list of capital projects that only impact the level of service capacity. It mustinclude alist of
the publicly funded projects, projects costs and funding sources thatimpact the capacity
LOS (level of service) on the five-year horizon. (Roadway pavements and resurfacing, park
maintenance, etc. are notincludedinthe CIS.)

Options:

1. Recommendthatthe Board adoptthe Capital Improvements Schedule of the
Capital Improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

2. Recommendthatthe Board transmitthe Capital Improvement Elementtothe
Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.

3. Recommendthatthe Board notadopt the Capital Improvements Schedule of the
Capital Improvement Element of the Comprehensive Plan

4, Recommend thatthe Board nottransmitthe Capital Improvements Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

5. Planning Commission Direction.

Staff Recommendation:
Options1 & 2 as stated above.

Attachments:

1. Strike Ad Version of the CIE
Amendmenttothe level of service standards table on page 1 of Strike Ad. That
referstothe appropriate policy in each element where the level of service
standardis adopted. A majority of the deletions reflect language that has been
removed fromthe comprehensive plan and/orto sections of the Florida
Administrative Code thatword like itin 2012.

2. CleanVersionofthe CIE

3. FloridaStatutes pertainingto the Capital Improvement Element.
It deletesthe fiscal year 2018-2019 and adds 2023-2024. The information forthe
tables comes fromthe CRTA and FDOT, Dist. 3, 5-yearwork plan, the Schools
Facility comes from the schools Districts Facility Plans, the County Park Facilities
comes fromthe County Parks and Rec. Department.

Board Discussion:

Ms. Davis asked what happened if Big Bend Transit went out of business. Ms. Jeglie
answeredthere would be a contract negotiation and another company would take over;
the CRTPA would amend their plan, the County would amend their plan. The plans were
amendedannually now.

Ms. Davis pointed out on Page 9 of 9 at the bottom there was a typoin the word “sie”, it
shouldread “site”.

There were no other comments or questions by the Commissioners.

PublicComment:
There were no comments or questions by the public.
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Action Taken:

MS. LASLEY MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT AND TRANSMIT THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
ELEMENTS TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENCIES AND SECOND MADE BY MR. SCOTT. THE
BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.

Signs (Legislative) (LDR 2019-05) — Consideration of amendments to Section 5700, Signs
of the Land Development Code. —PublicHearing

Ms. Jeglie introduced the above item and stated the item requested consideration of
amendments to Section 5700, Signs, of the Gadsden County Land Development Code (LDC)
specifically that refers to Electronic Message Center (EMC) wall signs. She explained
Subsection 5707.P of the LDC allowed EMC “as part of an on-site ground sign otherwise
permitted underthis Section” on properties located within the Commercial, Heavy
Industrial, Light Industrialand Urban Service Area Future Land Use districts. EMC are
restricted to propertieslocated alongand oriented to roadways designated as collectoror
arterials. She furtherexplained details of the EMS’s and the proposed changes.

Options:

1. Findthat theamendmentstothe Land Development Code are consistent with the
Goals, Objectives,and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan and recommend that
the BOCC adoptthe changesto Section 5700 of the Land Development Code.

2. Findthat the amendmentstothe Land Development Code are not consistent with
the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Comprehensive Planand recommend
that the BOCC not adopt the changesto Section 5700 of the Land Development
Code

3. Recommendthatthe BOCCadopt the proposed amendments with changes, and
find that such changes are consistent with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of
the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Recommendation:

Options1lor3.

Attachments:
1. Strike Ad Version, Section 5700
2. CleanVersion, Section 5700

Discussion:

Ms. Lasley asked on Page 1 of the Sign Code with B, C and E, they all state that these
are to be safe, nodistractions to pedestrians, traffic, not to create visual lightandinE, it
was notto distract motorists or pedestrians. She felt they were going down the wrong
path by creating more electronic message signs. She said she was very distracted by them
when she was driving and was concerned the County may be liable inthe future. She
pointed outa typoon Page 2 of the proposed Ordinance “sings” should be “signs”.

Her next commentwas on Page 3 in Subsection 5706: B2 at the bottom where it states;
‘The sign will not conflict with the principle permitted use of the site oradjoiningsites.’
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She asked what that meant.

Ms. Bouie stated the language had to be associated with the property orthe business. Ms.
Jeglie said yesand Ms. Bouie stated she could not advertise fortomatoesand be a pig
farmer. Ms. Lasley said her concern was the two words ‘adjoining sites’ and if one person
had a sign for their property, it might conflict with the adjoining sites and did not make
sense toher. Ms. Jeglie said they could move to delete it.

Ms. Bouie said she understooditto mean she could not as a business negatively advertise
on mysignfor anotherbusinessadjacentto her

Ms. Jeglie answered they could not regulate the content of signs. That maybe aholdover
from that and it may referto various signs overlappingand obstructing. She said she was
not 100% sure.

Mr. Nunamakerasked Ms. Lasley if she was thinking about deleting all of number 2. She
answered notthe whole thing, just delete “or adjoiningsites”.

Mr. Nunamakerrepliedif abusiness wanted to advertise for something happeningin the
community why couldn’tthey put that on theirelectronicsignifithad nothingtodo with
theirbusiness?

Ms. Jeglie responded they did not allow off sight signs but could not regulate languageon
a sign constitutionally.

Mr. Nunamakersaid number 2was in conflict with what was just said because it said it
couldn’t conflict with the principle permitted use. Ms. Jeglie told Mr. Nunamaker there

was a difference in principle permitted use and what the language on the sign may be.

Mr. Nunamakersaysitneededto goaway.

Ms. Bouie said they were regulating something they did not know what they were
regulatinganditcould be laterinterpreted.

There was more discussion around the Board regarding thisitem. Formore details, please
see www.gadsdenclerk.com and view the audio/video.

PublicComments:
Bruce Strews, 5765 Mandy Lane, Tallahassee, FL 32304 representingBill’s Signs,

appeared before the Board. He wanted to address the safetyissue that was raised
earlier. Federal Department of Transportation has done numerous studies on electronic
signsand the contentand how they change. There are studies and there is no difference
inaccidentrates before and afterelectronicsigns were erected.

Action Taken:
Vice-Chair Henderson said the Staff Recommendation was Option 1or 3 and knew Ms.
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Lasley proposed severalchanges. She asked if Ms. Lasley wanted to putforth a motionto
include the changes.

MS. LASLEY MADE A MOTION THEY APPROVE THE AMENDMENT WITH SPELLING
CORRECTIONS ON PAGE 2 AND ON PAGE 3 THE DELETION OF ‘ADJOINING SITES’, ON
PAGE 5 ADD NUMBER 5 ‘ALLOW ONLY 1 EMC PER PARCEL’ IN D; ON PAGE 12 IN NUMBER
8, CHANGE ‘DESIGNATED PROPERTIES’ TO ‘NON-RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES’ AND MS.
BOUIE MADE THE SECOND. THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE THE
MOTION.

Citizen’s Growth Management and Planning Bill of Rights (LDR 2019-04) — Consideration

of an Amendmentto Section 7001.1, The Citizens Growth Management and Planning Bill

of Rights and moving it to Chapter 1, Administration and Enforcement of the Land
Development Code (Ordinance 2010-005 adopted May 4, 2010)

PUBLIC HEARING:

Suzanne Lex, Growth Management Directorappeared beforethe Board. Thisitem has
been heard a total of 17 timessince beingfirstadopted and the lasttime it was before the
BOCC at a workshop, they asked Staff toreview the regulations and directed Staff to have
more involvementinthe citizens meetings and indicated they wanted to retain the super-
majority vote. She has brought back the item with changes, whatthe current Legislation
said and what her recommendation was.

A. Mandated Citizen Participation Plan - this step requires public notice to property
ownersand neighborhood association within one-half mile of the development
site property boundaries. Staff was directed to retain this provision and to attend
the Citizen Participation Meeting. Inaddition, the Planning Department staff will
notice the subject property with atwo-foot by two-footsign noless than fifteen
days prior to the Community Participation meeting. Staff recommendation:
Retain and revise this requirement.

B. Neighborhood Participation— notification of neighborhood associations by county
staff withinten days of the filing of any application or proposal filed for
comprehensive plan map amendment; requires acommunity meeting thirty (30)
calendardays prior to filingthe application; requires a second community meeting
15 days priorto amendment adoption hearing of a planamendment afterreview
by DCA. Note: the timingof the second requirementin this subsectionis not
clear. Although the staffisrequired to notify the community neighborhood
associations of the filing within 10days after filing with the county, the community
meeting requirement of 30 days prior to “submittal to DCA” (now DEO) is
confusing. Thistimingshould be based upon the Planning Commission hearing,
not the submittal or filing date to DCA (now DEO) as that timingis more fluid.

Staff Recommendation: Retain and revise this requirement.

Ms. Lex recommended the retention of the future land use amendments, small and
large scale, for major sub-divisions and special exception uses. She said to the special
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exception use, they were currently working on zoning categories and in that, they would
permitthe uses. She said they talked about certainland uses that would be allowed but
the Board made recommendations thatif it was something such as a landfill, an
incarceration facility, things that could have significantimpact, they identify them as being
a special exception needingto go through this process and use the new zoning regulations
as a tool toidentify when they wantto have that kind of participation with the community
and hopefully find balance. She further explained avariance should be acriterion of
hardship based on physical conditions of a property and cannot affect safety. They have
strengthened theirvariance requirements. She said in the future, she would like to change
the variancesitso that they were noticing the impact of adjacent properties as they would
be the oneslookingat that kind of community characterthat would be affected. She also
stated she believed if they proposed avery large sub-division, they would want to allow for
inputinterms of that development within the community.

She therefore recommended:

1). Retention of the citizen participation plan, howeveras a community meeting;

2) Remove the 7-day cooling off period. Nothing should be changed afterthat application
ismade itsin process and ithas been presented them and the BOCC, there are no changes.
3) Retain the requirement for the super majority vote forthe three useslisted which are,
Future land use maps amendments, major sub-divisions, and special exceptions.

4) Delete the requirement that Comprehensive Plan Amendments and site developments
locations must protect environmental resources as there are regulations to protect the
environmental resources atthe local, State and Federal level.

5) No Free Density. She said there was no way to measure free density. If there was a
requestto convertagricultural land to residential, otherthan for 4 units, that would
require aland use map amendmentand would come before the Commissionandthe
Board.

6) Remove the Establishment of Urban Service Boundaries. She explaineditwasa
Stipulated Settlement Agreement and was part o the review team that worked with
Gadsden County at that time and understood the language at that time. Theynolonger
mandate such functions.

Mr. Nunamaker asked with the exchange, if somebodywanted to putina 50 lot Sub-
divisioninan Agriculture spot, they needed to have an equal number of open space or
recreational areaor protected areain exchange forthe higherdensity in that same sub-
division?

Ms. Lex explained no, they werelooking at zoning categories now. If a person wasin
Agriculture and wanted to move to a residential zoning category, they look at the zoning
categoriestoregulate the density. The density bonuses could be considered if there were
certain measures taken, forexample, create more open spaces, add more recreation
amenities within that sub-division through zoning. Zoning should be the tool to get to
where you needto be.

Ms. Bouie said historically, for her, Gadsden County failed the citizens in providing

Page 8 of 13



Gadsden County Planning Commission
August 22, 2019 Regular Meetingand Workshop

adequate and sufficient knowledge for citizens to be able to smoothly getanything
approved, and by hiding behind this farce of a Citizen Bill of Rights, thought they were
further complicatingthe issue and was disappointed. She stated she did not know who
offered this supposed CBORbutin herminda CBORwould protect the governed. To her,
this documentwas crossing regulations with stipulations of fear and future fear that if they
could preventsomething from happening by giving as many stipulations as possible, it
wouldtire a citizen from using his property and eventually cause themto lose their
property because they could not use it the way theyintended to use it. She added this was
a failure of monumental proportionsin her mind. She further stated that Gadsden County
had neverbeen an easy place to get anythingapproved. She said she was saddened by the
documentand would encourage the citizens to propose alawsuit. With this document,
they were asking citizens to do something thatthe County has notdone. They were asking
citizens to come up with answers and responsibility and the County has no proposed
responsibility in providing and protecting the citizens of this County. All this language isin
the wrong place. The CBOR should protect the governed, simply. It should be aone-page
documentthatassures citizens thatthey are going to have the right to have theirissues
addressed. She stated she would like to see the County move inadirection where there
was a document prepared thatif a citizen ora business wanted to come to Gadsden
Countythere was an outline of how it could be proposed and asked.

Ms. Lex said one of the things that she recommended beingremoved was that the
Planning Commission and Board SHALL considerthe issues brought up, that that should be
the focus of the future publichearingsinthe previous language that mandated thatthe
issues thatshall be reviewed that should be the focus. She stated that should not be the
focus and that has beenremoved. She said she respectfully understood Ms. Bouie’s
position and the Board requested this to be brought back with the super-majorityand that
has been done along with other recommendations. She said however, the focus moving
forward aftera community meeting should be how they could work togetherto get things
approved. That should be the focus.

Ms. Bouie said that proposal should outline the protection of the governed and she
did not see that, making a statement that the citizen should be heard, did not satisfy her
and wouldrathersee an outline of how to processin Gadsden County ratherthan the
‘don’ts’.

Ms. Lasley asked on the proposed Chapter 7, page 1, in the first section majorsite
plans were struck and Major site plans and have only left Major Sub-Divisions and was her
understanding asubdivision was aresidential thing and a site plan was a business project.

Ms. Lex responded saying a Major Site Planis whatis the use (of the project) notthe
site planso they should use the zoning categories. Zoning should direct what should be
done and whatlevel of reviewthere would be. They were not automatically saying Major
Site Plans. She said to define thatin theirZoning Code with the Special Exception.

Ms. Henderson asked for clarification. She said there was a different strikethrough that
was handed tothem at the meetingtonight. Ms. Lex told them the handout was for clarity,
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it did not change the substance of anything.

Vice-Chair Henderson asked which of the three proposals that was before them was the
one Ms. Lasley was asking questions from and the different proposals were discussed.

Mr. Weiss appeared before the Board and said what was handed out this evening was
a clean copy of the entirety of the document that was supposed to be inthe packet that
somehow missed a page and his strikethrough redline of that clean copy. The purpose
behind the revisions was for clarification of this Ordinance and was one of the issues trying
to be addressed. He told them this was scheduled to be on the September 17" Agenda
before the BOCC.

Ms. Bouie said if they take no action, she strongly recommended they be made aware of
that.

Vice ChairHenderson stated forthe record what Mr. Weiss has explained, the singleclean
copy they were handed (holding up adocument) was a clean copy, the otherdocument
(beingheld up) was the red-line version of same and the third version (documentalso
beingheld up) was the County Attorney’s strike-through version of the clean copy. She
askedfora motion.

There was discussion around the Board discussing tabling the item.

Ms. Bouie made a motion to table thisforthis meeting but agreed to take no action
instead because itwould be goingto the Board in September.

Ms. Lex said when she brought this to them, she wanted to bringit as a Public
Hearing. She said they sentsomethingtothe Board that was very different. The Board
sentit back and said that was not what they wanted. It was brought back to you because,
at the workshop, these were the changes we were instructed to be made. She stated she
wanted to bring it back to the Planning Commission so they were aware of said changes
and she understood their recommendations may be very similarto the ones made before.

Ms. Davis said they were volunteers and have presented to them before what they
thoughtit should be. They sentitback to the Planning Commission because they did not
likeit. Ifthis Board does not send anything, the BOCC will vote on what they want to do.
With that said, she feltanything said here was a waste of time; therefore, she personally,
would take no action.

Ms. Henderson asked of Ms. Davis was offeringafriendlyamendmentto hertabling
motion. Ms. Davis said she did not think she had a second and Ms. Bouie stated she was
interrupted. Ms. Lasley stated she wasinterruptedin herdiscourse. Ms. Bouie said she
wouldyieldto Ms. Lasley but it would be a strong recommendation that the County
prepare the documentthatreflected protection of the governed and not protection of the
governing. Vice ChairHenderson said her question to Ms. Lasley, she has worked hard on
making her comments on material she was given but if that was nolongerthe
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recommendation of staff, did it serve any of them to go through the changes to that
documentwhenitwas no longerthe recommended document orlanguage.

Ms. Lasley said she did notthink allowing the citizens an opportunity to have aone-
on-one with the developerfor2 hours or an unlimited amount of time beforea project
was putin theirneighborhood was abad thing forthe neighborhood and the County. This
allows citizens to be notified that something was going on that would have a huge impact
intheirneighborhood. Ifitisagood projectthere should notbe a problem getting the
supermajority vote. Historically the BOCC approved all kinds of major sub-divisionsin
Gadsden County with a 3-2 vote and said there had been alot of major land use changes
(looking atthe Zoning Map on the wall) inyellow made from those deals that was done
without waterand sewerinone acre lots.

Ms. Bouie asked was it a 3-2 vote or lack of provisionsforthe properzoning. Ms. Lasley
said no...

Ms. Bouie interjected and said she understood, they had to vote on it based on the
information and the regulations that were provided on the books. If there were no
regulationsto protectthe governed, thenthings would happen. It had nothingto do with a
guorum or the number or super majority; it had to do with what was on the book that
protected the governed. If there were zoningissues already on the book, thenthe number
of the vote did not matter. She saidthe two neededto be separated, theydid notneedto
put regulationsinthe CBORand the super majority inthe CBOR, there needed to be
standardsin place that protected the environment; it should be aseparate document.

Vice ChairHenderson said the way she understood Staff explain things tonight, regardless
of anyone’s opinions onthe super majority, the BOCChasindicated theyintend to keepit.
She felt perhaps that forum may best be raised at that point because whatthey did
tonight, evenif they came to an agreement, may make no difference.

Ms. Lasley stated historically, whoeverthe Planning Director was, used that gray area to
throw what they wanted tointo variances and a lot were approved forall types of issues
and she was concerned that would not be part of the process.

Ms. Lex said they should develop standards that can be implemented and not that can be
buried. She said they have strengthened the variance; there used to be wide latitude for
variances. Thatis notthe reasonfora variance. There needsto be a significant hardship
the property cannot be usedforits intended use. She said, as she hasemphasized, it
neededto be bulk of regulationsis not to allow more density, it’s notto allow asubjective
applicationsuch as, it would prohibit economicgrowth and that’s whatit used to say.

Ms. Lasley asked if she feltthe developers would use avariance forissues that would
impede theirprojectand Ms. Lex said no, because if they were developing a project, it
would need to meetthe criteria. She added thatthe County Attorney’s changes were
nothingbut editorial in nature, he strengthened what she recommended. She said the
only otherthingshe feltimportant was if they were goingto reach a super majority, was
an applicant be allowed a continuance automatically if he has seta meetingand there are
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not five Board members present. If there are only fourboard members, itisan even
greater hardship.

Ms. Davis said they had two choices, at firstfeltit was to take no action and the other
was to testthe pulse of the commission. She added if tabled, it would not be heard again
until September.

Vice ChairHendersonsaidif they were to table it, it may be changed by the BOCC before
meetingagain.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS MADE A MOTION TO TABLE THIS ITEM. MS. LASLEY HAD A
QUESTION.

Mr. Weiss reminded themitwas a publichearing.

Don Stewart, 102 TimberRun, Havana, FL appeared before the Board. He said the
CBOR was passedin 2010 and there wasinputand a publichearingand there were only
four Commissioners onthe Board at that time and it was a unanimous vote to pass the
Ordinance. He said he has spoken with former Commissioners as to why they feltit
importantto have the CBOR and was told it was a way of checks and balances and said
things similarto what was said by Ms. Lasley. There were things done beforethe CBOR
requiringonly three votes that were probably notin the bestinterest of the environment
and County. He added that the super majority did add more protectionand allowed
neighborhood participation and protected the governed. He added eventhough he was
only able tovote for “Dr. V”, he considered all of the Commissioners his commissionerand
was goingtotell all what he felt was best. He said with the neighborhood participation,
which did protectthe governed. He added he loved the passion Ms. Bouie had and
envisioned having green jobs, living wages in Gadsden County, and would like to find a way
it could be had.

Vice ChairHenderson asked if there was a motion.

MS. BOUIE MADE A MOTION TO...MS. LASLEY POINTED OUT THERE WAS A MOTION ON
THE TABLE. MS. BOUIE ASKED THAT IT BE RESTATED AND VICE CHAIR HENDERSON SAID
THEY NEVER CALLED FOR A SECOND. MS. DAVIS MADE A MOTION THE ITEM BE TABLED
AND MS. BOUIE MADE THE SECOND WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THEY WERE SEEKING
CLARITY. MS. LASLEY HAD A COMMENT.

Ms. Lasley said what their otherchoices were.

VICE CHAIR HENDERSON CALLED FOR THE VOTE. THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE
TO APPROVETABLING THIS ITEM.

MS. BOUIE MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN THIS PORTION OF THE MEETING AND
MS. DAVIS MADE THE SECOND. THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE
THIS ITEM.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Meeting portionended at 8:13 p.m. and the Workshop began.

WORKSHOPS -

Vice ChairHenderson and Ms. Davis announced they would be leaving the workshop. Ms.
Lex askedif they would prefertonot go through the Agendaitem as she would preferto
have inputfromthe full Board. Ms. Bouie asked theyaddress both Agendaltem 10and 11
at that time. Ms. Davis asked if it were possibleto have workshops separate from
meetings and was told yes. Mr. Nunamaker asked if they could expectthe nexttime, they
meton items 10 and 11, they bringtheir handouts with them with the notes? Ms. Lex sad
she would only recommend there would be changes to zoning eventually.

Chapter 4, Land Use Categories (Legislative) (LDR 2018-05) — Consideration of
amendments to Chapter 4, Land Use Categories of the Land Development Code focusing
on residential future land use/zoning categories and referring development review levels
to Chapter 7, Development Orders, Development Permits and Development Agreements.

Chapter 2, Definitions and Interpretations (Legislative) (LDR 2018-06) — Discussion of
amendments to Chapter 2, Definitions and Interpretations of the Land Development
Code.

GENERAL BUSINESS

Planning Commissioner Questions and Comments

Director’s and Planner Comments

Next Meeting—September19, 2019 @ 6:00 p.m.

Adjournment
THERE BEING BO FURTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD, THE MEETING WAS

DECLARED ADJOURNED AT 8:813 P.M. BY VICE CHAIR HENDERSON.

LIBBY HENDERSON, VICE-CHAIR
Gadsden County Planning Commission

ATTEST:

NICHOLAS THOMAS, Clerk
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October 17, 2019

GADSDEN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

Thursday, October 17, 2019
6:00 p.m.

Board of County Commissioners Chambers
1B East Jefferson Street
Quincy, Florida 32351

Present:

Absent:

Libby Henderson District 3

Marion Lasley, District 5

Doug Nunamaker District 3

Lorie Bouie, District 5

William Chukes District 1

Steve Scott, School Board Representative
Tracey Stallworth, District 2

Regina Davis, At Large
Antwon McNeill

Staff Present: David Weiss, County Attorney

Suzanne Lex, Growth Management Director
Jill Jeglie, Senior Planner
Muriel Straughn, Deputy Clerk

With a quorum present the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Vice Chair Henderson.

Introduction of Members and Roll Call
Roll call was taken by Deputy Clerk Muriel Straughn.

Vice Chair Henderson told the public that if they wished to address the Board, there were
Speaker Request Forms out front that would need to be filled out, but there was a change in
the Agenda. She stated that Agenda Item #7 application had been withdrawn but the
applicant would like to address the Commission on the nature of the withdrawal.

Allara Mills-Gutcher, The Planning Collaborative, appeared before the Board. She stated that
she had submitted a letter to the Staff withdrawing the application. She thanked all involved
for their time and consideration and said they were looking for other sites that may be more
appropriate than Gadsden County.

Ms. Henderson asked with the modification to the agenda item #7 being withdrawn if there
was a motion to approve the Agenda.

MS. LASLEY MADE THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AND SECOND WAS MADE BY
MR. SCOTT, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.

Vice Chair Henderson asked the Planning Commissioners if there were any Disclosures and
Declaration of Conflict.
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Mr. Nunamaker stated he had done survey work for Ms. Johnson in the past, but not on that
project. Ms. Henderson said she believed that since there was no financial interest in the
project moving forward, that it was fine.

5. PUBLIC HEARING: 1604 FLAT CREEK ROAD, VRASHA, INC. (SSPA 2019-02)

Ms. Lex explained that this item was a Small Scale Future Land Use Map amendment request
to change the land use designation from Agriculture 3 to the Neighborhood Commercial
for a 1.85 acre parcel located at 1604 Flat Creek Road, Chattahoochee, FL (Tax Parcel
ID#2-34-3N-6W-0000-00143-0100). She further stated that there was currently a store with
gasoline pumps and this request was to expand the existing convenience store. She explained
there were no wetlands, it was not in a flood zone and did have private water, private well,
septic, and electric was provided by Talquin.

She explained that the proposed change was from Agricultural 3 to neighborhood commercial
and was consistent with requirements of minimum of one acre and a maximum of three
acres. The maximum amount of footage was five thousand square feet. It was currently about
one thousand five hundred square feet and they anticipated it being no larger than three
thousand square feet when they expand.

She explained that the convenience store with gas pumps was a legal non-conforming use.
The intent of the neighborhood commercial future land use category was to provide areas for
limited commercial activities to serve the daily needs, allowable uses include convenience
store, but should be noted the property was off Interstate 10 so it would serve people in
Gadsden County as well as people traveling the Interstate.

She explained that access was eight hundred feet south from 1-10 that would be accessed
from Flat Creek Road which was a paved county roadway that was designated as a minor rural
collector. She continued saying there were no historical resources or archaeological resources
on site and The Department of State had confirmed that. The property does not contain any
floodways or wetlands and the project would comply with the level of service requirements.
There were no mapped neighborhood commercial district properties in Gadsden County. The
nearest commercial was a half mile southeast on Flat Creek Road. Adjacent land use
designations were agriculture and timber.

The proposed land use category does not support residential development. Future
development plans included improving the existing structure while continuing to operate as a
retail gas station, preserving the neighborhood character.

She continued to say that during the CBOR Meeting, there were no attendees with exception
of the property owner. She stated that under a Legislative process the planning commission
shall review the plan amendment and make recommendations to the governing body as to
the consistency of the proposal and analysis of the Amendment was required pursuant to
Florida Statutes. All requirements were met.
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Ms. Lex then asked if there were any questions she could answer.

Options:

1. Recommend approval of the 1604 Flat Creek Rd. (Vrasha, Inc.) (SSPA-2019-02) Small
Scale Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment from the Agriculture 3
to the Neighborhood Commercial Future Land Use category.

2. Recommend Denial of thel1604 Flat Creek Rd. (Vrasha, Inc.) (SSPA-2019-02) Small
Scale Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment from the Agriculture 3
to the Neighborhood Commercial Future Land Use category.

3. Planning Commission Discretion.

Staff Recommendation: Option 1

Mr. Nunamaker asked if there were any citizens present that opposed this project. Mrs. Lex
answered none that were brought to her attention.

Ms. Lasley asked if there were existing gasoline pumps and Ms. Lex answered yes, about a half
dozen.

Ms. Lasley then asked if they decide to re-do the gasoline pumps, would it be inspected by the
State and Ms. Lex responded yes. They would be subject to other regulations of the
Environmental Protection.

Vice Chair Henderson asked if there was anyone on behalf of the applicant that wanted to
speak and there was no response.

WITH A MOTION MADE BY MR. NUNAMAKER TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMENDATION OF
OPTION 1 WITH A SECOND BY MS. BOUIE, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO
APPROVE.

6. 2434 Kemp Road, Lillian Thompson-Johnson (SSPA 2019-03)
Ms. Lex said this was a Consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Small Scale Future Land
Use Map amendment to change the future land use designation from Agriculture 1 to
Public/Institutional for a 7.72 acre parcel located at 2434 Kemp Road, Havana, FL (Tax
Parcel ID #2-25-3N-2W-0000-00440-0100). Ms. Lex stated the owner; Ms. Lillian Thompson-
Johnson, applied for a Future Land Use Amendment to allow a school, The HLC Academy, to
open on the subject property. The application proposes changing the FLUM designation to
Public Institutional. If the amendment was approved the applicant would then submit for a
site plan, special exception use and building permit approval to open a school in the existing
4,266 square foot dwelling unit.

Ms. Lex said following this process, it would go to the Board but there would also be future
reviews that would take place through the site plans special exception and with the building
permit to bring the dwelling unit into compliance. She continued, that it was currently used
for residential purposes and was being purposed as a private school as the new use, there
were no wetlands and was not in a flood zone. The current facilities on site were a septic
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system, which was recently permitted, upgraded and approved by the Department of Health
to accommodate issues. There was a private well and electric was provided by Talquin. Ms.
Lex said the intent of Agriculture 1 was to provide areas of Agriculture activities and
residential uses associated with agriculture activities and it did not allow for schools. The
intent of Public/Institutional future land use, per policy, was to provide areas for civic and
community uses which included educational facilities. There were 2,727 acres designated
public, less than 1% of the entire County’s future land use. The surrounding community
character was Agricultural with a dwelling unit to the north and a dwelling unit to the west
and the Agricultural 2 to the east was a hunting club. She stated it was called a club house but
it was basically a hunting club with storage. The access to the property was provided from the
south side of Kemp Road, a paved county road, designated as a minor collector, Rural. There
were no historical resources on the property nor were there any listing on the National
Register of Historical Places. She further stated when talking about the Applicable
Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies that the Public/Institutional Use, intent was to
provide areas for civic and community uses, including schools. The subject parcel was located
1.04 miles east of the Public designated Havana Middle School and the County owned a 20
plus acre parcel that was vacant and designated public less than % mile north of the subject
property. Development shall be restricted from areas that had severe site limitations due to
existing floodways. The southeastern boundary of the site included an area located within
floodway. Ms. Lex said the Development would be required to be located outside of the
required 50’ natural area. Developments shall only be approved when level of service
standards meet or exceed this development or comply with this requirement, sanitary sewer,
solid waste, recreational facilities were not applicable. The next policy was an environmental
policy that any applicant for a Future Land Use Map amendment shall at minimum supply the
following information to the County when requesting such Map amendment; A location and
amount of jurisdictional wetlands. She stated there was a little more than % of an acre of
flood plain which was 3.5% of the subject parcel on the extreme south of the property. With
this small area of wetlands there would be required a site plan review of 50’ setback from
that. Talquin Electric provided the electrical service, there was a well and the septic that had
been upgraded to serve the proposed use. She continued saying the access would be taken
from Kemp Road, that driveway would require some upgrades to meet the Land Development
Code standards and that would be done as part of the permitting process. Land use
categories, which support residential development, surround it. When explaining Policy
1.2.16, Ms. Lex stated there would be another public process that would be gone through
again where there would be a CBOR. The Residential Development was not an allowed use in
the Proposed Institutional except as an accessory to the Public Institutional but they did not
plan to have any Accessory Residential on this property, it would be only for the school.
Policy 1.4.1 spoke about compatibility to Rural Residential on the Future Land Use Map. Ms.
Lex stated this property was not adjacent to any Rural Residential and was located % mile to
the west of any Rural Residential and would possibly serve the needs of local community and
Rural Residential. Neighborhood character shall be preserved and promoted by working
toward maintaining compatibility. The adjacent uses were Agricultural with Residential. The
property would be required to have buffers, when they came in from the site plan, which
would provide for the buffer to the adjacent land uses. The proposed school would be
approximately 55’ from the western property boundary, which was also owned by Ms. Lillian
Thompson-Johnson, and was her principal residence. It would be 200’ from the western
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property line that was timber, 455’ from Kemp Road and 335’ from the wetlands. This subject
property use would be located at a significant distance from any of the surrounding land uses.
Ms. Lex continued with Policy 2.2.3, explaining it spoke about the adopted level of service for
Kemp Road, a minor collector, Rural A, was LOSD. She explained there was no data for this
road in terms of the current level service and the amount of trips generated on that roadway.
The road could hold 1,100 trips that were the average annual daily trips for the roadway
segment that was east of there. She stated they had reached out to both Public Works
Department and FDOT to see if they had any knowledge of any deficiencies that would occur
because of this proposed development and they did not. She said Policy 5.3.4 was to consider
the impact to the functionality to the adjacent and onsite wetlands. She said this had been
addressed and there would be a 50’ setback from said wetlands and the proposed use would
be almost 300’ from the wetlands and would be addressed at site plan. There would be a 50’
natural buffer area and 100’ from the septic system. Setbacks were required and it met that
requirement. Ms. Lex said there was a CBOR meeting held on August 6, 2019. Six attendees
came and provided letters of support. Notices were mailed 30 days prior to the public hearing,
a legal advertisement was placed in the local newspaper and a sign was placed on the
property. No objections were raised.

Ms. Lex said the Planning Commission’s role was to review the proposed comprehensive plan
amendment, make recommendations to the governing body as to the compatibility with the
surrounding area and consistency of the proposal with the adopted comprehensive plan or
element and an analysis of the amendment as required. She explained that staff had been
working with the property owner to move this along.

Ms. Lex stated that staff recommended Option Number 1 and asked if there were any
questions.

Mr. Scott asked if the school was operating now.

Ms. Lex answered yes, but not at this location. A space was being rented where the school is
being operated. Ms. Lax stated that they started working with Ms. Thompson in June in hopes
of opening this school year. It was explained to Ms. Thompson what it would take to open a
school at this site and what needed to be done and she decided to pursue that and it would
still be a few months before that school could even open on that location. The Department of
Education had permitted the school at the current location.

Ms. Lasley stated that the property in question had been split into two lots and wondered if
this was part of the family exemption split.

Ms. Lex answered that it was a lot split because of the current Residential Property she
needed to have, she had actually tried to subdivide the property previously but did not leave
enough acreage to have the other Residential Use conforming so she came back in and did the
lot splits so that other Residential Use had enough acreage to support the one dwelling unit.
With this she would not have enough land to support a Residential dwelling unit but her
intent was to request this application to turn into Public Institutional.
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Ms. Lasley asked if anyone could do this to their property and Ms. Lex answered yes, if you
had enough density. But if you went over a certain number of units, you would go past being
a Minor Subdivision and go into a Major Subdivision.

Ms. Lasley asked if there was a home on the lots.

Ms. Lex said there was a 4,266 square foot residential property and another house on the
other property that was her residence.

Mr. Nunamaker interjected telling Ms. Lasley that it was Ag 1.

Ms. Lasley said she was making sure it was not a family exemption split because that had to
be homesteaded.

Ms. Lasley also asked if the school was planned to be in the 4,266 square foot structure.

Ms. Lex said it was, and that would be part of the site plan and the building permit, she would
have to come through for a complete change of occupancy approval for the use of that
building. Ms. Thompson would have to bring that building up to Code to meet the standards
for Educational Facility under the Florida Building Code.

Ms. Lasley asked if Talquin water was somewhere close.

Ms. Lex said they were currently using a well and could not answer about how close any
potable water would be.

Ms. Lasley noted she read it was % of a mile.
Ms. Bouie said the agenda stated in three different places that it was well and septic.

Ms. Lasley said yes, But if there was water there she would suggest she looked into it and see
about hooking it up, especially to be able to service a school.

Ms. Lex responded, If it was within the % mile they would, through the site plan process,
require that.

Ms. Lasley stated that Gadsden County was not great about “knowing where all that stuff
stands”.

Ms. Lex responded that Talquin had been working hard to map their services so it was getting
better.

Vice-Chair Henderson asked if any other Commissioners had questions or if there were any
applicants that wanted to speak.

Mr. Chukes asked if Ms. Thompson-Johnson had gotten in touch with the Health Department
on the septic tank and the well. Ms. Lex answered yes, the septic system had recently been
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upgraded and permitted by the Department of Health to accommodate this facility and the
existing well was permitted on site. She stated they would have to evaluate that to see and
the Water Management District that would help evaluate that. The septic is compliant for this
use. Ms. Johnson already had her sign-off that was required by the Department of Education.
It was then required that the Planning Department sign off for consistency and they were not
able to do so. This is why they have been working with Ms. Thompson. She explained they
could not approve the school, but they did say there was a process that she could go through
and this was one of the steps in the process.

Mr. Chukes asked what Ms. Lex was looking for tonight. Ms. Lex answered a recommendation
of approval to the BOCC.

Mr. Nunamaker asked how many students would be at this facility.
Mr. Scott answered 24 and Ms. Lex agreed.
Ms. Lex said it was a small school and she anticipated there would not be a large amount of

students. Once the occupancy change was gone through the building code would determine
and limit the number of students that could be accommodated in that facility.

Mr. Scott asked if they could feel confident that the septic tank had been upgraded to
accommodate 24 additional people.

Ms. Lex answered yes.

Mr. Nunamaker said if the septic tank could handle it there probably was not a problem with
the well, but that was the next obvious step.

Ms. Lasley asked Ms. Lex what she could tell her about the hunting club that was next door.
Ms. Lex said she could not tell her anything and that it was brought to her attention through
the evaluation of the Property Appraiser’s website. It appeared to have no current use, but it
had been designated as a clubhouse.

Ms. Lasley asked if there would be appropriate buffers.

Ms. Lex said this would be addressed in the site plan.

Mr. Scott asked if there was anyone at the meeting opposed to the project and there was no
response.

Vice-Chair Henderson asked if anyone from the public would like to speak.

Elva Peppers with Florida Environmental Land Services representing Ms. Thompson-Johnson
and the Academy spoke saying they appreciated the consideration of this. She said Ms.
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Thompson-Johnson was present for the meeting as well as her contingency that were all in
favor of this application. Ms. Peppers said Ms. Thomas had a lot of community support within
the immediate area. She stated that on the well subject she had spoken directly to the Health
Department and they had approved the well she had in place and it had been permitted for
this use. Ms. Peppers asked if there were any more questions for her. Ms. Lasley asked her if
she knew where Talquin water was nearby this property and Ms. Peppers said it was not
within % mile and not close enough for them to just hook up.

Options:
Recommend approval of the 2434 Kemp Road, Havana (Lillian Thompson-Johnson (SSPA 2019-
03) Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment.

1. Recommend denial of the 2434 Kemp Road, Havana (Lillian Thompson-Johnson (SSPA

2019-03) Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment.
2. Planning Commission Discretion

Vice-Chair Henderson said they had a Staff Recommendation for Option 1 and asked if there
was a motion.

UPON MOTION BY MS. BOUIE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR OPTION 1 AND
A SECOND BY MR. CHUKES, THE BOARD VOTED 7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.

Vice-Chair Henderson thanked the public for coming to participate. She stated the system
worked when they had public participation.

Mr. Nunamaker left the room at this juncture. Quorum was lost and business was suspended
until his return moments later when Vice—Chair Henderson announced they again had a
quorum and could move on.

7.
Application was withdrawn. Letter of withdrawal filed for the record. They would look for a
more suitable location.

8. Citizen’s Growth Management and Planning Bill of Rights (LDR 2018-01)

Consideration of an amendment to Section 7001.1.

Ms. Lex introduced the above item and stated this was the Citizens Growth
Management and Planning Bill of Rights and moving it from Chapter 7 to Chapter 1,
Administration and Enforcement of the Land Development Code. She stated she could not
keep track of how many times this item had been heard on the County Commission level but
at the last meeting there were issues with the material and the edits provided. The Board
wanted this to go back to them, so it went to them, they remanded it back to the Planning
Commission they wanted to hear the Planning Commission’s recommendations and then it
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would be put on the Agenda for the November 5t meeting. She did not think it was necessary
to go back through as much of the background but did want to note that the item was taken
to the BOCC. The Planning Commission had made a recommendation to eliminate the super
majority in those provisions, the BOCC declined to vote, and they instead wanted to have a
workshop. There were certain guidance provided to staff at that workshop and some were
identified in this item. Ms. Lex said they wanted it stream lined and staff to be a little more
involved in the beginning of the process. Ms. Lex added instead of a CBOR meeting she
wanted to call it a Community Participation meeting because she felt they were trying to build
a community. She had also included some staff involvement at the onset of the process. Ms.
Lex continued to say the current version of the CBOR would require:

a) Mandated Citizen Participation Plan. This would require notice to the property
owners within % mile of the development site property boundaries. She said that this
was retained; however staff was requesting it be changed to a Community
Participation Meeting. She said they wanted to build a community here and she
would like that to be the focus of the meeting. In addition to the newspaper ad and
the mailing that was done by the applicant, staff would notice the subject property
with a 2x2’ sign, no less than 20 days prior to the meeting. People that live in that
area would drive by the subject property, this would provide them notice and this was
the same notice they provide for other plan amendments.

b) Neighborhood Participation. Notification by the County Staff within 10 days of filing
an application or proposal filed for comprehensive plan map amendment; requires a
community meeting 30 days prior; requires a second community meeting 15 days
prior to the amendment adoption hearing of a plan amendment after review by DCA.

(The timing of the second requirement in this subsection was not clear. Although staff was
required to notify the neighborhood association of the filing within 10 days of the community
meeting after filing with the County the community requirement was 30 days prior to
“submittal to DCA” (now DEQ) was confusing. Ms. Lex said trying to put this on a timeline and
trying to follow when you have to do things, it was a burden and you could not move anything
through the process in any timely fashion. She said they were looking to streamline this and
her recommendation was that a community participation meeting and a conceptual review
meeting with staff be almost concurrent. Take the concept to your neighbors, present what
you want to do, bring your concept to the Planning Staff. County staff would be at the
meeting, would note what occurs and then after the meeting take away what was heard if
there were concerns, objections or support and then come in within 15 to not more than 90
days after the community participation meeting and submittal of the plan, submit the
application. This would allow time to change the application and respond to any concerns that
may have heard instead of submitting and formalizing and done all the work and then have to
be reactive vs. proactive. She continued saying if an applicant wanted an extension for 30
days, 90 days was not enough, grant them an extension. The intent was to provide an option
for the applicant to make changes in response to community input and to reflect those
changes in the formal application submittal. At a minimum, two more public meetings would
occur which would afford the opportunity for additional community input. She said she would
like to have projects built where they work together and allow the process of the Planning
Commission and BOCC Meetings be the other avenue for citizen participation.
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Mr. Nunamaker asked if the additional neighborhood meetings would be advertised in
newspaper and with signs.

Ms. Lex said no, the additional meetings were the Planning Commission and BOCC Meetings,
and there would be two more meetings for public input. She stated she wanted to work
through the process they have. There is a Commission, Board and BOCC; the citizens needed
to participate in that process as well and that was what they wanted to encourage was staff
being at that meeting. This would be one of the points they hand out is that this was where
you would find it; they would place the information on the website and keep the information
available to the public that way. Staff can make no comment at that meeting, they had no role
in that meeting other than to observe. They must remain objective, they do not have an
application but would provide information on what to expect and how to continue to
participate. That was the message she wanted to get across.

Ms. Bouie asked how the work here was similar to the Florida Statutes and what would be the
purpose of staff attending the meeting if they could make no comment.

Ms. Lex said that part of the Community Participation Meeting was not a part of the Florida
Statutes. They would be looking at the applicable 163 requirements for the Future Land Use
Map Amendments to go through the Planning Commission and to the BOCC in small scale, it
was one time only, large scale, it comes back. The purpose of the staff being present was
BOCC wanted staff involved; it was good for staff to be there and observe. She said the
language reads that the issue shall be the focus of the review that takes place. That should not
be the focus that should be a component. The focus of the review should be does it meet the
requirements of the Comprehensive Plan. She said the language was not consistent with
what the Statute (Fl. Ch.163, part 2) required.

Mr. Chukes stepped out at 7:34 p.m. losing the quorum.
Mr. Chukes returned at 7:36 p.m. a quorum was again present.
c) Seven Day “Cooling Off” Period- Plan amendments cannot be changed in 7 business
days prior to the advertised public hearing. If revised within this period, then the
hearing must be rescheduled.

She explained they advertise the public meeting in advance and would not let an applicant
change a project. It had been advertised and changes could not be made. If the applicant
wanted to make changes they could come before the appropriate governing body and present
the changes to them and ask them to consider those changes. She explained that “If revised
within this period, then the hearing must be rescheduled.” She said that would happen
whether this was put in or not. Most applicants did not want to waste their money to
withdraw and then change things and then come back again and have it re-noticed. She
stated tonight was an example of that. They kept in communication with the applicant, they
were aware of the communities’ concerns, they had requested that the staff consider moving
the item out and she told them, it had already been noticed, it was already out there, nothing
would change, it would go to the Board and any action that took place would take place in
front of the Commission and then in front of the Board. Ms. Lex recommended that this
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requirement be deleted.

d) Super-majority vote-required for all comprehensive plan amendments, major land
development reviews, variances, special exceptions, major site plans and major
subdivision(s). A super majority vote is also required for amendment of this section.

She said she had heard, loud and clear from the BOCC that they wanted this retained. She left
the requirement for all Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Major Development Reviews,
Variances, Special Exceptions, Major Site Plans and Major Subdivisions. A super majority vote
was also required for amendment of this section to change the CBOR. She recommended that
they retain the super majority requirement for Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Major
Subdivisions, which was more than 5 lots, and Special Exception Uses. They were currently in
the process developing zoning categories. In that zoning category they had discussed levels of
review, and special exceptions would be identified within those zoning categories. When
there was zoning that would determine whether or not they needed to go through another
special exception when they try to apply the zoning to that property. They will have to go
through the special exception to change the future land use map. Once the map is changed,
the zoning map will show the uses, so when they come in to apply to change the zoning map,
whether they were going to build on the land was when it would go to the CBOR.

Ms. Lasley asked if she was correct saying, for example, Hoover Wood plant that was put in on
(Highway) 27 that was a site plan. It was not a subdivision it was one use on 65 acres.

Ms. Lex answered that she was not she was not here for that.
Ms. Lasley asked her if she was aware of it.

Ms. Lex stated she was aware of the wood plant but not aware of any processes that took
place for it.

Ms. Lasley said historically, a major site plan has been a Commercial/Industrial type
application on the property that was nonresidential so it was basically a nonresidential
development and that was not included in this and those were the ones that had the most
impact on the surrounding area and that needed to be included.

Ms. Lex said instead of doing the site plan process, when you create zoning for Industrial, she
recommended they go to the thresholds of size, If you were coming in and building an
Industrial warehouse, for example, they were less than 10,000 square feet.

Ms. Lasley interjected saying, you were just going to approve it in house and nobody would be
able to have input into it.

Ms. Lex answered for a 10,000 square foot warehouse, yes that would be very appropriate for
industrial use. One you hit thresholds in size that should be where it dictated the impact. We
need to allow people to come in and build things as of right. We need to set up certain levels
of review that go the Development Review Committee and the Planning Commission for
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approval and then the levels that were greater that need to go through community
participation, Planning Commission and BOCC and they were subject to the Super Majority.
Use our zoning as a tool and once the use was approved the site plan was a part of your Land
Development Regulations.

Ms. Bouie said her concern was that it becomes speculative and required an applicant to
speculate on the possibility of being approved because there were no spenders. She told Ms.
Lex that she understood her saying a number of things that could happen, the levels of
review, the thresholds, recommendations, but none of them were in place in writing
anywhere for them to be a have a super majority rule based on contingencies that there are
no standards outlined, was unreasonable. If they were to go to court and a judge was to have
to mediate and decide on this, she thought his decision would be based on reasonableness or
the ability for a person to accomplish the task and there was no task because this county does
not have standards. She said she did not mind consideration of fairness based on the super
majority, although she did have problems with it because we were a small county with an odd
number of seats. Then you have the possibility of an oppressor being able to oppress a small
county. Her concern was, without considering that, the County had no standards to base the
use of a super majority there was no reasonable expectation for an applicant to use, there
were no standards for them to go by. As a resident of Gadsden County she would not apply
for a business and would not consider it because the decisions would be weighed upon
personal discretion rather than being able to go down and look at a list of standards that
could be accomplished.

Ms. Lex replied the major site plan component that was in place right now, she believed that
they needed to not go for the site plan but they needed to look at what the level of the use
was.

Ms. Bouie said that Ms. Lex was still saying “I believe” and that leads her to conclude there
were no standards.

Ms. Lex stressed that they were working on them.

Ms. Bouie said she had been asking for standards since she had been there and even before
she was on the Planning Commission she came with other citizens trying to get businesses in
and they had to drop projects that were bidding $200,000 because the County would
continue to send them back with things that were not done. She said it was unreasonable to
hide behind the super majority when there were no standards, a person could do everything
the County asked and still not get approved. She believed the supermajority was beyond
explanation. All of this should be a part of something else other than a CBOR. She looked at
two other counties that had a CBOR and it was a one page document. She did not think that
tonight was a fair opportunity for the Committee to make reasonable and intelligent
recommendations. She said citizens have rights and she was looking at the Florida Statutes
and if citizens were already protected by State Statutes and why where they creating
documents that would further confuse the applicants and not give the applicants or the
citizens an outline of what they needed to do to get something passed. She stated that their
job as Commissioners was to make certain that they were reviewing and that it complied with
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County and State Regulations and there were no standards for them to make that judgment
decision on. She stated she was willing to volunteer to a certain extent...

Ms. Lex agreed that without having the zoning categories in place and having to find what the
special exception uses were that then the major site plan would be retained. She felt a lot of
money went into a major site plan vs. an application in zoning where there were certain uses
that were as of right. She stated she could come in and build 2500 square feet in a commercial
district for retail purposes, for an office or a medical facility and she should be able to know,
as of right, what she could do. Then there would be the next threshold where it was
conditional use and it minor and it goes before review committee and your Planning
Commission. Then you should have the next one which was the major and you look at the
uses and determine which would require a special exception CBOR. The staff had not defined
the standards and they were trying to. They had no zoning and if they had zoning with
standards they would know where they were.

Ms. Bouie said she thought it was a problem to confuse the CBOR with Regulations; it should
not be one in the same document.

Ms. Lasley stated this was created to give the public the opportunity to have a voice before
the projects were created to know what was going on next to them in their neighborhood that
they would have to pass by every day.

Ms. Bouie said the State of Florida allows for that but Gadsden County was confusing this with
combining other stipulations and regulations and rules that should not be a part of that. It
could be accomplished in a one page document. We want to protect the citizens, while as
abiding for review; we want to make certain that applicants comply. It should be two separate
issues. Stipulations, Regulations or the voting procedures should not be a part of the CBOR.
The document did not disclose to any of them. They had only two chapters being reviewed.
She believes there was too much in the CBOR and was not saying some things because she
loves Gadsden County but if she had to get to that point, she would say things. She
understood all of it but 20 years from now people would need standards in writing.

Vice Chair Henderson said she was making sure she understood Ms. Bouie’s point. Addressing
Attachment 3, Chapter 7, she understood Ms. Bouie’s thought was that the CBOR should have
Aand Binit but not CandD.

Ms. Bouie said pretty much and some more could offer protection for the citizens in A and B.
She also thought there were some things that could go in that were not. She added that she
felt A and B did not do enough to protect the citizens.

Ms. Lasley said the reason it all came up again and the reason it was approved at the time 5-0
on the BOCC, a lot of really big land use changes occurred for Rural Residential in
tremendously inappropriate places and they were in the Stipulated Agreement, they had all
these conditions that were on them that were in Chapter 5 her point was one of them was
half of the property was in wetlands and it was zoned Rural Residential.
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Ms. Lex stated that they do not having zoning, they had a future land use map.

Ms. Lasley stated all these things were created and voted on by a 3-2 vote by the BOCC and
they were all very bad planning decisions and they were spotty and there was yellow
(referring to the County map) all over the County. Those things were created with no
infrastructure and no libraries, no nothing like that. That was the reason for the super
majority, and in her opinion, if there was a good project, like the school, if you had something
the Planning Board could agree on and support 7-0, then obviously it was not a problem and it
would be good for the County. But if there were controversial factors in there, the public
would be impacted to be able to go and have two or three meetings of giving their input into
why they were dissatisfied with the project.

Ms. Bouie answered that was allowed with Florida State Laws and in the past there were
other really bad decisions that, she thought, were made. She stated there was a Democratic
System that was elected and they had to participate at all times. She stated she was not
pleased with decisions when people were elected and did not like the electoral college, but
that was the system we were in and we had to be afforded the opportunity to educate and
not always mandate by imposing an oppressive system. She further stated the super majority
was a system that was created by the Legislature in systems where decisions have to be made
where there were considerations that had to be given and had to be brought forth and had to
be weighed when that system was used. It was not a system created to be used on every
decision and that was her strongest opposition against the super majority. She said use it but
they should have the standards of when it was used and should not be a blanketed decision
for anything coming into the County and by the same token, she said that it was easy to pay
two people to oppose something and she said she saw good things passed over in the County,
i.e., BMW, Budweiser and was told Walt Disney World, Family Dollar Distribution Center,
Campbell Soup Company, all were voted out in the County. She said she would rather see a
system where it brought the Commissioners to the table and forced them to negotiate and
have a company to do things that would not offend this County, rather than say across the
board, we would not pass you. Her concern was a person could still do everything that the
County required and there was no guarantee it would be passed with the super majority.

Ms. Lex said that was correct and as long as there was only a Future Land Use map and no
zoning and you wanted to hand someone a document that said if someone changed their
property to Neighborhood Commercial they could build, as a right, X amount of square
footage, period. They should be able to do that. There should be standards that govern the
buffering and the access. She added they would not know before you come into the site plan
whether or not it would actually be approved. There should be levels of as of right
development that they were granted on their property just the same way they were granted
in, for example Ag 1. The super majority would always apply as long as you had it apply to the
Future Land Use map.

Ms. Bouie asked if Gadsden County was the only County to use super majority.

Ms. Lasley answered that there was a whole page of counties that use super majority.
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Mr. Scott asked why they were still arguing about the fairness of the super majority when it
was something, as a Planning Commission, was out of their hands. The BOCC had already
stated their position on that matter.

Ms. Bouie stated she did not agree. She noted that she attended the BOCC meeting and what
she heard was they would use the super majority conditionally and there were exceptions and
the Planning Commission were to make their recommendations. She did not believe the
Planning Commission had enough information. She requested to see the entire document and
wanted the Planning Commission to be able to intelligently make a recommendation on how
to use the super majority. She said one of the exceptions that one of the Commissioners
brought forth was for the family exception.

Ms. Lex said that was not applicable at all.

Ms. Lasley asked to get the minutes from that BOCC Meeting and include it in the packet next
time so they could all read what the BOCC said about the project and they could address the
things.

Ms. Lex asked if the Planning Commission wanted to have a workshop with both groups and
come up with a recommendation that was a joint recommendation from both parties and

added that type of meeting had not been done yet.

Vice Chair Henderson responded if it was possible to get the BOCC and the Planning
Commission in the same room.

Ms. Lex stated she was trying to find a compromise between participation and informing the
public and the needed to move forward with zoning so people would know what they could
do with their property.

Mr. Chukes asked what the super majority was put in place to do.

Ms. Lex answered that it was to insure that the public was informed at the very onset of a
project and to also insure at the end when it went before the board that there would not be
an un-weighted vote and that a majority of four Commissioners approved it.

Mr. Chukes questioned if it was to “keep certain items out and put certain items in.”

Ms. Lex answered she could not say that was correct.

Vice Chair Henderson said it was put in place to make it harder to pass changes and Ms. Lex
agreed.

Mr. Chukes said he understood both points but wondered who the super majority would hurt.

Ms. Lex said it would hurt the people and the developers. It would hurt the people who
wanted to come in and consider developing. It could hurt Gadsden County and it could help
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Gadsden County by preventing bad development and support good development.

Ms. Lasley said it could support good development and that was the focus, if it was a good
project, there would not be a problem getting the four votes. Mr. Lex said she wanted to
bring to them the last project that went before the super majority and it was the mining. A
person owned a piece of land that was Agricultural, had been given mining rights 30 years ago
and was given mining rights for another 25 years. They wanted to bring that property into
compliance because there was not a Mining category when they first started; they were in
compliance when they first started. They requested to change their Land Use Map to Mining
so it would reflect the use. They could mine whether or not they requested the change. One
citizen complained they were mining in a new area. She said there was no better reason to do
it but to inform the public.

Ms. Lasley said it was a non-conforming use and Ms. Lex said it was not non-confirming; it was
conforming when it started because the regulations allowed it at that time. Ms. Lasley said it
was still non-conforming use on the use. Ms. Lex said they made it non-conforming when
they did not make it mining when the use was in place when they adopted the Future Land
Use Map. Ms. Bouie asked if that was an oversight of the County and Ms. Lex said it was. Vice
Chair Henderson said you could not take an existing property use that someone has at the
time you adopted the Future Land Use Map, for instance, the convenience store that was
before them earlier. It should have had a commercial spot there because that would have
reflected a current use at the time the Future Land Use Map was developed. Ms. Lex said the
mining person came before the Board, there were four members only, and they
recommended approval to DEO. It same back before them, three said yes and one said no.
After this person did all this work and could still mine, they have not served the public by
putting it in the map. People that come to buy property do not know that is taking place
there. Ms. Lex added she felt that was one instance where the super majority really hurt the
business owner who was trying to do the right thing. Vice Chair Henderson said the one it
hurt was the public because the map did not reflect the actual usage.

Vice Chair Henderson asked if a super majority would be needed if the Planning Commission
recommended switching to a Zoning system and Ms. Lex said yes.

Vice Chair Henderson asked if they switched to a system of zoning rather than using the
Future Land Use Map, would that not have to be in the Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. Lex stated that they were out of compliance and had been for 30 years. They were
mandated to put zoning in place within one year of any change to the Comprehensive Plan
and that had not been done.

Examples were given and more discussion was continued about the CBOR, and Super
Majority.

Options:

1. Recommend to the BOCC to adopt Ordinance 2018-018 amending Chapters 1 & 7 of
the Land Development Code.
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2. Recommend to BOCC to not adopt the Ordinance 2018-018 amending Chapters 1 & 7
of the Land Development Code.
3. Board direction.

UPON MOTION OF MS. BOUIE TO HAVE THE STAFF WORK IT UP AND HAVE A WORKSHOP
WITH BOCC AND A SECOND BY MR. STALLWORTH. VICE CHAIR HENDERSON SAID THEY
WOULD HEAR FROM THE PUBLIC BEFORE TAKING A VOTE.

Don Stewart of 102 Timber Run addressed the board with his concerns for Zoning, Future
Land Use Map and the CBOR.

Ms. Bouie stated that if an applicant did everything required by all of the standards this
County and State required, according to the CBOR, it could still be voted no.

Ms. Lasley explained that the applicant had the power to appeal the decision and if there was
no basis in the denial then the project could not be denied.

Mr. Weiss answered yes that was 100% accurate. The CBOR does not set forth any standards;
it provides an additional meeting and a process for notification and how the meeting would
happen. It has nothing to do with the standards related to any kind of application or
development approval, which is the subject of the rest of the Comprehensive Plan and Land
Development Code, which was where the standards would be found. He said they were right
in that they had to have established standards and criteria by which decisions were made.
When an application came in decisions must be made based on the criteria that the facts had
been applied to in the code. That was not in the CBOR and was not the point of it. There
should not be standards in the CBOR. The CBOR was a process for another meeting. He
explained it was a process for another meeting; not standards. The existing CBOR was unclear
as to what it applies to and how it applies. He stated it needed clarification.

Ms. Bouie said Mr. Weiss addressed her concerns and stated she wanted a CBOR but she
wanted it clear and concise and to not have had all the other regulations for the citizen to be
able to perform.

Mr. Weiss said he thought the proposed changes did that, it was an improvement from what
existed. He said he had reviewed it and assisted in the revisions.

Ms. Bouie said she wanted the attorney to make certain that the County was not legally at risk
and she preferred the attorney protected the County and allowed the Planning Commission to
come to a document that would favor the citizens.

UPON MOTION OF MS. BOUIE TO ASK STAFF TO COME BACK WITH RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT WOULD CLARIFY AND GIVE RECOMMENDATIONS ON DIFFERENCT POINTS AND HAVE
A WORKSHOP WITH BOCC AND A SECOND MADE BY MR. STALLWORTH, THE BOARD VOTED
7-0 BY VOICE VOTE TO APPROVE.
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GENERAL BUSINESS

Vice Chair Henderson asked if there were any additional comments or concerns.

Mr. Nunamaker said he had a concern about the zoning process. He stated that the Planning
Commission was taking recommendations, doing a lot of exceptions and there was no zoning
map.

Ms. Lex said that was what they were working on.
Mr. Nunamaker asked why it had taken 30 years.

Ms. Lasley said that there was no land use map and the map on the wall was a future land use
map.

Ms. Lex said zoning was not an existing land use map. An existing land use map was what was
existing; it may not be what the zoning is.

Mr. Nunamaker stated the Future Land Use Map put a hardship on so many different people
who were trying to do something simple with their property.

Ms. Lex said if you made your zoning and then had in the zoning what you could do and how
easy it was to do and what levels of development and how to go through the approvals that
should correct some of the problem. That was the intent of the zoning. She gave examples to
the board.

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD, MS. BOUIE MADE A
MOTION TO ADJOURN AND A SECOND BY MS. LASLEY, THE MEETING WAS DECLARED
ADJOURNED BY A 7-0 VOICE VOTE AT 8:57 P.M.

LIBBY HENDERSON, Vice-Chair
Gadsden County Planning Commission

ATTEST:

NICHOLAS THOMAS, Clerk
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