Minutes of Meeting
Board of County Commissioners
St. Johns . ounty, . .orida
Special Meeting
County Administration Building
500 San Sebastian View
St. Augustine, . :orida 32084
August 19, 2026 - 9:00 a.m.

CALL TO ORDER
Commissioner Murphy called the special meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

Present: Clay Murphy, District 3, Chair
Ann Taylor, District 5, Vice Chair
Christian Whitehurst, District 1
Sarah Amold, District 2
Krista Joseph, District 4

aff Present: Joy Andrews, County Administrator

Brad Brad _, Deputy County Administrator
Jesse Dunn, Deputy County Administrator
Rich Komando, County Attorney
Lex Taylor, Deputy County Attorney
Kealey West, Deputy County Attorney
Crystal Smith, Deputy Clerk

ROLL CALL

The clerk called the roll.

INVOCATION

Commissioner Murphy gave the invocation.

PL..JGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Joe Giammanco, Lieutenant Commander, United States Coast Guard, led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Motion by Taylor, seconded by Murphy, carried 5/0, to approve the Special Meeting Agenda,
as submitted.

Yea: Taylor, Murphy, Whitehurst, Arnold, Joseph
Nay: None
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Board of County Commissioners Special Meeting
August 19, 2026

Taylor congratulated Commissioner Joseph on her re-election.

1. Public Hearing - ENCERT 2026-05, Heritage Development East. The 2026
amendments to Sections 163.3162 and 163.3164, Florida Statutes establish a process
allowing property owners to request certification that a property qualifies as an
Agricultural Enclave before submitting a development application. Heritage
Development Company of NE Florida, LL.C, submitted an application to certify Parcel
ID Nos. 136090-0005 and 136640-0000 as an Agricultural Enclave. The property is
approximately 615.41 acres and is located directly east of Interstate 95 and south of
State Road 207

The Board disclosed ex parte communications.

Kealey West, Deputy County Attorney, provided information on the purpose of the meeting and
the statutory re lirements.

Robert Walters, Attorney Representative for Heritage Development, presented the details of the
item.

Discussion ensued on perimeter calculations, the number of units per acre, and the statutory
requirements for the property to be agricultural.

Joe McAnarney spoke in opposition to the development and presented details to deny the item.

Carrie Hersel spoke in opposition to the development and highlighted the definition of parcels
(Exhibit A).

Whitehurst requested clarification on the legal requirements for the provisional amendments
regarding a parcel of land. Discussion ensued.

Walters provided rebuttal and explained the legal requirements for the certification aspect of the
request.

Motion by Taylor, seconded by Joseph, failed 2/3, with Whitehurst, Murphy, and Arnold
dissenting, to deny Agricultural Enclave Certification Application ENCERT 2026-05,
finding, based upon the competent substantial evidence contained in the record, that the
subject parcel(s) do not satisfy the statutory definition of an agricultural enclave under
Section 163.3164(4), Florida Statutes, and the requirements for certification under Section
163.3162(4), Florida Statutes; and direct the Office of the County Attorney to prepare the
final written order, including findings of fact and conclusions of law supporting the Board’s
determination, as required by Section 163.3162(4), Florida Statutes, on facts that questions
remain unanswered.

Yea: Joseph, Taylor
Nay: Whitehurst, Murphy, Arnold
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Board of County Commissioners Special Meeting
August 19, 2026

Motion by Whitehurst, seconded by Arnold, carried 3/2, with Joseph and Taylor dissenting,
to approv Agricultural Enclave Certification Application ENCERT 2026-0S, upon finding
that, based upon the competent substantial evidence contained in the record, the application
demonstrates that the subject parcel(s) satisfy the statutory definition of an agricultural
enclave contained in Section 163.3164(4), Florida Statutes, and the certification
requirements of Section 163.3162(4)(a), Florida Statutes.

Yea: Whitehurst, Arnold, Murphy

Nay: Joseph, Taylor

2. Public Hearing - ENCERT 2026-06, Heritage Development West. The 2026 amendments
to Sections 163.3162 and 163.3164, Florida Statutes establish a process allowing prope
owners to request certification that a property qualifies as an Agricultural Enclave before
submitting a development application. Heritage Development Company of NE Florida,
LLC, submitted an application to certify Parcel ID Nos. 136635-0120, 137350-0010, and
140390-0000 as an Agricultural Enclave. The property is approximately 551 acres and is
located west of Interstate 95 and south of State Road 207

The Board disclosed ex parte communications.

Robert Walters, Attorney Representative for Heritage Development, presented the details of the
item.

William Fisher spoke in opposition to the request and expressed his concerns with the property
being wetlands.

Joe McAnarney spoke in opposition to the development and presented details to deny the item.
Denver Cook voiced concerns about the impact the proposed growth would have on schools.
Rachel Trifiletti requested clarification on the bona fide agricultural use of the requested property.
Chris Farrell questioned whether the conditions described met all statutory requirements.

Jean Aklin spoke in opposition to the request and voiced concerns on traffic impacts and impacts
on wildlife.

Paul DeFranco spoke in o _ sition to the request and expressed concerns that no evidence was
provided to ensure the property was being used as agricultural land.

Carrie Hersel spoke in opposition to the request and explained the definition of a tax parcel.

Doctor Asplen, St. Johns County School Board Superintendent, provided information on the
development's impact on schools and school concurrency.

Murphy expressed his position on the statutory requirements on agricultural enclaves.
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Board of County Commissioners Special Meeting
August 19, 2026

Walters explained that the Property Appraiser classified the property as bona fide agricultural
annually.

Whitehurst requested confirmation that staff ensured the application met: legal requirements for
the property's agricultural use. West responded.

Motion by Murphy, seconded by Whitehurst, carried 3/2, with Joseph and Taylor dissenting,
to approve Agricultural Enclave Certification Application ENCERT 2026-06 upon finding
that, based upon the competent substantial evidence contained in the record, the application
demonstrates that the subject parcel(s) satisfy the statutory definition of an agricultural
enclave contained in Section 163.3164(4), Florida Statutes, and the certification
requirements of Section 163.3162(4)(a), Florida Statutes.

Yea: Murphy, Arnold, Whitehurst
Nay: Joseph, Taylor

3. Public Hearing - ENCERT 2026-01, N. Palm Valley Rd. Application for Agricultural
Enclave Certification pursuant to Sections 163.3162 and 163.3164, Florida Statutes. This
certification request includes approximately 4,462 acres. The subject property is located
North of Nocatee Parkway, west of the Intracoastal Waterway, and east of the Duval
County line

The Board disclosed ex parte communications.

Ellen Avery-Smith, Esquire, Rogers Towers, P.A., presented the details of the item, including the
property’s bona fide agricultural use and statutory requirements.

Don Fullerton, Prime AE Group, provided details on property use and the existing Future Land
Use Map (FLUM).

Joseph asked whether the property was on the Duval County side. Avery-Smith clarified for the
record that the property would be used for one unit per acre. Mike Roberson, Director of Growth
Management, explained that Florida Statutes dictate the property's density and the number of units
allowed per acre. Discussion ensued on the density of surrounding areas, hiring a forestry expert,
units per acre, and statutes that would prevent the property to the north from being used as an
agricultural enclave.

Kerri Gustauson spoke in opposition to the request and presented details to deny the item (Exhibit
A).

Joe McAnarney spoke in opposition to the development and presented details to deny the item.

Nicole Valentine spoke in opposition to the request and voiced concerns about the statutory
requirements for the property's perimeter.

Denver Cook questioned the classification of the intracoastal waterways and roadways and spoke
in opposition to the request.
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Board of County Commissioners Special Meetil
August 19, 2020
West explained the law for the intracoastal waterways and roadways.
Chuck Labanowski spoke in opposition to the request and expressed concerns about lot sizes.

Tamara Haleem spoke in opposition to the request with concerns about industrial land surrounding
the property.

Mary Clarke spoke in opposition to the request with concerns about traffic congestion, water
demand, school impacts, environmental impacts, and units per acre.

David Kelly spoke in opposition to the request and expressed concerns about infrastructure.

Edward Hernandez spoke in opposition to the request and voiced his concerns with traffic impacts
and infrastructure.

Janice Sanya spoke in opposition to the request and requested a more detailed review of the
statutory requirements.

Paul DeFranco spoke in opposition to the request and expressed his concerns with the expedited
approval of the agricultural enclave applications.

Millie Morris spoke in opposition to the request and voiced concerns about environmental impacts
on drinkable water and clear-cutting land.

Taylor Collins spoke in opposition to the request with concerns about environmental and
infrastructure impacts.

Carrie Hersel spoke in opposition to the request and encouraged the applicant to provide proof of
bona fide agricultural operations conducted on the property.

hris Farrall spoke in opposition to the request and voiced concerns that the property did not meet
statutory requirements (Exhibit B).

Natalie Dickson spoke in opposition to the request and voiced her concerns with environmental
impacts.

Avery nith rebutted, explained that the application package met aj . icable requirements,
requested that the Board rely on competent, substantial evidence based on expert testimony, and

clarified, for the record, there would be no more than 4,462 units on the property.

Fullerton provided clarification on the survey portion of the application, including the development
boundaries. Discussion ensued on the Duval County boundary line.

Whitehurst clarified that the developer built the parkway at their expense and explained that Ponte
Vedra residents rejected the Florida Department of Transportation's A1A widening project.
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Motion by Joseph, seconded by Taylor, failed 2/3, with Arnold, Whitehurst, and Murphy
dissenting, to deny Agricultural Enclave Certification Application ENCERT 2026-01
finding, based upon the competent substantial evidence contained in the record, that the
subject parcel(s) do not satisfy the statutory definition of an agricultural enclave under
Section 163.3164(4), Florida Statutes, and the requirements for certification under Section
163.3162(4), Florida Statutes; and direct the Office of the County Attorney to prepare the
final written order, including findings of fact and conclusions of law supporting the Board’s
determination, as required by Section 163.3162(4), Florida Statutes, due to proof of it not
being a certified agricultural work land, as well as the Community Planning Act for
inadequate infrastructure.

Yea: Taylor, Joseph
Nay: Arnold, Whitehurst, Murphy

Motion by Murphy, seconded by Joseph, carried 4/1, with Arnold dissenting, to continue the
item to September 1,2026,I C Meeting at 9:00 a.m., or soon thereafter.

Yea: Murphy, Joseph, Taylor, Whitehurst
Nay: Arnold

Murphy requested Board consensus to have staff bring back more information on the boundaries
to the north end of the parcel. Consensus was given.

Motion by Joseph, seconded by Taylor, failed 2/3, with Murphy, Arnold, and Whitehurst
dissenting, to hire an independent Forestry Company and to direct staff to look at the

Community Planning Act.

Yea: Joseph, Taylor
Nay: Murphy, Whitehurst, Arnold

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

Commissioner Joseph

No report.

Commissioner Murphy

No report.

Commissioner Taylor

Taylor thanked residents for their participation, acknowledged the unprecedented impact of Senate
Bill 686 on St. Johns County, and expressed support for pursuing legal action to protect the
County’s interests and residents.
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Carrie Hersel

122V T v

clisi o, on is built on a fundamental = :al flaw: the developer’s iance on administrative tax
parcel boundaries to dc...ae the enclave. The courts have consistently held that tax parcel boundaries
are created for Property Appraiser convenience and do not dictate land use, zoning, or regulatory
boundaries under Florida Law. Using tax lines as a proxy for land use is an administrative shortcut,
not a legally binding boundary.

Under this Statue an agricultural enclave requires legitimate, bona fide agricultural use across the
claim—not just blanket coverage including raw uncultivated land.

Look specifically at Tax Parcel 0522400000 along with several sub-parcels in this application.
Historical satellite imagery clearly demonstrates that these acres are not, and have not been, engaged
in bona fide commercial agricultural production. I challenge the applicant to produce sales records,
harvesting receipts, or plot logs proving bona fide agricultural operations across every single acre of all
these proposed tax parcels. Once you strip out that non-agricultural land, the entire application
collapses.

Florida Statute 163 was never intended to allow developers to cherry-pick arbitrary tax maps to
bypass local comprehensive plans. To establish a true baseline, the County should evaluate soil rating
parcel maps and actual environmental boundary parcel maps. The boundaries must be redrawn using
metes and bounds that reflect reality on the ground of how each acre is truly used.

What is the true ultimate boundary of this development? We already know about the 6k ~ 1val acres
approved to the west, but let’s talk about the elephant in the room, which is the land to the north BJD
Timberlands. That tax parcel was conveniently excluded from this application. More critically, that
northern property is locked under a 2016 Covenants and restrictions with the FDEP due to lingering
ground water contamination—specifically Vinyl Chloride and Di-Choloro-Ethylene. If you grant
this enclave certification, and clear the path for residential development, how will stormwater and
subsurface runoff from that contaminated site be managed safely?

Finally, we cannot ignore the troubling history of Senate Bill 686. The statue changes all read like
hyper-specific "special legislation" crafted for private interests rather than the general public. The
sudden shift from 'parcel' to 'parcels,’ drastically expanding contiguous land exemptions across bodies
of water, and reducing the surrounding development threshold from 75% to 50% seem specifically
tailored to fit this exact acreage. Along with a convenient retro-active qualification date tied to the
timing of the adjacent Duval zoning approvals, and an unusual sunset date of said changes of January |
2028. The strategy is obvious: secure enclave status now, buy time to negotiate with the FDEP on the
northern parcel, and file the remaining Dee-Dot acreage before the statute expires.

Commissioners, do not let local authority be stripped by a manufactured application. Demand true
proof of bona fide agriculture, enforce accurate boundary redraws, protect our water, and deny this
certification. Thank you

carrie_hersel @yahoo.com EXHIBIT “A*
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Novth Palm Valley Road Application 4400 - Acres. Northern St Jolms Conniv. Florida

A Change.org petition of the residents of St. Johns County and concerned
citizens

Signatures collected July 16 — August 16, 2026

Petition created by John W. Butt III

Presented to the Board for entry into the official record
0

St JUILIS LOUILY 1 1aCULE VIIE DL WIE WudL SiguIvain 1auu-usé decisions in its history

The proposed Enclave developtent is not simply another neighborhood. It seeks Agricultural Enclave Certification, an expedited process that could allow a major
development to move forward before many of the most important questions have been fully answered.

This petition is not about opposing growth. Growth is inevitable, and when it is responsibly planned, it can strengthen a community.
This petition is about ensuring that growth is transparent, accountable, and supported by infrastructure before irreversible decisions are made.

Residents deserve to know how this proposal will affect traffic, schools, emergency services, flooding, water resources, wildlife habitat, and quality of life before
development rights are expanded—not afterward.

St. Johns County has spent decades becoming one of Florida’s most desirable places to live. Decisions of this magnitude should be made carefully, openly, and with
meaningful public participation.

ABLCUIIULEL DUCIAYE L ELULCAUOL 1> @ SIEBILIV AL USLIMUL Wiat LUWU Suape wivusauws vi acres for generations

Before moving forward, residents believe the county should have complete information available, including detailed traffic analyses, infrastructure planning,
conservation strategies. stormwater managemenl, emergency service impacts, school capacity, and enforceable public commitments.

The public should have the opportunitv to review these details before major development rights are granted.

1 1€ @PPAICALON SIS MOTE Wian 4,4 w avies, waxwg it one of the largest remaining undeveloped tracts in northern St. Johns County.
Even at approximately one home per gross acre, the project could ultimately accommodate thousands of homes and many thousands of additional residents.

That means substantially more vehicles on roads that are already heavily traveled, increased demand for schools. utilities, emergency services, parks, and other public
infrastructure.
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wihibit 2 trea  100% of the 16,131.40-foot East line and 100% of the South lines as existing
development. Staff reports 50.72%. State the exact numerator, in feet, used by staff, and identify each
perimeter segment or parcel accounting for the approx1mately 93-foot difference between the
i _licant’s 29,595.54 feet and staff’s figure.

Ques N 4. Staff’s analysis treats the Eastern and Southern perimeter as existing development in
reaching 50.72%. Property Appraiser records classify five Roscoe Boulevard parcels (0684400060,
0629200000, 0636000000, 0636000030, and 0641400000; approximately 969 feet of combined
frontage) as vacant residential, vacant commercial, or Rivers, Lakes and Submerged Land. For each
parcel: identify the existing industrial, commercial, or residential development relied upon to treat it
as developed under (c)1.b.; identify the definition of “development” (see § 380.04, Florida Statutes)
that staff applied; state whether any frontage associated with these parcels was excluded from staff’s
50.72% ure; and state the resulting percentage if frontage lacking qualifying existing development
is excluded. Because the East perimeter is evaluated across the Intracoastal Waterway under the
flush-left paragraph of § 163.3164(4), state also how that provision was applied to any counted parcel
that is itself classified as submerged land, and which upland parcel across the water qualifies for that
segment. (By the residents’ approximate arithmetic, excluding the identified frontage would place
both the applicant’s and staff’s figures below 50%.)

“uest 1 5. The western _ 'rimeter is qualified largely through City of Jacksonville designations.
For purpos  >f § 163.3164(4)(c)1.b., what does “the local government” mean when an adjacent par
lies in another jurisdiction, and what statutory basis permits another local government’s zoning and
future land use maps to satisfy that  [uirement in a St. Johns County certification?

Inquiry No. 2: Bona fide agricultural operation, § 163.3164(4)(b)

The statute requires five years of continuous use for bona fide agricultural purposes as defined by §
193.461, good-faith commercial agricultural use. The residents acknowledge that the record contains
operational evidence, not merely an agricultural tax classification: a Property Appraiser letter; owner
affidavits; a timber-sales summary “ :hibit 5.4, submitted through the Exhibit 5.3 supplemental
affidavit, though not accompanied by settlement statements, mill receipts, harvest contracts, or parcel-
level allocations) showing sales in 2021, 2022, 2025, and 2026; and two February 2020 Callahan Timber
forest-management plans. The residents also recognize that commercial forestry does not require a
timber sale every year. The issue is whether the record establishes that the certified parcel or parcels
remained in continuous, bona fide commercial agricultural use throughout the required five-year period,
including 2023 and 2024, when the timber-sales summary shows no harvest.

Question 6. What evidence establishes the commercial forestry activity occurring during 2023 and
}, including planting, reforestation, site preparation, thinning, = ‘'ribed management,
itenance, timber cruising, harvest preparation, or other commercial forestry operations, and

what evidence ties those activities to the parcel or parcels being certified?

The two February 2020 plans describe tracts of 2,472 acres (9 parcels) and 2,255 acres (16
parcels), with parcels appearing on both lists. The record contains no reconciliation of those tracts to
the certified 4,462 acres and 21 parcels, and no updated plan despite the supplemental affidavit’s
statement that the plans are “periodically updated.”














