
 

Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Agenda 
July 10, 2023 | 6:30 PM 
Peachtree City City Hall 

 

 
A quorum of the Peachtree City Mayor & Council may be in attendance. 

  

    
I. Pledge of Allegiance 
    
II. Additions or Deletions 
    
III. Announcements and Reports 
    
IV. Approval of Minutes 
  1. Planning Commission Meeting June 12, 2023 
    
V. Public Hearing 
    
VI. Old Agenda Items 
    
VII. New Agenda Items 
  1. 23-07-01  Conceptual Site Plan, New Warehouse, 270 Parkade Court 
  2. 23-07-02  Building Elevations, Dental Office, 101 Gates Entry 
  3. 23-07-03  Concept Plat, MacDuff Townhomes, 1100 MacDuff Parkway 
  4. 23-07-04  Conceptual Site Plan, Gerresheimer Plant Expansion, 305 

Naeco Way 
    
VIII. Workshop Items 
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Planning Commission of Peachtree City 
Meeting Minutes 

Monday, June 12, 2023 
6:30 PM 

  

Pledge of Allegiance 
The Peachtree City Planning Commission met Monday, June 12, 2023, at City Hall. Chairman 
Michael Link presided. Also present were Commissioners Mitzi Johnston, Felicia Reeves, and Scott 
Ritenour, along with Alternate Andrew Kriz. Commissioner Kenneth Hamner was absent. Others 
present were Planning Director Robin Cailloux, Senior Planner Lora Hooks, Recording Secretary 
Martha Barksdale, and IT Specialist Jadyn Tallman. 
Additions or Deletions 
None 
Announcements and Reports 
Link said he was always glad to see a good number of citizens in attendance, and he also 
welcomed City Council Member Clint Holland. 
1. Development Status Report  
 Hooks went over the highlights on a list of active development projects. Gerber Collision on SR 

74 was one of the newest projects, with clearing started on the site. The Gerresheimer 
expansion was well underway, and chicken lovers would be excited that Guthrie’s was opening 
soon, Hooks reported.    
  
Several projects needed Commission representatives designated. Ritenour volunteered to take 
Bridge Park Medical, and Kriz signed on for Gimme Shelter. Link said he would work with the 
new manufacturing facility, Reeves stepped up for Peachtree Cardiology, and Johnston 
volunteered for SWI Machinery on Naeco Way. Link volunteered Hamner as liaison for Take 5 
Oil Change.   
  
Hooks said there was nothing new to highlight on the residential side; all projects were 
progressing. Tonight they would be talking about Mill Farms. 

Approval of Minutes  
1. Planning Commission Meeting May 8, 2023 
 Johnston moved to approve the May 8, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting minutes. Reeves 

seconded. Motion carried 3-0-1, with Ritenour abstaining due to his absence from that meeting.  

Public Hearing  
1. PH-23-02 Rezoning of the Mill Farms Subdivision from R-12 to LUR, Limited-

Use Residential; includes addresses 2443, 2459, and 2471 Redwine Road 
 Using a zoning map, Cailloux showed the location of the property on the south side of the city. 

She pointed out SR 74 and Redwine Road, as well as the Starr’s Mill school complex. This 
property, formerly a horse farm, was annexed into the city in 2020 and zoned R-12, which was 
residential with a 12,000 square foot minimum lot size.  
  
The applicant was requesting rezoning to Limited Use Residential (LUR) so they could reduce 
the zoning setbacks in order to construct larger homes on the lots. The front setback under R-
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12 was 40 feet; they were asking for 25 feet in LUR. The side setback in R-12 was 10 feet; 
LUR would be five feet. The rear setback was 30 feet; they requested 20 feet under the LUR 
zoning. The size of the lot (12,000 square feet) would remain the same, as would the frontage 
of 85 feet, with 35 feet for a cul-de-sac lot. What this would do was increase the buildable area 
on an average lot from 4,680 square feet to 7,275 square feet. The number of lots would not 
increase. 
  
Cailloux reiterated that this was already zoned residential for 74 lots. There would be no 
change to the size of the lots; they were just asking for decreases in the setbacks.  
  
The ordinance stated that rezoning requests should be evaluated for compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan. The Future Land Use (FLU) map showed that this property was 
designated for medium density single-family residential development with lot sizes of at least a 
quarter acre, the same size as those in the nearby Wilshire Village. This request complied, 
Cailloux stated.  
  
Jennifer Christman of Moore Bass Consulting, which was the engineer on this job for Jeff 
Lindsey Communities, introduced herself. James Nicholson with Jeff Lindsey Communities was 
also present. Jennifer said Cailloux’s presentation was thorough. The main reason for this 
request was to be able to build larger homes. Link said some of the members of the public 
might have questions and asked her to take notes.  
  
Link opened the public hearing, asking if anyone wanted to speak in favor of this request. No 
one did. Several people indicated they wished to speak in opposition, and Link told them they 
had five minutes each.  
  
Sayed Stoman said he was a structural engineer. He noted that the demarcation line was not 
clear between Wilshire Estates and Mill Farms. His home had 22 windows and a deck that 
faced this new development. They had always enjoyed the beautiful view, but bringing the 
development closer would destroy any privacy at his home.  
  
Stoman was also concerned about runoff water, saying a swamp developed on the Mill Farms 
site after each rain. The retainer pond was now filled up and planned as a cul-de-sac, he 
reported. He said he had not seen a plan for handling the flow of water between the 
developments. Preventing runoff from Wilshire Estates was not feasible. The more 
impermeable surface there was, the more runoff would increase.  
  
Stoman also commented that narrower setbacks increased the potential for interpersonal 
conflicts due to noise and the flow of water from downspouts. He asked that this request be 
denied and offered to assist the engineers find better alternatives. 
  
June Riner thanked Stoman for his comments and said it summed up the issues perfectly. 
  
Jane Watts said city founder Joel Cowan would be disappointed and she thought he would do 
a thumbs down because of the lack of green space, just huge block homes. Pam Danz asked 
why the zoning had to be changed from the 2014 plan? The creators of that plan set the zoning 
this way for a reason.  
  
Linda Ellis said 10 feet was too little distance between houses. John Moore said he grew up in 
Reston, Virginia, which was a planned community that stuck to its original plans. He said he 
wished the access to the development lined up with Nesmith Court because a traffic light was 
going to be needed. Traffic to the high school backed up past where this entrance was. There 
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was also a lot of golf cart traffic on the Fayette County side of Redwine.  
  
Keith Larson stated this proposed rezoning did not meet all the criteria, especially from the 
Comprehensive Plan. Criteria No. 5, for example, asked if the rezoning would cause 
burdensome use of existing streets. The original plat, Larson continued, aligned the entrance 
with Nesmith, but now it had been moved up Redwine. The relocation introduced additional 
delays for turns.  
  
No. 6 asked if there were existing or changing conditions that affected the development of the 
property. The Comprehensive Plan had a policy saying they should protect the character of 
single-family subdivisions. By reduction of green space, this one did not, Larson remarked. 
Development should be offset with parks, greenbelts, and plazas, he said, and this proposal 
did not do that.  
  
A resident of Holly Springs Drive said he, too, had concerns about the alignment of roads. The 
city agreed to this development under one set of parameters, he remarked, and now a lot of 
people viewed it as a “bait and switch.” He said the standards were what drew people to 
Peachtree City and when those standards were ignored, it chiseled away at the values they all 
shared. This would eat up green space, and there were engineering concerns. 
  
The property was annexed in February, 2020, and the conceptual site plan approved March 8, 
2021, Suzanne Brown reported. There had been ample time for the developer to request 
rezoning to R-19 in order to have larger lots. Mayor Kim Learnard had stated that a variance 
should be approved only under highly unusual or unique circumstances when no alternative 
was available. Approving this request would be like approving 74 variances, Brown asserted.  
  
An R-19 zoning would be more in keeping with the Land Use Plan, which called for lower 
density at the city boundary. As R-19, there would be about 47 lots of just under half an acre. 
They shouldn’t let the developer change the setbacks when he had the option of combining lots 
to solve the problem.  
  
Why was the entrance in a different location than on the approved conceptual site plan? Brown 
asked. When was that requested and approved? The March, 2021, plan showed the entrance 
directly across from Nesmith Court, and it was discussed then that it needed to be there 
because of traffic. The current plan had it 400 feet to the north. She said she submitted an 
open records request for applications and site plans and was not given anything showing the 
movement of this entrance until the presentation of this rezoning proposal. Why was it not 
addressed in the narrative? If they approved the rezoning, did that mean the relocation of the 
entrance was also approved? This lacked accountability and transparency, Brown remarked.  
  
She recommended they make the developer conform to the approved plan, turn down this 
request, and make them move the streets and utilities to conform to the plan that was 
approved. She said the entrance location and traffic issues were raised in 2021 and again 
tonight. Brown remarked that she searched the City Council and Planning Commission 
archives and found no change that was requested or approved. The response to her open 
records request did not include any other request or change. So why was the entrance 
moved?  
  
Brown went on to say she saw no indication where the neighborhood mailboxes would be 
located. They were shown just off Redwine on the March, 2021 conceptual site plan, which 
was discussed as being a bad idea.  
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One of the conditions of approval for this, Brown continued, was to have a 25 foot buffer on the 
west and north sides, along with a 50-foot greenbelt along Redwine and a 75-foot transitional 
buffer on the south side. The buffer to the west and north had few, if any, trees now, and that 
should be addressed. The presence of a buffer did not lessen the need for full setbacks on 
each lot, she stated, concluding by asking the Commission to vote down this request.   
  
Christman said the main thing she wanted to say was that the plan that was shown had been 
approved. She stated that she would love to talk to the citizens afterwards about the drainage 
because they had to incorporate all of the bypass flows, and the development was still under 
construction. A traffic study had been done.  
  
Christman stated that, tonight, they were just talking about the setbacks. Everything else had 
been reviewed and addressed by City personnel. The drainage had been designed; the traffic 
had been incorporated, and the construction documents were approved. Tonight was just 
about setbacks, she reiterated.  
  
No one else wished to speak, and Link closed the public hearing.  
  
He recalled that the Planning Commission wanted two entrances when this was discussed in 
2021 and asked for a traffic study. What happened?  
  
Peachtree City was the platting authority, but did not own Redwine Road, Cailloux replied; it 
was a County road and driveway access had to be reviewed and approved by the County. She 
had pulled the minutes from the March 8, 2021, meeting, and they confirmed what was in their 
files: there was a request for two driveways if that was in accordance with traffic study findings. 
The traffic study showed that two driveways were not necessary, Cailloux continued, and, in 
addition, Redwine was a collector road, so fewer curb cuts were desired, not more. The County 
preferred the one, instead of the two.  
  
They had an approved road construction plan that showed the road as it was approved in the 
conceptual site plan, but it had to be revised based on some stormwater findings and utility 
issues, as well as the roadway permit issue from the County, she reported. That revised road 
construction plan was in review now.  
  
The land disturbance permit (LDP) was based on the old plan and was just for erosion control; 
that allowed them to start moving the dirt. The newer road construction plans were not 
approved yet, and Cailloux said that was why they couldn’t release them as part of an open 
records request. She said she hoped that explained why the driveway was no longer aligned 
with Nesmith, and Link said it did. 
  
Kriz asked about the differences between LUR and R-12. Cailloux explained that LUR was a 
site plan-specific zoning, and it would be tied to this plan they had submitted. The developers 
were not asking for any kind of relief from R-12 other than the setbacks.     
  
This property was single-family medium in the FLU, Kriz noted, as were all the surrounding 
areas, save one—a single-family cluster south of SR 74. The Comprehensive Plan stated that 
single-family cluster was for lots smaller than a quarter of an acre, and medium was for a 
quarter-acre to one acre. The 2017 Comprehensive Plan, he continued, listed acceptable 
zoning for each category. Why was that information removed in the 2022 Plan?  
  
Cailloux said it was in there; the State required that list of zoning districts. Kriz noted that the 
2017 Plan did not list LUR as a compatible zoning district for single-family medium. That was 
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because LUR could be anything they wanted it to be, Cailloux explained. Kriz said he would 
agree with what was in the Comprehensive Plan regarding what was an acceptable zoning 
district for that category.  
  
Could the entrance change from where it was currently shown based on what the County said? 
Ritenour asked. This was something that they usually deferred to the engineers, Cailloux 
stated. The engineers might say a driveway needed to move because of the road alignment, 
and the Planning Department would allow that. However, if the Planning Commission had 
made it a condition that the driveway should be in a certain spot, they would enforce that and 
make sure the engineers were aware. The road construction plans included not only the roads, 
but all the infrastructure in a development, Cailloux related. The County only had to permit the 
connection to Redwine in this case.  
  
The Gates was an LUR-16, Ritenour noted, pointing out that Cailloux had said LUR was kind of 
a catch-all. He couldn’t recall what was in the LUR-16. Were there any other LURs that had 
setback reductions? Cailloux replied that most of the LURs had smaller lots than what they 
were proposing. They were more in the 6,000 to 10,000 square foot range, such as Cresswind, 
Maybeck, and Wilksmoor Woods. All those were LURs because of certain conditions, such as 
water, on the property.  
  
Ritenour asked the developers why they were making this request now. What had changed 
since 2021? Nicholson said it was an issue of the houses they had planned fitting on the lots. 
There were several lots with problems. They wanted to build bigger, nicer homes that were 
appropriate to the area.  
  
What square footage were they looking at for the footprint of a home? Ritenour asked, saying 
he assumed they would be two-story houses. Nicholson said the footprint would be about 
1,200 square feet.  
  
Was the move to larger homes for financial reasons? Link inquired. Nicholson said they were 
local builders who worked in Fayette and Coweta counties. They just wanted to build more 
appropriate homes for the area. He said they didn’t want all the homes to look alike. 
Decreasing the setbacks in the rear would make room for covered porches/entertainment 
areas. The home prices would start in the $800,000 range, Nicholson stated. 
  
Link said he wanted him to explain to the neighbors why they had some homes of one size and 
some that would be larger, which required a reduction in the setbacks. On some of the lots, 
Nicholson remarked, they had to have a reduction in setbacks to build the larger homes.  
  
Johnston had no questions. Reeves said “why?” was her main question. Why did the plans 
change? She noted that a lot of Jeff Lindsey homes appeared to be three stories; was that 
going to be the case here?  
  
Nicholson said they were working on the elevations and the plans now, but he did not think 
there would be any three-story houses. Cailloux pointed out that Peachtree City had height 
restrictions. The only way they could build three stories was on a basement lot, with the 
basement considered the first story. Nicholson said the third story on his plans was considered 
more of an attic space. The houses were the same height as a two-story.  
  
Where would the mailboxes be? Reeves asked. That was up to the U.S. Postal service, 
Nicholson told her. They would tell them where the mailboxes had to go.  
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She asked Staff if the connection point with the County road was what had not been approved? 
Cailloux said they had not looked at the review history so she couldn’t answer that, but she 
would have that information for the next public hearing.  
  
They had approved the plan with the entrance directly across from Nesmith, Ritenour began, 
and Cailloux pointed out there was no other situation in the city like this. Was there a process 
between the County and the City of any flowback? Should changes come back to the Planning 
Commission?  
  
Cailloux noted that she said at the 2021 meeting that if the County did require the two 
driveways, it would be a significant change that would come back to the Planning Commission. 
In this case, they would defer to the engineers; if they said the crest of the road dictated the 
driveway needed to be in a certain spot, they normally wouldn’t bring that back. But, if the 
Planning Commission had said two driveways were really important, they would have.  
  
Ritenour said this could be a “learning moment.” They hadn’t understood that there could be 
changes to something they thought was approved.  
  
Link then turned to comments from the Commissioners. Reeves stated she was uncomfortable 
with the reason given for the request, noting that the builder was aware of the zoning in 2021. 
Johnston said she agreed, adding that the zoning ordinance was put in place for a reason and 
not abiding by it without good cause could detract from some of the reasons people moved to 
Peachtree City.   
  
Kriz had no further comments. Ritenour said he was more concerned about the changes in the 
construction plan from what was originally approved.  Cailloux said it was just the one—where 
the driveway hit the County road. He was concerned about the lessened distance between 
houses, as well as the lack of green space, even though there would be the same number of 
homes. He would prefer they stick with the current zoning and its requirements. This was a hot 
topic in 2021, and that hadn’t changed in two years, he remarked.  
  
Link said he shared some of the same concerns that others had, but he recognized that some 
of the changes were out of their control. This plan was not increasing the number of homes, 
and it conformed with the FLU map. When considering a proposal, Link stated that he tried to 
look at whether it met the standards the City had developed. If it did, he leaned towards 
supporting it, and this did seem to fall within the guidelines the City had established and the 
FLU map. He said he had mixed feelings, but he felt the developers were within their rights, 
based on what the City had established as standards.   
  
He said he didn’t particularly care for the reduced setback sizes, but they were allowed to do 
that and were not violating any City codes. He acknowledged the neighbors’ feelings and said it 
was a difficult decision. There had been changes, but they were still within the guidelines. 
Although he had some problems with it, overall he supported the proposal. It was complying 
with the FLU; there would be cart paths and green space.  
  
Link said they would vote and asked for a motion. Ritenour asked if they were looking for a 
motion to approve? Link said either approve or deny or they could table this in order to get 
more information.   
  
The ordinance dictated that Council act within a certain timeframe, Cailloux remarked. Council 
only has one meeting in July and to meet the requirements would have to hold a public hearing 
at the July 13 meeting. Unless the Planning Commission want to call a special called meeting, 
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it could not be tabled tonight.  
  
Ritenour moved to approve Public Hearing PH-23-02, Rezoning of the Mill Farms Subdivision 
from R-12 to LUR. Link seconded.  
   
Ritenour said Link brought up a good point. Although he was not pleased that changes were 
made without Planning Commission approval and wanted them to look at that process going 
forward, he understood Link’s comments about it meeting the Comprehensive Plan as 
compared to what they wanted to see.  
  
The motion failed with a  2-2 vote, with Ritenour and Link voting in favor and Johnston and 
Reeves voting against.   
Link thanked the developer and the neighbors for their attendance.  
  

2. PH-23-03 Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to comply with updated 
Georgia Zoning Procedures Law (House Bill 1405) 

 In their 2021-2022 legislative session, Cailloux stated, the Georgia Legislature passed House 
Bill 1405, making changes to the Zoning Procedures Law (ZPL), which gave zoning rights to 
local governments. It established minimum procedural requirements, including one public 
hearing; Peachtree City requires two public hearings. It required legal ads and postings, 
including a timeline of when they had to be posted, and established an appeals process.  
  
It also required jurisdictions to establish criteria for how zoning and variance decisions were 
made. Those were the six criteria Cailloux said she included in Staff reports to the Commission 
and Council.  
  
She reminded them that they changed the Planning Commission’s hearings from public 
hearings to workshops for a time because the Georgia Supreme Court had ruled that public 
hearings were quasi-legal proceedings. This law cleared that up, and they had reverted back to 
public hearings. It clarified the definitions of legislative decisions and quasi-judicial decisions 
and how to appeal them.  
  
Legislative decisions included adopting a zoning ordinance, rezonings, annexation with a 
rezoning, or concurrent rezonings with variances. Quasi-judicial were variances and appeals. 
There were others, such as special use permits, that Peachtree City did not have.  
  
Another thing it did, Cailloux went on, was change the advertising requirements for variances 
from 15 days to 30 days. This would add four to six weeks to the process due to the publication 
schedule of the local legal organ. Also, it changed the procedures for when a City wanted to 
allow multi-family zoning in single-family zoning districts. This came about because Atlanta 
wanted multi-family in some single-family areas, and the State did not want this to be a trend, 
so it added some major hurdles. This only applied when it was the jurisdiction seeking 
rezoning, not a property owner.   
  
Cailloux said the law required all jurisdictions to comply, and the City Attorney had altered the 
ordinance, adding definitions of legislative and quasi-judicial decisions, updating the posting 
times of variances from 15 to 30 days, updating the appeals section with quasi-judicial 
language, and updating requirements if the City wanted to change a zoning from single-family 
to multi-family. The Commission had a copy of the ordinance with all changes red-lined, she 
noted.  
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Staff normally did not make recommendations, but Cailloux said they recommended adoption 
of these text amendments because they must comply with State law.  
  
Link opened the public hearing. No one wished to speak either in favor or opposition, and he 
closed the hearing.  
  
Ritenour moved to approve PH-23-03, Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to comply with 
updated Georgia Zoning Procedures Law (House Bill 1405). Johnston seconded. Motion 
carried unanimously.  
  

Old Agenda Items 
None 
New Agenda Items  
1. 23-06-01 Conceptual Site Plan, Sherwin-Williams, 1110 Crosstown Court 
 Hooks explained that Site Development Partners had submitted a conceptual site plan for a 

Sherwin-Williams to be located at 1110 Crosstown Court across from Braelinn Village 
Shopping Center. The site was zoned General Commercial (GC) and contained an existing 
building of about 2,700 square feet that was formerly a Pizza Hut. An aerial photo showed the 
location in the Crosstown Court commercial center.  
  
The proposal was to remove the existing building, put up a larger building of 4,400 square feet, 
and modify the parking lot. The property was surrounded on three sides by road frontage, 
which made development a challenge, Hooks remarked. The proposal met all the building and 
parking setbacks. This parcel was platted in 1992 with a 40-foot landscape buffer along 
Crosstown Drive, and this proposal met that requirement. The proposed building follows the 
edge of the existing building, Hooks remarked.  
  
The parking requirement for general retail is one space for every 300 square feet, which would 
equal 15 spaces for this store. They planned on having 19 after the modification of the parking 
lot, which did not exceed the 125% maximum of the required amount of spaces. The project 
proposed to use the two existing driveways from Crosstown Court. Crosstown Drive is a major 
thoroughfare, so an architectural review would be required.  
  
Staff was of the opinion that the plan met the requirements of the ordinance and recommended 
approval.  
  
Tom Webb represented the applicant. He said he had developed 52 Sherwin-Williams stores 
over the past 10 years. Ritenour asked if the Sherwin-Williams off SR 74 was closing, and 
Webb said it was not. The other Commissioners said that was their question, as well. 
  
Johnston asked about the entrances, and Hooks again said they would be using the two 
existing entrances.  
  
Reeves asked if the footprint would be roughly the same? Webb pointed out that it would stay 
the same on three sides, but move out about 15 feet towards the parking lot. Hooks pointed out 
the new section.  
  
Johnston remarked that she was glad to see another retailer on that end of town; the other 
Commissioners agreed. Webb said once Sherwin-Williams opened a location, they were 
staying.   
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Reeves moved to approve New Agenda item 23-06-01, Conceptual Site Plan, Sherwin-
Williams, 1110 Crosstown Court. Johnston seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  

Workshop Items 
The next meeting was set for July 10. Ritenour moved to cancel the June 26 meeting. Johnston 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  
  
There being no further business, Link adjourned the meeting at 7:50 p.m. 
  
  

 

 

   
________________________ 
Martha Barksdale 

________________________ 
Michael Link 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 7/5/2023 
  

    
DATE: July 10, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-07-01  Conceptual Site Plan, New Warehouse, 270 Parkade Court 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion that the conceptual site plan for the second warehouse building at 
270 Parkade Court meets the City ordinances and recommends approval with the 
following conditions: 
 
1.    Existing and future flood plain data shall be shown on the final site plan. 
2.    Approval of the conceptual plan expires in 12 months from the date of approval if a 
final site plan has not been submitted to the City. 
  
Discussion: 
The subject tract is a total of 14 acres and is zoned GI General Industrial, which permits 
the use as proposed.  The proposed site plan conforms to all zoning setbacks: 

• front building - 50 feet 
• front parking setbacks - 50 feet 
• side setbacks - 20 feet 
• rear setbacks - 50 feet 

  
Site Characteristics and Development Standards 
The property is located at the end of the northern cul-de-sac of Parkade Court. There is 
a naturally occurring drainage area in the southwest corner of the lot, and the grade 
slopes up towards the northern property line. The property is not located along a major 
thoroughfare and therefore does not require the additional architectural review from the 
Planning Commission.  
  
Access, Circulation, and Parking Standards 
The new building is served by a single driveway at the . Section 703 of the Land 
Development ordinance encourages circulation patterns that minimize conflict between 
pedestrians and trucks.  This is achieved on the plan by separating the automobile 
parking area from the truck loading area.  
  
Parking calculations are summarized in the table on the following page: 
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PARKING CALCULATIONS 

  REQUIRED 
RATIO 

AREA REQUIRED PROVIDED 

Automobile 
parking 

        

Office 1/300 SF 5,400 SF 18 18 

Warehouse 1/2500 SF 54,000 SF 22 22 

TOTAL     40 40 
  
Section 706 of the Land Development Ordinance requires multi-use path connections 
for residential and commercial developments only. There is an existing path connection 
from the Flat Creek Nature area to Parkade Court about 600 feet from the property. 
  
Tree-save Landscape Buffer  
The property does not abut a major thoroughfare, so a tree-save landscape buffer is not 
required.  
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impacts associated with this item.  
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning Location Map 
2. Concept Plan 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 7/6/2023 
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 7/6/2023 
  

    
DATE: July 10, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-07-02  Building Elevations, Dental Office, 101 Gates Entry 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion that the proposed building elevations meet the City's ordinances 
and standards as well as the rezoning conditions and recommends approval of agenda 
item 23-07-02. 
  
Discussion: 
Jefferson Architecture has submitted building elevations for the dental office to be 
located at 101 Gates Entry.  The subject tract is positioned at the entrance of the The 
Gates subdivision and was rezoned to OI, Office Institutional, when it was annexed into 
Peachtree City in 2012. 
 
Architectural Design 
The annexation and rezoning included two office lots.  As part of the rezoning, 
architectural requirements were established for the overall office component.  The 
requirements include the following: 

1. The architectural design, building materials, and color selection shall be 
residential in character to complement the homes within the subdivision. 

2. All sides of the office buildings and associated structures shall include similar 
architectural detailing, building materials, and color selection. 

 
In addition to these requirements, Section 725 of the Land Development Ordinance 
(LDO) establishes general goals for architectural design, including architectural 
innovation, high quality design, and compatibility with the surrounding development. 
 
Building Materials 
The proposed building includes a large amount of glass, several covered porch areas, 
and has the character of a residential building.  The primary material is a light colored 
Eldorado stone.  Fiber cement board and stucco are used as secondary materials along 
with steel beams and metal accents.  The roof is proposed to be black metal.  The side 
of the building visible from Gates Entry is 100% covered with stone and the opposite 
side is approximately 50% stone.  The front facade is emphasized by two stone 
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columns flanking a covered front porch with lots of windows.  Finally, the rear of the 
building is mostly glass with an overhanging roof canopy. 
 
Staff feels the proposed building materials meet the intent of the zoning requirements 
as well as the LDO. 
 
Exterior Colors 
The following is the proposed color palette: 

• Stone veneer - Eldorado, Grand Banks 
• Fiber cement board - Iron Gray 
• Fiber cement board - Light Mist 
• Stucco - parged stucco, Burnished Slate 
• Steel beams/accent metals - Burnished Slate 
• Roofing Metals - Sherwin-Williams, Tricorn Black 

 
Staff believes the color palette is neutral and complementary to the homes within The 
Gates subdivision and thus meets the requirements of both the LDO and the zoning 
ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
None 
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning Map 
2. Architectural Renderings 
3. Materials Board 
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MATERIAL BOARD – 

 

 

STEEL BEAMS/ACCENT METALS - 
COLOR: SHOP FINISHED: BURNISHED SLATE

ROOFING METALS - SHOP FINISHED 
COLOR: SHERWIN WILLIAMS TRICORN BLACK

STONE - ELDORADO
GRAND BANKS

STUCCO - PARGED STUCCO
BURNISHED SLATE

BRAGASSA DENTAL - PTC

FIBER BOARD - IRON GRAY / LIGHT MIST
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 7/5/2023 
  

    
DATE: July 10, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-07-03  Concept Plat, MacDuff Townhomes, 1100 MacDuff 

Parkway 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion that the conceptual plat meets the zoning conditions and the LDO 
standards.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider approving the 
plat with the following conditions: 
 
1.    Road Construction and Development Plans shall include a fence detail for the 
fence located in the buffer along the railroad right-of-way. 
2.    A landscape plan for the 40-foot buffer along MacDuff Parkway shall be submitted 
with the Road Construction and Development Plans. 
3.    All required landscaping shall be installed prior to approval of the Final Plat. 
  
Discussion: 
Brent Holdings has submitted a conceptual plat for the MacDuff Townhomes on the 
northwest side of MacDuff Parkway adjacent to the CSX railroad (the proposed concept 
plat is attached to this memo).   The plat is for 30 units. The total land area is 6.1 acres. 
The property was rezoned to LUR-20 in 2022. A map showing the property location and 
zoning is attached. 
 
Conformance with Zoning Requirements 
The LUR-20 rezoning included a list of required conditions.  Those that pertain to the 
conceptual plat phase are: 

• No more than 36 townhome residential dwelling units. 
• The minimum front building setback is 25 feet from back of sidewalk or back of 

pavement, whichever is greater. 
• Buffers: All buffers shall be maintained with natural vegetation and enhanced 

with additional landscaping. 
o A 50-foot undisturbed buffer shall be provided along the railroad right-of-

way. A privacy fence shall be constructed along the edge of the railroad 
right-of-way, and evergreen plantings shall be added to the buffer where 
existing trees are sparse. 
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o A 100-foot landscaping buffer shall be provided along the western 
property line. This buffer shall be enhanced with various evergreen 
plantings to create a visual buffer. 

o The 40-foot landscaping buffer along MacDuff Parkway shall be 
landscaped with a selection of canopy, understory, and evergreen plants. 
A landscape plan for this buffer shall be reviewed and approved by city 
staff prior to installation. 

 
The proposed concept plat conforms substantially with the zoning master plan 
(attached.) There are fewer units on the concept plat with only 30 units proposed as 
opposed to the approved 36 count. Perpendicular parking areas have been changed to 
parallel, and one perpendicular parking area at the front of the subdivision has been 
removed. 
 
The required 25-foot building setback has been satisfied on the concept plat, and all of 
the required buffers are shown. The required privacy fence is shown along the buffer 
adjacent to the railroad. Landscaping requirements are reviewed during the 
construction plan phase and not during the conceptual plat review phase. 
 
Development Standards 
In addition to the rezoning conditions, the Land Development Ordinance (LDO) 
establishes development standards such as minimum easement widths and maximum 
cul-de-sac length. The proposed plat satisfies all of these development standards. The 
LDO also establishes buffers along streams, wetlands, and floodplains.  The City 
Engineer has reviewed the plat and found that all the required buffers are shown. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impacts associated with this item.  
  
Attachments: 
1. Concept Plat 
2. Zoning Map 
3. Master Plan approved with rezoning 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 7/6/2023 
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 7/6/2023 
  

    
DATE: July 10, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-07-04  Conceptual Site Plan, Gerresheimer Plant Expansion, 305 

Naeco Way 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion that the conceptual site plan for the Gerresheimer Plant 
Expansion meets the City ordinances and recommends approval of agenda item 23-07-
04. 
 
Should the Planning Commission approve the conceptual site plan, staff recommends 
the following understandings and conditions be considered for adoption: 
 

1. Enhanced landscaping with evergreen plant material to supplement existing vegetation as 
needed around the truck court and along the truck access drive to create a visual buffer to 
screen these areas from the golf course. 

2. FAA determination statements are required to be submitted at the time of Final Site Plan 
review. 

3. A paved road shall be constructed to City standards connecting the stub of Naeco Way to 
the property entrance.  

4. Any additional right-of-way required for construction of the road extension or a cul-de-sac 
shall be dedicated to the City.  

  
Discussion: 
Integrated Science and Engineering has submitted a conceptual site plan for a multi-
phase plant expansion for the Gerresheimer medical manufacturing facility.  The 
current proposal is for phase 1 and 2 of the project, for a total of 234,550 SF, which will 
include two buildings of equal size with associated parking, truck court, utility services, 
and stormwater management. 
 
With future phases, this development is proposed to be a total of  469,000 SF.  This 
does not qualify the project as a Development for Regional Impact (DRI).  A DRI is any 
development project that impacts the regional transportation network, as determined by 
the State.  The threshold for requiring a DRI review on industrial projects is 500,000 SF, 
even if the project is phased.  Should this development every exceed the 500,000 SF 
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threshold in the future, a DRI review with the Atlanta Regional Commission and the 
Georgia Transportation Authority will be required. 
 
 
Zoning Requirements 
The subject tract is a total of 37 Acres and is zoned GI, General Industrial, which 
permits the use as proposed.  In addition, the property is located in the Airport Overlay 
District and therefore the development will require approval from the FAA. 
 
The proposed site plan conforms to all zoning setbacks: 

• front building setback - 50 feet 
• front parking setback - 20 feet 
• side setbacks - 20 feet 
• rear setback - 50 feet 

 
Site Characteristics and Development Standards 
The property is currently vacant, heavily wooded and has no access.  The property is 
bordered by the GI, general industrial zoning district to the east and OS-P, open space-
public district, to the north, south, and west.  Holes 5-9 of the Planterra Golf Course line 
the south and west sides of the property and the clubhouse is to the north. 
 
The lot has a high point in the northwest corner and the land slopes away from the high 
point in all directions.  The grade change throughout the site is approximately 90 
feet.  Phases 1 and 2 of the development will sit about 45 feet below the high point and 
stormwater ponds are proposed for the low areas on the south and southwest portions 
of the site. 
 
Staff recommends evergreen plant material be used to supplement existing vegetation 
as needed around the truck court and along the truck access drive to create a visual 
buffer to screen these areas from the golf course. 
 
Access, Circulation, and Parking Standards 
A warranty deed from December of 1993 deemed what is now known as Clubhouse 
Drive a 30-foot wide ingress and egress easement.  In addition, the deed granted the 
seller and its successors the right to install five curb cuts in the southerly line of any 
roadway installed within the easement as a means to access the property to the 
south.  The primary site entrance for the project, the employee access, is proposed off 
of Clubhouse Drive.  The truck access for the site is proposed off of a future extension 
of Naeco Way which leads to a truck court in the rear of the site.  The site plan notes 
the roadway extension and driveway location will be coordinated with the adjacent 
development.   
 
The proposal includes 230 parking spaces, 162 spaces in the main parking area out 
front and 68 spaces in the rear. 
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PARKING CALCULATIONS 
 AREA RATIO TOTAL REQUIRED 

Office 12,590 SF 1/300 SF 41.97 SPACES 

Manufacturing 76,538 SF 1/2000 SF 38.27 SPACES 

Warehouse 28,147 SF 1/2500 SF 11.26 SPACES 

TOTAL 117,275 SF PER 
PHASE 

 92 PER PHASE = 184 
SPACES* 

 
*Per Sec. 1108 of the Land Development Ordinance, off-street automobile parking shall 
not exceed 125% of the minimum number of spaces required for the approved use 
without a variance from city council.125% of 184 = 230 spaces. 
 
Tree-save Landscape Buffer 
Naeco Way is not designated as a major thoroughfare. Therefore, no tree-save 
landscape buffer is required. 
  
Budget Impact: 
None 
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning Map 
2. Conceptual Site Plan 
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BUILDING 2
117,275 SF
FFE = 841.5

PHASE 2

BUILDING 1
±117,275 SF
FFE = 841.5

PHASE 1

BUILDING 3
FFE = 853.5
(FUTURE)

BUILDING 4
FFE = 853.5
(FUTURE)
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VICINITY MAP
N.T.S.

SITE

NOTE:
CONCEPT PLAN SHALL EXPIRE 12 MONTHS FROM THE DATE OF APPROVAL IF A FINAL SITE
PLAN HAS NOT BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE CITY PLANNER.

SITE PLAN NOTES:

1. OWNER:
GERRESHEIMER PEACHTREE CITY (USA), L.P.
650 HWY 74 S
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
CONTACT: FRED HOWERY

   PHONE: 404-988-3905

2. ENGINEER / SURVEYOR:
INTEGRATED SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.
1039 SULLIVAN ROAD, SUITE 200
NEWNAN, GA 30265
CONTACT: JASON L. WALLS, P.E.

   PHONE: 678-552-2106

3. SITE DATA:
SITE AREA: 37.0 AC (1,611,873 SF)
SITE ADDRESS: UNASSIGNED
TAX PARCEL ID NUMBER: 0615 028
ZONING: GI  (GENERAL INDUSTRIAL)
USE: MANUFACTURING

4. SETBACKS:
50 FEET (FRONT BUILDING SETBACK)
20 FEET (SIDE BUILDING SETBACK)
50 FEET (REAR BUILDING SETBACK)

5. BUILDING AREA:
TOTAL:  = 234,550 SF
     BUILDING 1: 117,275 SF (PHASE 1)
     BUILDING 2: 117,275 SF (PHASE 2)

6. PARKING SUMMARY:
PROPOSED (PER BUILDING):

OFFICE SPACE (12,590 SF ) @ 1 SPACE PER 300 SF = 41.97 SPACES
         WAREHOUSE (28,147 SF) @ 1 SPACE PER 2,500 SF = 11.25 SPACES
         MANUFACTURING (76,538 SF) @ 1 SPACE PER 2000 SF = 38.27 SPACES

  = 91.52
TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING = 92 SPACES PER BUILDING (184 TOTAL)
PROVIDED SPACES = 230 TOTAL SPACES (125% OF REQUIRED***)

9. SURVEY:  BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY COMPLETED BY TERRAMARK LAND
SURVEYING, INC. DATED JANUARY 18, 2019. THERE ARE NO STRUCTURES LOCATED
ON THE PROPERTY, WITH SEVERAL SMALL STRUCTURES LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE
NORTH END OF THE PROPERTY BOUNDARIES.

10. FLOODPLAIN: A SMALL PORTION OF THIS PROPERTY (~345 SF, LOCATED SW CORNER)
LIES WITHIN A F.E.M.A.FLOOD ZONE OF THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP,
COMMUNITY PANEL #13113C0127E DATED SEPTEMBER 26, 2008.  A SMALL PORTION OF
THIS PROPERTY (~2,800 SF) LIES WITHIN THE EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS
FLOODPLAIN, AND IS SHOWN IN THE SW CORNER OF THE SITE.

11. ECOLOGY:  WETLANDS AND STATE WATERS ARE PRESENT WITHIN 200 FEET OF THE
PROPERTY, HOWEVER WILL NOT BE AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

12. PROJECT NARRATIVE:  THE PROPERTY CURRENTLY CONSISTS 37 ACRES OF WOODED
LAND SURROUNDED BY THE PLANTERRA GOLF COURSE.  THE SITE HAS A HIGH POINT
OF 886.74 FEET IN THE NORTH CENTRAL PORTION OF THE PROPERTY WITH A LOW
POINT AT THE SOUTHWEST PROPERTY LINE ADJACENT TO A GOLF HOLE.  LOW
POINTS OF APPROXIMATELY 820 FEET EXISTING AT CLUBHOUSE DRIVE AND THE
FUTURE EXTENSION OF NAECO WAY.  THE  PROPOSED PROJECT INCLUDES A
MULTI-PHASE APPROACH TO CONSTRUCTING UP TO FOUR NEW MEDICAL
MANUFACTURING BUILDINGS, EACH AT 110,000 SF. THE LOWER TWO BUILDINGS
WOULD BE CONSIDERED THE INITIAL PHASE WITH THE UPPER TWO BUILDINGS PHASE
2.  DRIVE LANES, PARKING, TRUCKING COURTYARD, UTILITY SERVICES, STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT AND LANDSCAPING ARE ALL PLANNED AS PART OF THIS PROJECT.

13. UTILITIES: WATER SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE FAYETTE COUNTY WATER SYSTEM.
SEWER SERVICE PROVIDED BY THE PEACHTREE CITY WATER AND SEWERAGE
AUTHORITY. BOTH ARE AVAILABLE ON AT THE SITE.  POWER SERVICE IS PROVIDED BY
GA POWER; TRANSFORMERS TO BE PLACED AND LOCATED DURING FULL DESIGN
WITH NO OVERHEAD CONNECTIONS TO BUILDINGS.

14. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT:  STORMWATER AT THE SITE DRAINS FROM THE
CENTER PORTION OF THE SITE OUTWARDS IN ALL DIRECTIONS, WITH CRITICAL LOW
POINTS ALONG THE WESTERN PROPERTY LINE WITH THE GOLF COURSE, AND THE
NORTHEASTERN PROPERTY LINE AT THE ADJACENT WATER FEATURE.  STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TO BE PROVIDED BY NEW
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES PROVIDING ATTENUATION OF STORM
EVENTS (CHANNEL PROTECTION, OVERBANK FLOOD PROTECTION, AND EXTREME
FLOOD PROTECTION) AS WELL AS WATER QUALITY TREATMENT VIA RUNOFF
REDUCTION (RRv) OR WATER QUALITY TREATMENT (WQv).  ALL WORK TO BE
PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GEORGIA STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
MANUAL AND LOCAL DESIGN MANUAL.

15. SITE LIGHTING:  A SITE LIGHTING PLAN WILL BE REQUIRED AT TIME OF FULL DESIGN.
SITE LIGHTING TO BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY CODE.

EXISTING
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FUTURE RUNWAY
PROTECTION ZONE

25 FT STATE
WATERS BUFFER

75 FT UNDISTURBED
BUFFER

150 FT IMPERVIOUS
SETBACK

25 FT STATE
WATERS BUFFER

25 FT STATE
WATERS BUFFER

75 FT IMPERVIOUS
SETBACK

50 FT UNDISTURBED
BUFFER

25 FT STATE
WATERS BUFFER

FEMA 100-YR
FLOODPLAIN

FEMA 100-YR
FLOODPLAIN

100-YR  FUTURE CONDITIONS
FLOODPLAIN (785.18)

S.W.M.F.

S.W.M.F.

ROADWAY EXTENSION TO BE
COORDINATED WITH ADJACENT

DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING DRIVEWAY
LOCATIONS MEETING CITY CODE

100-YR  FUTURE CONDITIONS
FLOODPLAIN (785.18)

S.W.M.F.

S.W.M.F.
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