
 

Planning Commission 
Revised Meeting Agenda 

November 27, 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 October 23, 2023 
    
V. Public Hearing 
  1. PH-23-10 Rezoning of about 11 acres at 1102 MacDuff Parkway from AR 

to LUR 
    
VI. Old Agenda Items 
    
VII. New Agenda Items 
  1. 23-11-01 Conceptual Site Plan, Warehouse/Office, 1301 Moba Drive 
  2. 23-11-02 Building Elevations, Azul Tequila Taqueria & Cantina, 100 

Lexington Circle 
    
VIII. Workshop Items 

 

 

It is the policy of the City of Peachtree City that all city-sponsored public meetings and events are 
accessible to people with disabilities. If you need assistance in participating in this meeting or event due 
to a disability as defined under the ADA, please call the City’s ADA Coordinator Yasmin Julio at (770) 
632-4261 or e-mail yjulio@peachtree-city.org at least three (3) business days prior to the scheduled 
meeting or event to request an accommodation. 
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Planning Commission of Peachtree City 
Meeting Minutes 

Monday, October 23, 2023 
6:30 PM 

  

Pledge of Allegiance 
Newly appointed Chairman Scott Ritenour opened the meeting with the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  Other commissioners in attendance included newly appointed Vice 
Chairman Kenneth Hamner, Mitzi Johnston, Felicia Reeves, and Alternate Raymond 
Liotta.  Also present were Planning Director Robin Cailloux, Senior Planner Lora Hooks, 
Recording Secretary Martha Barksdale, and IT Specialist Steven Shelton. 
Additions or Deletions 
NONE 
Announcements and Reports 
NONE 
Approval of Minutes  
1. Planning Commission Meeting October 9, 2023 
 Kriz moved to approve the October 9, 2023, Planning Commission meeting 

minutes. Hamner seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  

Public Hearing  
1. PH-23-08 Annexation and Zoning of about 52 acres on Stagecoach Road and 

Spear Road from A-R in unincorporated Fayette County to ER and LUR in 
Peachtree City 

 Planning and Development Director Robin Cailloux first showed an aerial photo 
that designated this property’s and the current City’s boundaries. She pointed out 
Booth Middle School Stagecoach Road, Robinson Road, and Spear Road.  
  
Step One of the annexation was approved in May, and that plan showed the larger 
subdivision accessed from Spear, and the other from Stagecoach. Some members 
of Council did not like the connection to Spear, so when the applicant came 
forward for the Step Two plan, they showed both subdivisions as accessed from 
Stagecoach Road only. The public hearing with the Planning Commission was held 
on August 14, and many of the citizens who commented were concerned with 
traffic on Stagecoach Road and Carriage Lane. The Planning Commission 
unanimously voted to recommend denial.  
  
In between the public hearing with the Planning Commission and the public hearing 
with the City Council, the applicant, in response to those public comments, reverted 
back to the plan shown at Step One where the subdivisions were not connected 
and the westernmost one accessed off Stagecoach and the easternmost off Spear. 
When the City Council held their public hearing in September, they believed the 



public and the Planning Commission needed another opportunity to comment and 
reconsider due to the change in the plan. 
  
If the annexation was approved, the applicant had requested a zoning of Estate-
Residential (ER) for the two lots on the western side of the Camp Creek tributary 
that ran through the property. Those were the lots that would be accessible from 
Stagecoach Road. There would be a path connection between the two parts, but 
no road connection. The other area was sought to be zoned Limited Use 
Residential (LUR) and would consist of 21 lots accessible from Spear Road.  
  
This property was currently zoned Agriculture-Residential (AR) in the County, 
which had a five-acre minimum. Next to it was R-72, which was a two-acre 
minimum.  Nearby in the City was property zoned ER, which had a three-acre 
minimum. Hyde Park was zoned LUR and the smallest lot allowed there was 1.5 
acres. She presented the Future Land Use (FLU) map that showed what the City 
and the County had adopted. This property was designated by the County as 
Rural-Residential 3, which had a three-acre minimum lot size.  She pointed out the 
area marked “Environmental,” explaining it was a way the County put property 
owners on notice that development would have to comply with potentially 
environmentally impacted property. Around the property in the City was single-
family low (SFL), which had a one-acre minimum, single-family medium, which had 
a quarter-acre minimum, and Community Services (CS) for the school and the 
church.  
  
They had to review the impacts of annexation, Cailloux continued. Water would be 
provided by Fayette County Water System, while sewer would be provided by 
private septic systems. Police and Fire had both said there would be no significant 
impact on their service level. Roads would have to be built to Peachtree City 
standards by the developer, as would the multi-use path.    
  
They also had to consider how the proposal did or did not meet goals and policies 
set out in the Comprehensive Plan. The City had a goal to separate out 
environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands and streams. Cailloux showed 
that area on the site plan, noting it was not platted separately. In order to meet the 
Comp Plan policy this would need to be platted separately and dedicated either to 
the City or to the homeowners association (HOA). This would have an impact on 
some of the proposed lot sizes.  
  
This was not within a village center, so the land use of low-density residential was 
appropriate. In order to meet City policy, the lots would have to be at least one acre 
to meet the SFL designation. Another goal called for providing housing for people 
of all ages and abilities. This could be achieved if the plan included main-level 
bedroom suites and low-maintenance siding.  
  
Staff created a land use fiscal impact model every year to show what it cost to 
provide City services to a home and what property tax value was needed to recoup 



those costs. They used the current budget to figure out that the average cost of 
providing services to a home was about $1,379, and a home value of about 
$570,407 would be needed to recoup those costs through taxes. The applicant had 
said these homes would be on par with the homes in Hyde Park Phase I, and those 
had an average fair market value of about $1 million.  
  
Cailloux explained Staff went on to explore this in three ways. She showed the tax 
impact if this land remained undeveloped in the County. This included school 
taxes, fire, EMS, 911, and County taxes for a total of $1,041. If the land was not 
annexed but was developed according to the County FLU with three-acre lots and 
a home value of $1 million, the tract would bring in $43,512. If annexed and 
developed as proposed for 23 lots around $1 million apiece, the owners would not 
pay County fire and EMS taxes but would pay City taxes of almost $56,000 per 
property for a total tax bill of $278,640.    
  
If this was approved, Staff recommended the following conditions:  

1. Environmentally sensitive lands needed to be platted separately and deeded 
to either an HOA or the City. 

2.  There should be a maximum of 21 lots in the LUR subdivision and it should 
comply with the plan as submitted.  

3. The minimum lot size would be one acre in the LUR district.  
4. All lots in the LUR district should comply with the zoning standards of the R-

43 district, which called for a front setback of 50 feet, rear setback of 30 feet, 
and side setbacks of 15 feet.  

5.  They must preserve a 50-foot landscape buffer on Spear Road, with a 
landscaping plan reviewed and approved.  

6.  They needed to preserve a 50-foot landscape buffer along the west side of 
the LUR subdivision road where the property abutted 209 Spear Road, 
which was the Fuller property. Cailloux said the plan showed the road very 
near the property line, and the Fullers’ house was also near that line. Moving 
the road 50 feet and providing a landscape buffer would limit the impact.  

7.  Homes should be faced with brick, stone, or cementitious siding. 
8.  At least 75% of the homes should have at least one ground-level bedroom 

and full bath. 
9. The HOA must be responsible for maintenance of community facilities, 

subdivision entrance signs, sidewalks, and landscaped areas.   

  
Attorney Rick Lindsey represented the applicant, Hyde Park Properties II, and 
owners Mike and Michael Hyde were present. Lindsey noted that this plan was 
what was bought to the City Council in May with access to the ER lots off 
Stagecoach and to the LUR lots off of Spear. 
  
There were 52 acres involved, which averaged out to about 2.25 acres per lot, 
Lindsey reported. The ER lots were between the creek and Booth Middle School 



and the remaining area west of the creek was for the LUR development.  
  
The homes would be part of the Hyde Park HOA. There would be a multi-use path 
along the northern part of the property which would adhere to all the City 
standards, as would the roads in both parts of the property. These homes would 
sell for about $1 million each, Lindsey reported. The City currently had no new 
homes being built on large lots and at that price range, so this was an option not 
available currently.  
  
The applicants were willing to dedicate the 12 acres of environmentally sensitive 
lands to the City, and it would be surveyed and platted appropriately. He 
apologized for not having new drawings to show this, explaining that Mike Lorber, 
who did the originals, passed away a few weeks ago. Even with the removal of 
these 12 acres, all the lots would be more than one acre, Lindsey reported.  
  
He noted that most of the citizen objections had to do with additional traffic on 
Stagecoach and Carriage Lane. Going back to the Step One proposal addressed 
that. They also had removed the easements on the eastern side, which had raised 
concern.  
  
Annexation would provide the City with the authority to direct and control 
development, making sure it was up to City standards. The property would still be 
developed if it stayed in the County, Lindsey stated. His clients had owned it for 25 
or more years. He pointed out an area along Spear Road in the LUR, saying his 
clients acquired it a couple of years ago. Prior to that, the only access to this 
property was off of Stagecoach Road.  
  
The applicant had approached both the County and City about potential 
development and was told Stagecoach needed to be improved first, and now that 
had occurred. He pointed out there was a deed restriction from the Davis family 
that sold the last bit of property and that was that there could be no connection 
from Spear to Stagecoach roads in order to prevent a cut-through for school traffic.  
  
Lindsey mentioned that when his clients bought the land, it was in the County FLU 
for one unit per two acres, but that was changed to one unit per three acres a few 
years ago. If the land wasn’t annexed, Lindsey said they would request the County 
honor the commitment from when it was acquired for one unit per two acres. If it 
were two-acre lots, there would be about the same number of lots as presented to 
the City. Even keeping it at three acres would mean about 17 houses.  
  
Therefore, Lindsey remarked, the question was: did the City want this developed 
and controlled by their standards and ordinances or have it in the County? With the 
City, the advantages would be that the 12 acres would be dedicated to the City or 
to the HOA. He said he believed Council wanted it owned by the City. He 
mentioned again that, if annexed, everything would be built to City standards, and 
taxes would benefit the City.  



  
Ritenour opened the public hearing.  
  
A resident of Longboat was the only resident to speak in favor of this proposal, 
saying there was very little land left in Peachtree City where a house could be built 
on one or more acres. He stated that this was a great opportunity to give Peachtree 
City homebuyers more options, and he said he liked the aspect of multi-
generational housing. The access to Spear Road eliminated the traffic concerns at 
the school, so he said he didn’t see why this wouldn’t be approved.   
  
Lindsey stepped up to add that his clients were agreeable to Staff’s recommended 
conditions, with one exception: they would like to reduce the 50-foot landscape 
buffer on the west side to 20 feet. The Fuller property was next to this proposed 
buffer, and its garage was about 90 feet away from the property line. If they pushed 
the street over for that buffer, it would severely cut into the lot on the other side in 
the new development. A 20-foot buffer would provide at least 110 feet from the 
right-of-way, with about 12 or 15 feet on either side of that, which would make it 
about 120 or 130 feet from the garage. 
  
Ritenour asked who wanted to speak in opposition. 
  
Bill Fuller said he owned 209 Spear Road, which was the property Lindsey had just 
referenced, and had lived there 35 years. He remarked that he had learned that 
day of the suggested change in the plan. He pointed out that his house was close 
to the property line and said more consideration should be given to the entrance 
and exit, and that it should be positioned on the other side of adjacent lot.  
  
Fuller also stated he was concerned about construction traffic being so close to his 
home.  He also said it was going to be dangerous to have traffic from 23 properties 
entering Spear.  
  
Larry Manwaring expressed his appreciation for the Planning Commission and the 
unanimous vote against the request previously. He stated that these lots would not 
be two acres; they were closer to one acre because much of the land would be 
taken up by the wetlands and infrastructure. He also wondered about future 
development in Kensington West, near the football field. Manwaring asked the 
Commission to send a message that Peachtree City supported quality zoning by 
voting unanimously against this.  
  
Ron Raines was concerned that the two ER lots could be used for a school. He 
asked if a deed restriction could limit development there to residential? Because 
septic tanks were being used, he said it would be better to have two-acre lots.  
  
Lynn Frow said Peachtree City leaders should work for the good of the people, not 
the developers. She said this plan would put children in jeopardy from the traffic. 
She, too, was concerned about the use of septic systems.   



  
Linda Ellis wondered what the City would gain from this annexation and also said 
she was skeptical about the Police and Fire departments saying there would be no 
impact on services.   
  
Jim Forestal stated he was interested to see what changes had been made and 
remarked that he believed there were more issues than increased traffic on 
Stagecoach Road, but they were not addressed. He did appreciate that there 
would be less stress put into the communities around Booth. He said he did not 
understand why the city allowed the school to be built. Forestal said there should 
be no more annexations until the traffic problem was resolved and there was an 
annexation plan. He also questioned why sewer was not required. The possibility of 
an elementary school being built there was a concern. 
  
Suzanne Brown said it looked to her like the easement to the east was still there. 
She said this owner purchased land in Fayette County where they could build 14 
houses on three-acre lots right now. She wondered how the former owner of the 
most recently purchased tract could prohibit through traffic since the property was 
purchased before Booth was built. She said Peachtree City had the right to deny 
the annexation request and said residential property generated less in taxes than it 
cost in services. A shortage of industrial revenue meant that property taxes would 
have to be raised to make up the shortfall.  
  
Brown went on to say there was no mention of preventing future development on 
Stagecoach Road. She urged the Planning Commission to deny this, but said if 
they did approve it, they should require a minimum lot size of three acres, prevent 
buildout of Old Stagecoach Road, and prevent division of the two western lots. She 
again mentioned this was not included in the 2014 annexation plan.  
  
Jeff Jerecic said he had lived on Spear Road for 32 years. He mentioned the 
dangerous traffic and wondered why the road was being put beside Fuller’s 
property. He thought this land should remain zoned for three-acre lots.  
  
Another Spear Road resident lived close to Ebenezer and was concerned about 
dangerous traffic due to the topography on Spear.  
  
No one else wished to speak, and Ritenour closed the public hearing.   
  
Reeves confirmed with Lindsey that they planned on developing this land even if it 
were not annexed and asked how the wetlands area would be handled if it was 
developed in Fayette County? Under the County ordinances, Lindsey stated, the 
wetlands would become part of the properties.  
  
Reeves asked what the acreage would be for the lots on the east side of the 
creek? The acreage dedicated to the City would come off both the ER and some of 
the LUR lots, he replied. He noted they would have to adhere to ordinances 



regarding buffer requirements next to creeks. Of the remaining area that was 
buildable, each lot would be greater than one acre, he replied to Reeves, and Mike 
Hyde said he believed the smallest would be 1.1 acre.  
  
Reeves said she understood there were three methods of annexing property, but 
Cailloux said State law provided for six, but only two that did not include some type 
of legislative action or a referendum. Those were the 100% method, which meant 
all of the property owners wanted to annex, and the 60% method, which was where 
60% of the registered voters and property owners of 60% of the land requested 
annexation. Both annexations on that night’s agenda were the 100% method.  
  
Why weren’t annexations put to a vote? Reeves asked. Cailloux said it was 
determined by State law, and in the referendum method, the only people who could 
vote were those who lived in the area that would be annexed.  
  
Reeves asked if the 2014 annexation plan was officially adopted? Cailloux said that 
was before she was hired, and she would have to go through the Council meeting 
minutes to see what actually happened. She said it was her understanding that 
Council was interested in having a workshop in January or February to explore the 
idea of a new annexation study. It would likely be done with a third-party 
consultant, and it would be 12 or 18 months before anything could come back to 
Council for adoption. There would be multiple opportunities for public input, 
Cailloux remarked.  
  
Reeves asked how many annexations there had been over the past few years? 
Cailloux said about 14 to 18 since 2001, and she had a map that she could send to 
them. Also, that information was available through public records, and she could 
post the map on the City website. It showed all the areas requested and when, 
along with the results of the requests and what remained to be developed.  
  
Was it correct that this property had come up for annexation in 2010 and 2020? 
Cailloux told Reeves the applicant would have more information, but she thought it 
would have been denied mainly because Stagecoach Road was not paved, and 
that was the only access at that time. They discovered when the school was built 
that Stagecoach was actually not a public road at all, but a prescriptive easement, 
so the School Board had to go through a process of purchasing the easement and 
paving it. That was at least a $1.5 million project, with the City putting in $750,000 
of that. So that was probably the major hurdle, Cailloux continued, but she did not 
know the specifics of the requests.  
  
Reeves said she did not recall the Police and the Fire Chiefs being present at the 
Planning Commission meeting to say there would be no impact from this 
annexation. Cailloux told her they were at the City Council’s public hearing. They 
also did more formal reviews, and she could send them the emails. Police Chief 
Janet Moon had said that this one project would have no impact, but she would like 
to look at this comprehensively through an annexation study.  



  
Johnston asked if creating the road to connect to Spear Road would take any of 
Fuller’s property for the right-of-way? Cailloux said it would not; they couldn’t take 
property from someone else.  
  
Since they had mentioned several times that these large lots provided a unique 
housing opportunity in Peachtree City, Johnston asked if the developers had 
considered sticking to three-acre lots? Johnston said the City’s requirement that 
environmentally sensitive areas be separated would take away that option if this 
were annexed. In the County, those wetlands were included in the size of the lots. 
They could have about 17 lots in the County.  
  
Lindsey also stated that his clients had no plans to sell property for a school. He 
also cleared up another resident’s statement that the City put Booth Middle School 
where it was. Lindsey noted that it wasn’t the City; it was the School Board. Every 
government had the right to condemn or acquire property. That being said, he 
continued, there were no thoughts that an elementary school would be built on this 
property.  
  
Cailloux added that the law permitted schools and churches in every zoning district. 
School Boards were under State authority, and the State superseded any local 
zoning.  
  
Liotta said it was his understanding that there were two components to consider—
the FLU and the zoning. The County FLU called for lots of at least three acres, but 
the zoning was actually for five acres. In Peachtree City, the FLU was for SFL, or 
one-acre lots, while the ER zoning was three-acre minimum lots. Cailloux 
emphasized that this land was not in Peachtree City, but if it were annexed, that 
would be the designation. Lindsey pointed out the one-acre lots also were 
considered SFL.  
  
Liotta asked Lindsey about the number of homes. Lindsey said the three acres 
would allow 17 lots. The County would have a very difficult time denying a rezoning 
to three-acre lots since that’s what their FLU called for, he continued. But, he 
noted, the FLU said one unit per two acres when his clients bought this property. 
  
Liotta asked how many lots there would be in Peachtree City and what size they 
would be. Lindsey said removing the environmentally sensitive areas made that 
difficult to determine. Cailloux clarified that the zoning didn’t mandate that land to 
be platted separately; that was a Comp Plan policy versus a zoning requirement. 
However, she said she would consider the Comp Plan if there was a rezoning 
request for ER and pulling out that land would reduce the amount of land available 
for subdividing into three-acre lots. 
  
Liotta also wondered about the lot sizes in the LUR area after the wetlands were 
taken out, and Lindsey said his client had those numbers for all the lots, but the 



smallest would be a little more than an acre. Most were far greater in size.  
  
Liotta asked about the easement to the east, but Lindsey said that was part of the 
initial plan that hadn’t been redrawn since Lorber’s death. It was his understanding 
that it would disappear. Liotta said people were concerned about access to the 
east for future annexation. Cailloux noted that if the City was requiring that access, 
it would be included as a condition, which it was not. 
  
Liotta asked why stormwater management facilities weren’t shown? Lindsey said 
the State required that it be addressed. That area did not have to be subtracted 
from the total lot size. If developed in the City, they would require that it be 
separated out in a subdivision of this size, Cailloux explained. The City would own 
and maintain it, and the City Engineer would make sure it complied with the 
ordinance.  
  
This property was heavily wooded, Liotta remarked. How did they plan to develop 
this land with minimal disturbance to the tree canopy? 
  
Lindsey pointed out that all trees in the 12 acres would be preserved and that most 
people wanted trees on lots of this size, so he assumed that would be the case. 
They would adhere to the City’s tree save ordinance and landscape ordinance.    
  
The narrative submitted with this request talked about furtherance of a long-range 
plan and the purchase of other land. Liotta wanted to know whose plan that was?  
  
Mike Hyde said it was talking about their initial purchase, then the acquisition of 
three more properties to get to Spear.  
  
Liotta asked what was meant by saying “develop the west side after the east side.” 
Hyde said Stagecoach was not paved to the end of the city property. There were 
two lots to the west because that’s what they were entitled to with no other 
improvements to Stagecoach. When they bought this land, they did not know if 
Stagecoach would ever be paved. They intended to get the 21-home subdivision 
that connected to Spear moving forward while the market was positive. There was 
no reason they couldn’t get them both done at the same time if that paving was 
done.  
  
The City had first told them they wanted everything off Stagecoach and were going 
to mandate that they pave it, Hyde reported. They were not involved in paving 
Stagecoach, connecting it to Robinson Road, or building a school, he continued.  
  
Liotta asked if the ER area would stay as two lots? Hyde said they had 52 acres, 
and the FLU from when they purchased the property would allow them to develop 
26 lots. They did not have access to or the right to subdivide those two larger lots 
at that time. Now, it could maybe be made into three lots. He said he had no 
problem committing to that if they could get the annexation. He was not prepared to 



commit to shrinking the other side. They were prepared for this to be 23 lots in 
total.  
  
There were several lots that were more than two acres, but Hyde said most people 
didn’t want to live on more than an acre. Although there was a market for some 
larger lots, there was not a market for 10 five-acre lots or 17 three-acre lots. He felt 
it made more sense to give 12 acres to the City, saying he would put some nature 
trails through there and didn’t mind buffering the property.   
  
The access restrictions placed on the property by the seller were on Kriz’s mind. 
The deed restriction said the property couldn’t be connected both to Spear and to 
Stagecoach, Lindsey explained. Kriz then asked why these lot sizes were chosen 
in light of the lots in the surrounding neighborhoods and in Hyde Park? Lindsey 
said the lot sizes mirrored what was just to the south. He said there was only one 
nearby lot that was more than two acres, and most were about two acres.  
  
Kriz asked Cailloux why there were no sewage lines running to this property? The 
school built a private sewer system, she stated, and the nearest public access was 
on Robinson Road. The Water and Sewerage Authority (WASA) was not aware if 
the private system had been built to public standards, and it could not be tied into 
for public use. She said they could get the plans for the private sewer at the school 
and determine what needed to be done to bring it up to public standards if it was 
found to be lacking. Someone would have to pay for that work to be done.  
  
Hamner had no questions, while Ritenour said most of his questions had been 
answered. His main question had always been what had stopped them from 
developing in Fayette County, and they had answered that.  
  
Ritenour asked for Commissioners’ comments, and Hamner said his reason to not 
support this was the same as at the last hearing—it wasn’t in the annexation plan 
from October 2014.  
  
Kriz said he didn’t understand the choice of the one-acre lot size for this 
development. He might be more inclined to support it if they came back with larger 
lot sizes.  
  
Cailloux said she hoped she hadn’t caused any confusion. The lots sizes were 
larger than an acre. Even with the environmental lands deducted, the smallest was 
1.1 acre. She said she had provided the one-acre minimum in order to comply with 
the Comp Plan. The Planning Commission had the ability to recommend larger 
minimum lot sizes.  
  
Kriz said they had been told several times that one parcel would be 1.1 acres, and 
he thought each should be at least 1.5 or two acres. 
  
Liotta said he advocated following Peachtree City’s FLU, and what it showed in this 



part of town was mostly ER zoning. If this property was annexed in and developed, 
it should be under ER.  
  
Peachtree City had a plan, and they should stick with it, Johnston stated.  
  
Reeves said she could echo a lot of previous comments. This showed why a new 
annexation plan was needed. 
  
Ritenour said he agreed with the others. He was initially pleased to see the access 
moved to Spear Road, but then considered that this posed other traffic issues. The 
possible subdivision of the two large lots was a concern. He thought this was, with 
the change of the roadway, the same plan they denied earlier.  
He asked Cailloux to report to City Council that they all agreed on the need for an 
updated annexation plan. Right now, they needed to follow the Comprehensive 
Plan, he continued. 
  
Kriz moved to recommend denial of Public Hearing item PH-23-08 Annexation and 
Zoning of about 52 acres on Stagecoach Road and Spear Road from A-R in 
unincorporated Fayette County to ER and LUR in Peachtree City. Hamner 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously.    

2. PH-23-09 Annexation and Zoning of 11.3 acres at the end of Deanwood 
Terrace from MHP Mobile Home Park in unincorporated Fayette County to 
LUR Limited Use Residential in Peachtree City 

 Cailloux used an aerial photograph to show the location of this property, showing 
that it was just north of the area they were previously discussing. This property was 
currently part of the Shiloh Mobile Home Park, but was cut off from the front portion 
of the park by a tributary of Camp Creek. The only access would be through 
Towson Place, a development currently under construction in the City.  
  
They were requesting to rezone from Mobile Home Park (MHP) in the County to 
LUR in the City to allow up to 21 single-family lots. Cailloux noted that included in 
this total were two lots partially in the existing portion on what was presently a cul-
de-sac.  
  
The County’s MHP zoning would allow an estimated 41 mobile home lots. 
Surrounding zoning in the County was Residential (R-70) and AR, with two- and 
five-acre minimum lot sizes. This LUC-33 zoning in the City incorporated mixed-
use development off of Governor’s Square. The part in development now, Towson 
Place, was the single-family portion and would have up to 94 lots averaging 6,000 
to 7,000 square feet each. The applicant was requesting to rezone to LUR, but with 
the same conditions that applied to the LUC-33.  
  
The FLU in the County’s Comp Plan showed this property designated for mobile 
homes with an environmentally sensitive area along the tributary. Nearby in the 
City was single-family cluster (SFC), and Cailloux said this request conformed with 



that. There were also some multi-family uses nearby and mixed-use commercial.  
  
This property would be serviced by the Fayette County Water System and would 
access public sewer through WASA; Cailloux reported there was an existing line 
that ran through the tributary area. The Police had indicated there would be no 
significant impact, and Fire/EMS said the same. Cailloux noted this was the only 
area in the City that had an automatic aid agreement. That meant 911 calls from 
this area went straight to Peachtree City as opposed to going to the County and 
being routed to the City if the County responders were not available.   
  
The roads would be built by the developer to Peachtree City standards. Cailloux 
said Staff had contacted the mobile home park because the City was trying to find 
an alternate location for a path along SR 54 and buying the rights from the 
cemetery would be very expensive. The park had said they would be open to 
working with the City, but, Cailloux explained, the City did not have a plan or 
location. When they did, the developer had agreed to build a path to City 
standards.  
  
The Comp Plan set standards for protecting natural areas, and this development 
met that policy by separately platting and preserving the land along the tributary 
with buffers. The individual lots did not contain those areas. Cailloux said the 
single-family cluster density was an appropriate land use because this was within a 
15-minute walk of the village center. It could meet the housing policy if the homes 
had first floor bedrooms and baths and low-maintenance siding.   
  
Next, Cailloux outlined budget impacts. With the average cost for providing City 
services at $1,379 a year, the fair market value of a dwelling unit would need to be 
$570,407 to recoup the cost through property taxes alone. These homes would be 
similar to those in Towson Place, selling at about $850,000. With the land 
undeveloped, the owners were paying about $704 in total taxes. Putting 41 mobile 
homes on the site would bring in about $2,765. Peachtree City would get none of 
that, even though Peachtree City Fire served the area. If annexed and developed 
as proposed, total taxes would be $216,606, with $43,147 going to Peachtree City.  
  
If the Planning Commission recommended approval to City Council, Staff had 
some recommended conditions:  

1. Maximum 21 lots. Development shall substantially comply with the plan as 
submitted. 

2. Lots shall comply to the setbacks approved in the LUC-33 portion of the 
zoning district:  

o 20-foot front setback for garage 
o 10-foot front setback for main structure 
o 20-foot rear setback for garage 
o 20-foot rear setback for main structure 



o 5-foot side setback or at least 10-foot separation between houses.  

3. Houses shall be faced with either brick, stone, cementitious stucco, or 
cementitious siding. 
4. 75% of the houses shall have a main-level bedroom and bathroom. 
5.  The HOA shall be responsible for maintenance of all internal parks, landscaped 
areas, sidewalks, subdivision entrances, and community amenity areas. 
  
Attorney Steven Jones, representing the applicant, presented a concept plan of the 
entire mixed-use development, indicating the residential in the back and the 11 
acres they were asking for annexation. The total number of homes would be 115. 
He said they were asking for LUR because this area would be 100% residential, 
but it was a continuation of the LUC-33.  
  
He said that when the previous property was zoned, one of the conditions was a 
stub-out onto this adjacent property and to the property to the east in anticipation 
that these properties could only be developed in conjunction with the overall 
development, due to the creek. 
  
Jones displayed renderings of the homes that were currently under construction in 
Towson Place at the price point of mid-$800,000 up to $1 million. He reviewed the 
zoning of the adjacent properties and showed an aerial photo, noting that many 
homes had been platted and were under construction. Jones also presented 
photos taken at the Shiloh Mobile Home Park, noting this was what was currently 
allowed by right on the property in question.  
  
He again noted that the stub-out street was one of the conditions in the LUC-33 
and showed how it would be carried through into this new section and noted they 
had exceeded the minimum buffer requirement along the tributary and to the north. 
This was just a continuation of what was anticipated with LUC-33, he again said, 
showing the conditions they were meeting, along with more home renderings.  
  
Ritenour opened the public hearing.  No one wished to speak in support, so he 
opened it up to those in opposition 
  
Linda Ellis said she found it comical that the Fire and Police Chief said there would 
be no impact and she said the developer presented this like it was already 
annexed.  
  
Jim Forestal said this was not part of the plan for Peachtree City. He could not 
support annexations until the traffic problem was rectified and there was an 
annexation plan. He said there were a lot of houses there and traffic would exit 
onto a busy section of SR 54.   
  
Suzanne Brown asserted that because there would be more than 100 homes if this 
was developed, a traffic study was required. The magic number was 100. She 



mentioned the other road going into undeveloped property that would probably be 
annexed. She said the annexation study needed to be accessed and also was 
concerned about traffic on SR 54. Brown went on to say Lexington was not a 
village center; the closest was Kedron or Aberdeen and this annexation should 
have a lot less dense housing than what the prior City Council approved.  
  
  
No one else wished to speak, and Ritenour closed the public hearing.  
  
Hamner noted that he believed this area was designated for possible annexation in 
the 2014 plan. He asked Cailloux if that was Staff’s opinion, and she said it was.  
  
Kriz asked if there was a 100-house minimum for a traffic study? Cailloux said 
there was not. The 100-house rule of thumb called for two access points and was 
the minimum requirement for a recreation area, which this developer was providing 
in the LUC portion of Towson Place.  
  
Cailloux also noted that the eastern stub was shown on the plan, but it was not a 
zoning condition and was not being provided by the developers of Towson Place. 
The connection from the first section to this one was a zoning condition.  
  
Liotta said he had earlier talked about sticking to the plan, and this looked like it 
would be consistent with the use of the adjacent property.  He thought it would be 
better to access the property this way, rather than come from the mobile home 
park, which would require at least two crossings of the creek. He thought the LUR 
would make more sense than a mobile home park zoning.  
  
Johnston, Reeves, and Ritenour had no questions. 
  
Ritenour asked for comments. Reeves had none, but Johnston replied that she felt 
this was similar to the previous application, so her comments were no different.  
  
Hamner said he had given this a lot of thought and was conflicted, but he would 
vote in favor because it was included in the 2014 annexation study. He agreed with 
Liotta’s assessment that it was in line with the adjoining property and was a better 
use than a mobile home park.  
  
He noted that the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend denial 
of the previous annexation request in this area several years ago, but the City 
Council voted to approve it and that had set the course for where they were now.    
  
Kriz stated that he didn’t agree with this density on the edge of the City as 
approved by the previous Council but acknowledged that it conformed to 
surrounding uses and would be a good step forward if they were open to this 
property being developed. However, traffic and further development was a 
concern. He said he was against this as proposed. 



  
Ritenour’s position was that this was a similar use to Towson Village, which was 
approved by Council. He agreed it was difficult to deny one development a short 
distance away, then say this one made a bit more sense in how it was set up. It did 
follow the 2014 annexation plan. Traffic would be an issue regardless of what went 
there; 41 mobile homes would probably be worse than this number of homes.  
  
He again said he hoped Council would look at the annexation plan because these 
situations would be more frequent. For the most part, Peachtree City was built-out 
with very little land left. Other than redevelopment, the only growth would have to 
come through annexation. 
  
Hamner moved to recommend approval of Public Hearing item PH-23-09, 
Annexation and Zoning of 11.3 acres at the end of Deanwood Terrace from MHP 
Mobile Home Park in unincorporated Fayette County to LUR Limited Use 
Residential in Peachtree City. The motion died for lack of a second. 
  
Johnston moved to recommend denial of PH-23-09. Reeves seconded. Motion 
carried 3-2, with Kriz, Johnston, and Reeves voting in favor, and Hamner and 
Ritenour voting against.   

Old Agenda Items 
NONE 
New Agenda Items  
1. 23-10-03 Building Elevations, Peachtree Walk, 500 Commerce Drive 
 Peachtree Walk was the portion of the Westpark shopping center where 

Carrabba's was located, Hooks said, but it was under separate management from 
Westpark Walk. The property was zoned General Commercial (GC). Hooks 
reminded the Commissioners they had recently approved elevations for upgrades 
to Westpark Walk, and this would bring the Peachtree Walk portion in line with 
those upgrades. 
  
This property used to be a movie theater, but that was replaced in 2004-2005 with 
the structures there now. The retail tenant spaces had a green metal roof and the 
other building materials were similar to the the Westpark Walk center prior to their 
painting. The main brick color was reddish orange with a light-colored accent brick. 
Signage was on a light-colored sign band. The roof parapet color matched the light 
color with the addition of a green band.  
  
The proposal was to use the same colors as Westpark Walk, Extra White and 
Peppercorn by Sherwin Williams. It would look quite bold if the entire metal roof 
was black, Hooks remarked, so they were requesting a white band on the parapet 
to break it up.  
  
Carrabba’s was a little different, Hooks continued. It had the same reddish brick 



with a light multi-colored brick at the entrance combined with light-colored EIFS or 
stucco surrounding the entrance. In addition, Carrabba's had a stone base and 
decorative red awnings with a green and black stripe. The roof was flat with a 
parapet wall. 
  
To be in line with their current corporate standards, Hooks said Carrabba’s 
proposed colors were more neutral. The lighter color, West Highland White, was a 
creamy off-white. There would be accents of brown and red.  
  
The land development ordinance (LDO) said colors should be low-reflectance and 
subtle, neutral, or earth tones. White was considered a neutral color but could have 
a high reflectance depending on the particular shade. In addition, the LDO said 
colors should complement those of neighboring buildings. It also stated that natural 
brick should not be painted. With all of that being said, Hooks concluded, Staff had 
no recommendation, and approval was at the Planning Commission’s discretion.   
  
Daphne Bowen represented the owners of Peachtree Walk and said they would be 
refreshing the center, not only with paint but by doing some paving repairs.  
  
Was this being done because of the adjacent property being painted? Kriz asked. 
Bowen said that was some of the reason, but they had been considering this and 
were able to get a discount by using the same vendor that was working on the 
Westpark Walk side.  
  
Hamner asked if they had considered making the parapet a solid color to match 
Westpark Walk? Bowen noted Westpark Walk had a shingle roof. Here, Cailloux 
commented, the green stripe wasn’t just painted on; that portion jutted out. Using 
an accent color would highlight that architectural feature. Hamner was concerned 
about consistency between the two areas, but Bowen pointed out they were using 
the same colors and accents, with the only difference being that Peachtree Walk 
had far more of the metal roofing material. She said it should look uniform with the 
rest of the area.   
  
Johnston said she didn’t see a lot of difference in Carrabba’s appearance as far as 
colors. Bowen said there would be minor differences in colors. A representative of 
Carrabba’s stepped up, saying the restaurant had not had an exterior remodel in 
more than 10 years. They were aiming for a contemporary Italian look. He 
mentioned that the new design and appearance would be easier to maintain. 
  
He said it would not be as white as the other buildings, and Johnston said she was 
glad because all that white on an unbroken expanse of wall would be a lot.  
  
Reeves said she would prefer the roof to match the other portion of the center, but, 
overall, she liked the refresh.  
  
Johnston, Hamer, and Kriz had no comments. Liotta said he liked the refresh and 



the color scheme, particularly on the columns. Ritenour agreed, saying he was 
undecided about the roof stripe, but he thought it looked good and did bring out the 
architecture and was glad to see Carrabba’s was doing something similar, but a 
little different. 
  
Johnston moved to approve New Agenda item 23-10-03, Building Elevations, 
Peachtree Walk, 500 Commerce Drive. Kriz seconded. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

2. 23-10-04 Building Elevations, Governors Walk, 1980-1992 HWY 54 W 
 This was SR 54 across from The Juicery and the Ankle and Foot Center, Hooks 

stated, not far from the LUC-33 they had discussed earlier. The property was 
zoned GC. The new management was not aware of Peachtree City’s requirements 
and had painted the center without getting the Planning Commission’s approval.   
  
Hooks reported that the shopping center was built in 1983 and had never been 
updated. The facade was made up mostly of windows on the northern portion. The 
southern portion was a mix of materials from stone  to barn-style siding. The flat 
roof extended out over the front sidewalk with a brown metal awning. She 
displayed photos of the center’s former appearance and others of the appearance 
now. 
  
The colors used for the renovation were called Cool December and Salem Black by 
Dunn Edwards. She again stated that white was considered a neutral color but 
could have a high reflectance. The building faced northwest, and the front façade 
was in the shade for about half the day which cut down on the potential for 
reflectivity. 
  
The new paint scheme tied both ends of the shopping center together for a more 
unified look, Hooks remarked. The roof was previously all brown, but they had 
lightened it by keeping the dark part just on top. They had added decorative lighting 
features with 60-watt bulbs on the columns. 
 
In this case again, approval was at the Planning Commission’s discretion. 
  
Joey Cavaliere said he was a friend of the owner and was representing him 
because he lived out of state and was unable to attend. He said he lived in Atlanta 
and had been looking after the property after the owner purchased it about a year 
ago. Cavaliere noted that the property was fully rented, but the owner just wanted 
to upgrade its appearance. He apologized for their ignorance of the law. 
  
Liotta suggested they utilize accent colors, and Cavaliere said they would be willing 
to entertain suggestions but couldn’t afford to redo everything. He also mentioned 
they had paved the parking lot. 
  
None of the other Commissioners had questions. 



  
Reeves thanked Cavaliere for the apology, saying she was confused when she 
saw the work being done. She asked Cavaliere if they were finished, and he said 
they were unless the Planning Commission had more requirements. Reeves 
agreed that it did look better. 
  
Johnston suggested that painting the columns would add dimension. 
  
Hamner said he would have liked to have seen some other options, but it was 
definitely an improvement. 
  
Kriz agreed, saying he would have liked to have seen a proposal. He noted this 
was the second painting that had come to them after the fact. He thought they 
should approve this, but directed Staff to explore a potential fine for people who 
ignored the architectural requirements or maybe a way to communicate with 
 business property owners to advise them of this requirement. 
  
Liotta agreed it was a nice refresh, and he liked how they had treated the canopy to 
make it more inviting. He suggested accents along the columns and maybe on the 
windows and door trim. 
  
Ritenour, too, said he liked the refresh, but this was the second large commercial 
area that had been changed without approval. Staff had told him they didn’t have 
anything in place to deal with this. He suggested they ask the City Manager to 
evaluate a citation because of the violation of the ordinance. 
  
Cailloux suggested they be proactive and create a brochure for all the property 
owners who would be affected that advised them of the requirement for approval 
before making upgrades. 
  
Ritenour said that would be especially helpful for new owners and those who had 
older properties, which they probably would be seeing more of. He asked Staff to 
come up with something that could go out to business owners. Hooks suggested 
they send out the notice with business licenses. 
  
Kriz moved to approve New Agenda item 23-10-04, Building Elevations, Governors 
Walk, 1980-1992 HWY 54 W with the recommendation that the owner consider 
accenting the pillars and the windows. Johnston seconded. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
  

Workshop Items  
1. PW23-10-03 Planning Commission 101 
 Due to time, Planning Commission 101 was postponed for a second time with a 

new date undetermined.  The first meeting in November might be cancelled, 



Cailloux said, and the second meeting was scheduled for November 27. 
  
Kriz moved to adjourn at 9:05 p.m. Hamner seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
  
  

 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Martha Barksdale (Recording Secretary) 

 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Scott Ritenour (Chairman) 

 



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 11/22/2023 
  

    
DATE: November 27, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: PH-23-10 Rezoning of about 11 acres at 1102 MacDuff Parkway from 

AR to LUR 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Please find the staff recommendations at the end of this memo. 
  
Discussion: 
Brent Holdings, the Applicant, is requesting the rezoning of about 11 acres from AR 
Agricultural Reserve to LUR Limited Use Residential.  The subject property is located at 
1102 MacDuff Parkway and was recently de-annexed from Tyrone and annexed into 
Peachtree City by the Georgia State Legislature. The11-acre tract is triangular-shaped 
and bound to the northeast by the CSX railroad, to the west by the Cresswind 
subdivision, and to the south by the undeveloped townhome subdivision. The property 
is currently undeveloped. 
  
The proposal is for 43 townhomes, connecting to the approved townhome development 
to the south, called Collier Hills. A copy of the proposed development is attached to this 
memo and consists of a central road lined with townhomes.  A children’s playground is 
found in the greenspace located in the road bend on the southern portion of the 
property. 
  
The zoning conditions placed on the Collier Hills townhome subdivision are carried onto 
the proposed development, as well.  A 100-foot buffer is provided along the western 
property line adjacent to the Cresswind subdivision, which also has a 50-foot buffer 
along this shared property line, thereby resulting in a minimum 150-foot buffer between 
the rear property lines of the Cresswind lots and the proposed townhomes.  A 50-foot 
undisturbed buffer is shown along the eastern property line adjacent to the railroad 
right-of-way. 
 
Evaluation Criteria: 
Per Section 1304 of the Zoning ordinance, City Council shall consider the following 
factors, where relevant, when evaluating a proposed change to the zoning map: 

1. Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the 
land use plan; 
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2. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use 
and development of adjacent and nearby property; 

3. Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of 
adjacent or nearby property; 

4. Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal has a reasonable 
economic use as currently zoned; 

5. Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an 
excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, transportation facilities, utilities, 
or schools;  

6. Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and 
development of the property which give supportive grounds for either approval or 
disapproval of the zoning proposal. 

  
Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map 
Because the property was annexed into the City after the adoption of the 2022 
Comprehensive Plan Update, it is not included in the Future Land Use Map. The 
property to the west and south are both planned for Single Family Cluster (SFC), which 
is defined as lots smaller than ¼ acre and attached homes with 3 to 6 units per acre. 
(See attached maps.) 
 
The Single Family Cluster (SFC) designation was created in the 1995 Comprehensive 
Plan and was defined with a maximum density not to exceed 12 dwelling units per acre. 
The 2002 Comprehensive Plan Update continued the SFC category and definition.   
 
The 2007 Comprehensive Plan Update was never completed due to the State updating 
the minimum standards of Comprehensive Plans during this period. No Comprehensive 
Plan or Future Land Use map was adopted again by the City until the 2017 
Comprehensive Plan.  Here, the SFC category was re-defined to lower the permitted 
density, stating “this category consists of 3 to 6 units per acre, including cluster homes, 
duplexes and multi-family homes.” 
  
The 2022 Comprehensive Plan continued this lower-density definition, permitting only 
“lots smaller than 1.4 acre and some attached-style homes with 3 to 6 units per acre.” 
At a density of 3.9 units per acre, the proposed zoning meets the SFC standards. 
 
Other Comprehensive Plan policies that apply to the proposal include: 

• Offset dense residential development with greenbelts, parks, and civic 
plazas. 
The proposal sets aside over half of the total property in open space. The 
proposed 100-foot buffer along the Cresswind subdivision (combined with the 
existing 50-foot buffer on the Cresswind side of the shared property line) 
provides an adequate buffer between the two housing density types.  A zoning 
condition to replant the 100-foot buffer is recommended by staff to ensure a 
natural greenbelt condition after the development of the townhomes. 
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• Encourage the use of high quality building materials to reduce long-term 
maintenance liability.  
Staff recommends a condition to require that 100% of the building fronts consist 
of brick or stone to satisfy this Comprehensive Plan policy.  

• Encourage housing to include ‘aging in place’ elements such as accessible 
design, bedroom suites on ground levels, and caretaker suites. 
Typical townhome plans do not include ground level bedroom suites or other 
accessible designs.  Staff recommends a zoning condition that at least 50% of 
the home designs include either a ground-level bedroom, a ground-level flex 
room, or an elevator to accomplish this Comprehensive Plan policy.  

  
Recommendation 
Should the Planning Commission recommend approval of the rezoning request, staff 
recommends the following conditions: 

• The property shall develop in conformance with the proposed plan. Any 
substantive change to this plan or any of the conditions of the rezoning shall 
require a new rezoning action. 

• The maximum number of dwelling units shall be 43. 
• At least 50% of the home designs shall include either a ground-level bedroom, a 

ground-level flex room, or an elevator.  
• The minimum front building setback is 25 feet from the back of sidewalk or back 

of pavement. There shall be at least a 20-foot separation between buildings. 
• Each unit shall have provided at least two paved parking spaces, at least one of 

these shall be within a fully enclosed garage.  
• Each housing unit front façade shall be faced with brick or stone. Side and rear 

elevations shall consist of brick, stone, or cementitious siding.  Each side 
elevation shall include windows, and shall include similar architectural detailing 
as the front elevation.  

• A minimum 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.  

• 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.  

• At least two canopy trees shall be provided for each unit meeting the standards 
of the city’s land development ordinance. In the case where no yard is 
incorporated in the lot, the required trees shall be planted on an adjacent or 
nearby open space that is not included in the required buffers.  

• Internal streets shall be built to city standards with regards to compaction, 
subgrade, pavement, and other requirements as deemed by the city engineer. 

• All internal streets, sidewalks, parks, amenities, and landscaping shall be the 
responsibility of the home owner’s association.   

Page 4 of 25



• A statement addressing the proximity of the development to the CSX railroad 
shall be placed on the final plat for the overall development. 

 
 
  
  
Budget Impact: 
The proposed value of the townhomes is not provided by the applicant.  The value of an 
average dwelling unit in the City necessary to recoup the cost of providing all public 
services to it is about $571,000. However, because the roads and landscaping will 
remain the responsibility of the home owner's association, there are no long-term city 
costs for this infrastructure.  
  
Attachments: 
1. Applicant Narrative 
2. Site Plan 
3. Zoning Map 
4. Future Land Use Map 
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September 22, 2023 

 
VIA EMAIL: RCailloux@peachtree-city.org   

 

Ms. Robin Cailloux  

Planning and Development Director  

153 Willowbend Road 

Peachtree City, GA 30269 

 

RE: Fayette County TPN 0745 005 (the “Property”); 

 Rezoning Application for the Property (the “Application”) 

 

Dear Ms. Cailloux: 

 

 We represent Brent Holdings, LLC (the “Applicant”) in connection with the above 

referenced Property, and are submitting the attached Rezoning Application under Section 

1301, et seq. of Appendix A (the “Zoning Ordinance”) of the Code of Ordinances, City of 

Peachtree City, Georgia (the “Code of Ordinances”) to rezone the Property from 

AR Agricultural Reserve District (“AR”) to LUR Limited Use Residential (“LUR”).  

 

 The Property consist of 23.73 +/- acres, identified as TPN 0745 005. The Property was 

annexed into the Peachtree City municipal limits on July 1, 2023, pursuant to House Bill 

759, which was unanimously passed by the Georgia House of Representatives on March 23, 

2023 and the Georgia Senate on March 29, 2023 and signed by Governor Kemp on May 1, 

2023. Pursuant to Section 705.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, upon annexation, the zoning 

district applied to the Property is AR.  

 

The property directly to the south of the Property, consisting of 6.1 +/- acres, was 

rezoned to LUR-20 July 12, 2022, for the use of a 30-dwelling townhome community called 

Collier Hills (the “Collier Hills”). The Application proposes townhome development with 43 

dwellings, in a development similar in all material respects to Collier Hills.  The development 

proposed by the Application is properly viewed as Phase II of Collier Hills, and will be 

substantially similar to the use and design of the Collier Property.  

 

 Section 1304(e) of the Zoning Ordinance that the following rezoning factors are the 

criteria that must be used to analyze a rezoning application.  Below those factors are restated 

along with the Applicant’s analysis of those factors. Analysis of the factors shows that they 

all weigh in favor of approval of the Application.  

 

(1) Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the 

land use plan.  

 

The Property is not identified on the land use plan, given its recent annexation.  However, 

Page 6 of 25



Peachtree City, Georgia 

September 22, 2023 

Page 2 of 3

the development of the Property proposed by the Application will be consistent with the 

overall development theme of the surrounding area, specifically, the Property will be 

consistent with Collier Hills.  Therefore, the proposal, if granted, will be consistent with the 

purpose and intent of the land use plan.  

(2) Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the

use and development of adjacent and nearby property.

The adjacent and nearby properties are commercial buildings and residential 

neighborhoods. Furthermore, the land use would complement and be substantially similar to 

the Collier Property. As such, the proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the 

use and development of the adjacent and nearby property. 

(3) Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability

of adjacent or nearby property.

The proposal will have no adverse effects on the use or usability of the adjacent or nearby 

properties, as it is consistent with the Collier Hills subdivision.  

(4) Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal has a reasonable

economic use as currently zoned.

The Property does not have a reasonable economic use as presently zoned.  In the AR 

zoning district, use and development of the property is primarily limited to “general 

agricultural, forestry, [one-family dwelling homes], and horticultural purposes as an interim 

use until such time it is appropriate to convert the land to its ultimate use in accordance with 

the land use plan.” Zoning Ordinance Section 1010.1. If this default zoning is applied to the 

Property, application of the AR zoning district would create a practical difficulty for 

applicant. Specifically, it would prevent the Applicant from using the Property in an 

economically viable manner. 

(5) Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an

excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, transportation facilities,

utilities, or schools.

The proposal will not result in an excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, 

transportation facilities, utilities, or schools. As noted above, the Application is an extension 

of the Collier Hills subdivision, which the City previously determined to satisfy this rezoning 

factor. 

(6) Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and

development of the property which give supportive grounds for either

approval or disapproval of the zoning proposal.

The properties’ unique shape, size, and topography are different than other properties in 

the same (AR) district. The only safe way for ingress and egress on the property, without 

additional road construction along Senoia Road and an impractical and potentially 
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impossible railroad crossing is through the Collier Property, making the zoning proposal the 

only viable option for economic development and use of the Property. Without the requested 

zoning proposal, a economic use of the Property will not be viable. The AR zoning district, as 

applied to the property creates substantial harm that is not rationally related to the public, 

health, safety, and welfare.  

Enclosed hereto are the following additional documents: 

1. Application for rezoning

2. Boundary Survey (Exhibit A)

3. Recorded Deed (Exhibit B)

4. Legal Description (Exhibit C)

5. Utilities and Services Letters (Exhibit D)

6. Nearby Properties Map and List (Exhibit E)

7. Schematic Land Use Plan (Exhibit F)

Should you have any questions or require additional information regarding this 

Application, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Thank you, in advance for your attention to this 

Application. 

Sincerely, 

Steven L. Jones 
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PARCEL AREA TABLE

PARCEL NO.

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

AREA(SF)

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

ACREAGE (AC)

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

LENGTHS (FT)

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

BEARINGS

S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E

S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E

S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N30° 37' 36.87"W
N59° 22' 23.13"E
S30° 37' 36.87"E
S59° 22' 23.13"W

N30° 37' 36.87"W
N59° 22' 23.13"E
S30° 37' 36.87"E
S59° 22' 23.13"W

N30° 37' 36.87"W
N59° 22' 23.13"E
S30° 37' 36.87"E
S59° 22' 23.13"W

N30° 37' 36.87"W
N59° 22' 23.13"E
S30° 37' 36.87"E
S59° 22' 23.13"W

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

PARCEL AREA TABLE

PARCEL NO.

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

AREA(SF)

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

1200.00 Sq. Ft.

ACREAGE (AC)

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

0.03 AC

LENGTHS (FT)

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

50.000
24.000
50.000
24.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

24.000
50.000
24.000
50.000

BEARINGS

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N89° 20' 30.01"W
N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W

N00° 39' 29.99"E
S89° 20' 30.01"E
S00° 39' 29.99"W
N89° 20' 30.01"W
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SITE NOTES

SCALE: 1"=120'
0' 60' 120' 240'

PROPOSED JURISDICTION: CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

PROPOSED ZONING: LUR

MINIMUM FRONT SETBACK FROM EDGE OF
PAVEMENT (PER ZONING LUR-20 CONDITIONS): 25'

BUILDING SEPARATION

BUILDING SETBACKS

ZONING CLASSIFICATION

SITE AREA: 10.928  ACRES

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 32

SITE AREA

TOWNHOME FLOORPLAN

20'

TYPICAL FOOTPRINT: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE: 77.41% (8.46 AC.)

TOTAL GUEST PARKING PROVIDED: 3 SPACES (PHASE 1)

PARKING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT WIDTH 24' EOP-EOP

COLLIER HILLS DRIVE (PRIVATE ROAD)

PRIVATE ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT 28' WIDE

TOTAL LENGTH OF STREET 2,183 LF

TYPICAL CONDO-STYLE LOT

TYPICAL SIZE: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

ACREAGE IN CONDO-STYLE LOTS: 11.35% (1.24 AC.)

SITE SUMMARY

1) ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE.

2) ALL TREES SHALL HAVE PROPER PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS APPROVED
PLANS INDICATE OTHERWISE.

3) BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY BY BLANK, DATED BLANK. BENCHMARK IS NOTED ON
SURVEY.

4)  FLOOD PLAIN IS NOT PRESENT ON THIS SITE AS SHOWN ON THE FEMA FIRM MAP NUMBER
13113C0078E & 13113C0086E, DATED 09.26.2008.

5) 1 HANDICAP SPACE IS REQUIRED TO BE VAN ACCESSIBLE WITH A MINIMUM 96" WIDE ACCESS
AREA.

6)  ACCESSIBLE PARKING AREAS, INCLUDING AISLES, SHALL SLOPE NO MORE THAN 2% IN ANY
DIRECTION.

7) THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS IN ORDER TO PERFORM THE REQUIRED OFFSITE WORK,
INCLUDING, STORM DRAINAGE, CURB AND GUTTER AND PAVEMENT TIE-INS AND GRADING.

8) REFERENCE ARCH PLANS FOR DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE, SITE SIGNAGE, BUILDING
DIMENSIONS, ETC.

9) ALL NEW PAVEMENT SHALL MEET OR EXCEED LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS.

GENERAL SITE NOTES

DUE TO EXISTING HARDSHPS OF THE ATLANTIC COAST RAILWAY LOCATED ALONG THE
EASTERN PROPERTY LINE AND THE CRESSWIND SUBDIVISION LOCATED ALONG THE WESTERN
PROPERTY LINE WITH NO POSSIBLE STUB OUT CONNECTION POINTS AVAILABLE TO CONNECT
TO, THE PROPOSED PRIVATE DRIVE IS LONGER THAN THE ALLOWABLE 1,200 FT LENGTH  PER
SEC. 721OF THE PEACHTREE CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES.

NOTES
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OVERALL SITE PLAN

SCALE: 1"=120'
0' 60' 120' 240'

SHEET C-6.2

SHEET C-6.3

PROPOSED JURISDICTION: CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

PROPOSED ZONING: LUR

MINIMUM FRONT SETBACK FROM EDGE OF
PAVEMENT (PER ZONING LUR-20 CONDITIONS): 25'

BUILDING SEPARATION

BUILDING SETBACKS

ZONING CLASSIFICATION

SITE AREA: 10.928  ACRES

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 32

SITE AREA

TOWNHOME FLOORPLAN

20'

TYPICAL FOOTPRINT: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE: 77.41% (8.46 AC.)

TOTAL GUEST PARKING PROVIDED: 3 SPACES (PHASE 1)

PARKING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT WIDTH 24' EOP-EOP

COLLIER HILLS DRIVE (PRIVATE ROAD)

PRIVATE ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT 28' WIDE

TOTAL LENGTH OF STREET 2,183 LF

TYPICAL CONDO-STYLE LOT

TYPICAL SIZE: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

ACREAGE IN CONDO-STYLE LOTS: 11.35% (1.24 AC.)

SITE SUMMARY

1) ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE.

2) ALL TREES SHALL HAVE PROPER PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS APPROVED
PLANS INDICATE OTHERWISE.

3) BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY BY BLANK, DATED BLANK. BENCHMARK IS NOTED ON
SURVEY.

4)  FLOOD PLAIN IS NOT PRESENT ON THIS SITE AS SHOWN ON THE FEMA FIRM MAP NUMBER
13113C0078E & 13113C0086E, DATED 09.26.2008.

5) 1 HANDICAP SPACE IS REQUIRED TO BE VAN ACCESSIBLE WITH A MINIMUM 96" WIDE ACCESS
AREA.

6)  ACCESSIBLE PARKING AREAS, INCLUDING AISLES, SHALL SLOPE NO MORE THAN 2% IN ANY
DIRECTION.

7) THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS IN ORDER TO PERFORM THE REQUIRED OFFSITE WORK,
INCLUDING, STORM DRAINAGE, CURB AND GUTTER AND PAVEMENT TIE-INS AND GRADING.

8) REFERENCE ARCH PLANS FOR DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE, SITE SIGNAGE, BUILDING
DIMENSIONS, ETC.

9) ALL NEW PAVEMENT SHALL MEET OR EXCEED LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS.

GENERAL SITE NOTES

DUE TO EXISTING HARDSHPS OF THE ATLANTIC COAST RAILWAY LOCATED ALONG THE
EASTERN PROPERTY LINE AND THE CRESSWIND SUBDIVISION LOCATED ALONG THE WESTERN
PROPERTY LINE WITH NO POSSIBLE STUB OUT CONNECTION POINTS AVAILABLE TO CONNECT
TO, THE PROPOSED PRIVATE DRIVE IS LONGER THAN THE ALLOWABLE 1,200 FT LENGTH  PER
SEC. 721OF THE PEACHTREE CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES.

NOTES
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SITE PLAN
MATCHLINE - SHEET C-6.3

KEY NOTES
24" CURB & GUTTER, SEE SHEET C-13.3 FOR DETAIL

PROPOSED 20' STORM EASEMENT

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT, SEE SHEET C-13.0 FOR PAVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS

20' STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY ACCESS & MAINTENANCE EASEMENT

5' TALL CHAINLINK FENCE AROUND POND WITH(2) 8' DOUBLE GATES AT ACCESS
DRIVE

PLAYGROUND AREA  (DESIGNED AND PERMITTED BY OTHERS)

LIFT STATION AREA (DESIGNED BY OTHERS)

EXISTING POWER POLE TO BE PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING WOODED AREA TO REMAIN

25' FRONT BUILDING SETBACKLINE PER LUR-20 ZONING CONDITIONS

CONNECT TO EXISTING CURB

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

PROPOSED JURISDICTION: CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

PROPOSED ZONING: LUR

MINIMUM FRONT SETBACK FROM EDGE OF
PAVEMENT (PER ZONING LUR-20 CONDITIONS): 25'

BUILDING SEPARATION

BUILDING SETBACKS

ZONING CLASSIFICATION

SITE AREA: 10.928  ACRES

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 32

SITE AREA

TOWNHOME FLOORPLAN

20'

TYPICAL FOOTPRINT: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE: 77.41% (8.46 AC.)

TOTAL GUEST PARKING PROVIDED: 3 SPACES (PHASE 1)

PARKING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT WIDTH 24' EOP-EOP

COLLIER HILLS DRIVE (PRIVATE ROAD)

PRIVATE ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT 28' WIDE

TOTAL LENGTH OF STREET 2,183 LF

TYPICAL CONDO-STYLE LOT

TYPICAL SIZE: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

ACREAGE IN CONDO-STYLE LOTS: 11.35% (1.24 AC.)

SITE SUMMARY

1) ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE.

2) ALL TREES SHALL HAVE PROPER PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS APPROVED
PLANS INDICATE OTHERWISE.

3) BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY BY BLANK, DATED BLANK. BENCHMARK IS NOTED ON
SURVEY.

4)  FLOOD PLAIN IS NOT PRESENT ON THIS SITE AS SHOWN ON THE FEMA FIRM MAP NUMBER
13113C0078E & 13113C0086E, DATED 09.26.2008.

5) 1 HANDICAP SPACE IS REQUIRED TO BE VAN ACCESSIBLE WITH A MINIMUM 96" WIDE ACCESS
AREA.

6)  ACCESSIBLE PARKING AREAS, INCLUDING AISLES, SHALL SLOPE NO MORE THAN 2% IN ANY
DIRECTION.

7) THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS IN ORDER TO PERFORM THE REQUIRED OFFSITE WORK,
INCLUDING, STORM DRAINAGE, CURB AND GUTTER AND PAVEMENT TIE-INS AND GRADING.

8) REFERENCE ARCH PLANS FOR DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE, SITE SIGNAGE, BUILDING
DIMENSIONS, ETC.

9) ALL NEW PAVEMENT SHALL MEET OR EXCEED LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS.

GENERAL SITE NOTES

DUE TO EXISTING HARDSHPS OF THE ATLANTIC COAST RAILWAY LOCATED ALONG THE
EASTERN PROPERTY LINE AND THE CRESSWIND SUBDIVISION LOCATED ALONG THE WESTERN
PROPERTY LINE WITH NO POSSIBLE STUB OUT CONNECTION POINTS AVAILABLE TO CONNECT
TO, THE PROPOSED PRIVATE DRIVE IS LONGER THAN THE ALLOWABLE 1,200 FT LENGTH  PER
SEC. 721OF THE PEACHTREE CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES.
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SITE PLAN

MATCHLINE - SHEET C-6.2

KEY NOTES
24" CURB & GUTTER, SEE SHEET C-13.3 FOR DETAIL

PROPOSED 20' STORM EASEMENT

HEAVY DUTY PAVEMENT, SEE SHEET C-13.0 FOR PAVEMENT SPECIFICATIONS

20' STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY ACCESS & MAINTENANCE EASEMENT

5' TALL CHAINLINK FENCE AROUND POND WITH(2) 8' DOUBLE GATES AT ACCESS
DRIVE

PLAYGROUND AREA  (DESIGNED AND PERMITTED BY OTHERS)

LIFT STATION AREA (DESIGNED BY OTHERS)

EXISTING POWER POLE TO BE PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING WOODED AREA TO REMAIN

25' FRONT BUILDING SETBACKLINE PER LUR-20 ZONING CONDITIONS

CONNECT TO EXISTING CURB

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

PROPOSED JURISDICTION: CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

PROPOSED ZONING: LUR

MINIMUM FRONT SETBACK FROM EDGE OF
PAVEMENT (PER ZONING LUR-20 CONDITIONS): 25'

BUILDING SEPARATION

BUILDING SETBACKS

ZONING CLASSIFICATION

SITE AREA: 10.928  ACRES

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 32

SITE AREA

TOWNHOME FLOORPLAN

20'

TYPICAL FOOTPRINT: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE: 77.41% (8.46 AC.)

TOTAL GUEST PARKING PROVIDED: 3 SPACES (PHASE 1)

PARKING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT WIDTH 24' EOP-EOP

COLLIER HILLS DRIVE (PRIVATE ROAD)

PRIVATE ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT 28' WIDE

TOTAL LENGTH OF STREET 2,183 LF

TYPICAL CONDO-STYLE LOT

TYPICAL SIZE: 24'x50' (1,200 SF.)

ACREAGE IN CONDO-STYLE LOTS: 11.35% (1.24 AC.)

SITE SUMMARY

1) ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE.

2) ALL TREES SHALL HAVE PROPER PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS APPROVED
PLANS INDICATE OTHERWISE.

3) BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY BY BLANK, DATED BLANK. BENCHMARK IS NOTED ON
SURVEY.

4)  FLOOD PLAIN IS NOT PRESENT ON THIS SITE AS SHOWN ON THE FEMA FIRM MAP NUMBER
13113C0078E & 13113C0086E, DATED 09.26.2008.

5) 1 HANDICAP SPACE IS REQUIRED TO BE VAN ACCESSIBLE WITH A MINIMUM 96" WIDE ACCESS
AREA.

6)  ACCESSIBLE PARKING AREAS, INCLUDING AISLES, SHALL SLOPE NO MORE THAN 2% IN ANY
DIRECTION.

7) THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS IN ORDER TO PERFORM THE REQUIRED OFFSITE WORK,
INCLUDING, STORM DRAINAGE, CURB AND GUTTER AND PAVEMENT TIE-INS AND GRADING.

8) REFERENCE ARCH PLANS FOR DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE, SITE SIGNAGE, BUILDING
DIMENSIONS, ETC.

9) ALL NEW PAVEMENT SHALL MEET OR EXCEED LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS.

GENERAL SITE NOTES

DUE TO EXISTING HARDSHPS OF THE ATLANTIC COAST RAILWAY LOCATED ALONG THE
EASTERN PROPERTY LINE AND THE CRESSWIND SUBDIVISION LOCATED ALONG THE WESTERN
PROPERTY LINE WITH NO POSSIBLE STUB OUT CONNECTION POINTS AVAILABLE TO CONNECT
TO, THE PROPOSED PRIVATE DRIVE IS LONGER THAN THE ALLOWABLE 1,200 FT LENGTH  PER
SEC. 721OF THE PEACHTREE CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES.
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 11/22/2023 
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 11/22/2023 
  

    
DATE: November 27, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-11-01 Conceptual Site Plan, Warehouse/Office, 1301 Moba Drive 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion that the proposed site plan meets the City ordinances and 
recommends approval of agenda item 23-11-01. 
  
Discussion: 
Southtree Commercial has submitted a conceptual site plan for the development of a 
multi-tenant industrial building at 1301 Moba Drive, which is lots 7 and 8 of the 
Mobacorp Industrial Park.  The site improvements include a 60,000 SF 
office/warehouse building with a truck court, 77 parking spaces, and an outdoor 
employee training yard. 
 
Zoning Requirements 
The subject tract will be a total of 6.47 acres combined and is zoned GI, General 
Industrial.  Office/warehouse is a permitted use in the GI district. 
Setback requirements for the GI district: 

• front setback lot 7 - 30 feet* 
• front setback lot 8 - 50 feet 
• side setback - 20 feet 
• rear setback - 50 feet 

 
*A variance was granted in 2021 to decrease the front setback on Moba Drive from 50 
feet to 30 feet for lots 6 and 7 of the Industrial Park.  The variance does not apply to lot 
8. 
 
Site Characteristics and Development Standards 
The lot is currently vacant and is located within 500 feet of a major 
thoroughfare.  Therefore, an additional architectural review from the Planning 
Commission is required.  Building elevation approval is required prior to the issuance of 
a building permit. 
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Parking Requirement 
The proposal is for 77 parking spaces, including 4 handicap spaces, which meets the 
minimum requirement of 68 spaces.  The maximum parking permitted is 125% of the 
parking required, which equals 85 spaces. 
 
PARKING CALCULATIONS 
 REQUIRED RATIO AREA REQUIRED PROVIDED 

Automobile 
Parking 

    

Office A 
Warehouse A 

1 space/300 SF 
1 space/2500 SF 

3,000 SF 
12,000 SF 

10 
4.8 17 

Office B 
Warehouse B 

1 space/300 SF 
1 space/2500 SF 

3,000 SF 
11,000 SF 

10 
4.4 16 

Office C 
Warehouse C 

1 space/300 SF 
1 space/2500 SF 

3,000 SF 
12,000 SF 

10 
4.8 17 

Office D 
Warehoue D 

1 space/300 SF 
1 space/2500 SF 

6,000 SF 
10,000 SF 

20 
4 27 

TOTAL   68 77 
 
 
Tree-save Landscape Buffer 
The property abuts GA Highway 74, which is classified as an arterial highway.  Per 
section 723 of the Land Development Ordinance, the required tree-save landscape 
buffer is 60 feet. 
The property has road frontage on three sides and therefore has three front setback 
requirements, making development somewhat challenging.  In order to accommodate 
the desired building size and training area, an appropriately sized loading area, and 
landscaping across the front of the building, the applicant is asking for a buffer 
reduction from 60 feet to 50 feet. 
Should you approve the reduction, the developer is required to install additional 
landscaping that amounts to at least ten percent of the caliper inches of the trees 
required for the entire site by the landscape ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
No impact on the budget. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning map 
2. Conceptual site plan 
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Peachtree City           Zoning Map 
Planning Commission            1301 Moba Drive 
                           Zoned: GI General Industrial 
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SITE PLAN NOTES:
1. OWNER / DEVELOPER:

1401 MOBA L.L.C. / SOUTHTREE COMMERCIAL, L.L.C.
201 PROSPECT PARK, SUITE A
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
CONTACT: CHUCK OGLETREE

   PHONE: 770-631-0499

2. ENGINEER:
JASON L. WALLS, P.E. / HIGHLAND LAND PLANNING, LLC
201 PROSPECT PARK
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
EMAIL:  JWALLS@HIGHLANDLP.US

   PHONE: 678-552-2106

3. SURVEYOR:
INTEGRATED SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.
1039 SULLIVAN ROAD, SUITE 200
NEWNAN, GA 30265
CONTACT: LARRY J. SEABOLT, R.L.S.
PHONE: 678-552-2106

4. SITE DATA:
PARCEL: LOT 7 AND 8, MOBACORP INDUSTRIAL PARK
SITE AREA: 6.47 ACRES (COMBINED)
TAX PARCEL ID NUMBER: 0609032 AND 0609033
ZONING:  G-I  (GENERAL INDUSTRIAL)
USE:  OFFICE / WAREHOUSE

5. SETBACKS:
50 FEET (FRONT BUILDING SETBACK, LOT 8)
30 FEET (FRONT BUILDING SETBACK, LOT 7)
20 FEET (SIDE BUILDING SETBACK)
25 FEET (REAR BUILDING SETBACK)

6. BUILDING AREA:
BUILDING 1 = 60,000 SF

7. PARKING SUMMARY:
REQUIRED SPACES: 69 SPACES
PROVIDED SPACES: 77 SPACES
HANDICAP SPACES PROVIDED: 3 SPACES
** SEE CALCULATIONS AT BUILDING

8. VARIANCES:  PREVIOUS VARIANCES FOR LOT 7 APPLY, NO VARIANCES NEEDED FOR LOT 8.

9. PLATTING:  LOTS 7 AND 8 TO BE COMBINED INTO ONE LOT.  REVISED FINAL PLAT WILL NEED TO BE
REVISED COMBINING LOTS TOGETHER BEFORE LAND DISTURBANCE PERMIT IS ISSUED.

10. FLOODPLAIN: NO PORTIONS OF THIS PROPERTY LIE WITHIN A FLOOD ZONE OF THE FLOOD
INSURANCE RATE MAP, COMMUNITY PANEL #13113C0131E DATED SEPTEMBER 26, 2008.

11. ECOLOGY: WETLANDS AND STATE WATERS ARE NOT PRESENT ON SITE, OR WITHIN 200 FEET OF THE
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

12. UTILITIES:  WATER SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE FAYETTE COUNTY WATER SYSTEM.  SEWER
SERVICE PROVIDED BY PEACHTREE CITY AND SEWERAGE WATER AUTHORITY.  BOTH ARE PROVIDED
TO THE SITE.

13. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT NARRATIVE:  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROVIDED BY EXISTING
FACILITIES AS PART OF MOBACORP INDUSTRIAL PARK, PROVIDING STORMWATER DETENTION,
WATER QUALITY TREATMENT, AND PROTECTION OF DOWNSTREAM CONDITIONS.  HYDROLOGY
STUDY ON FILE. ENGINEER WILL SHOW THAT ADDITION OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON THIS SITE IS STILL
WITHIN THE ASSUMPTIONS OF THE ORIGINAL STUDY FOR THIS BASIN.

14. LANDSCAPING:  A LANDSCAPE PLAN WILL BE PREPARED TO CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
STANDARDS,TO BE APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AT A LATER TIME.  A CONTINUOUS
60-FOOT-WIDE TREE-SAVE/LANDSCAPE BUFFER SHALL BE ESTABLISHED ADJACENT TO HIGHWAY 74.
THE BUFFER WILL BE REDUCED FROM 60 FEET TO 50 FEET, AND THE PLAN WILL INSTALL ADDITIONAL
LANDSCAPING THAT AMOUNTS TO AT LEAST TEN PERCENT OF THE CALIPER INCHES OF THE TREES
REQUIRED FOR THE ENTIRE SITE BY THE LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE.

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

16. ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW:  PROJECT SITE IS WITHIN 500 FEET OF A MAJOR THOROUGHFARE AND
THEREFORE REQUIRES AN ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION.
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 11/22/2023 
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director 11/22/2023 
  

    
DATE: November 27, 2023  
    
SUBJECT: 23-11-02 Building Elevations, Azul Tequila Taqueria & Cantina, 100 

Lexington Circle 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Since Cedar Bark is not an allowable trim color from the Lexington Circle Design 
Guidelines and it is not common practice to paint stone, approval is at the discretion of 
the Planning Commission. 
 
Should the Planning Commission approve the proposed building elevations, staff 
recommends the following condition be considered for adoption: 
1. The roof shall be Slate by GAF or another color similar to the original colors specified 
in the Lexington Circle Design Guidelines to be in conformance. 
  
Discussion: 
The owner of Azul Tequila Mexican restaurant has submitted a request to update the 
building facade.  Currently the building is a tan or light brown color with beige accents. 
Light colored stone surrounds the base of the building and the front entry doors and 
covers the fireplace.  Finally, round beige columns, some smooth, and some with a 
spiral design, support the front canopy and roof over the outdoor patios. 
 

 
 
The parcel is located in the LUC-16 zoning district, which incorporates design 
guidelines.  The design guidelines specify building materials and colors for the district, 
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many of which are no longer in production. The existing building appears to conform to 
the colors and materials specified in the Lexington Circle Design Guidelines.   
 
Lexington Circle Design Guidelines 
Staff has summarized the allowable colors from the design guidelines below: 

• Allowable colors for EIFS include (by Dryvit): Prairie Clay, Sandalwood Beige, 
China White, Cotton, Buckskin, or equal. 

Staff Comment: the base color proposed is Benjamin Moore, OC-17 White Dove, 
similar to China White. 
 

• Allowable colors for trim include (by Sherwin Williams) White, Olympic Range, 
Weathervane, Blue Ridge, Black Cherry, or equal. 

Staff Comment: the color proposed for accent and trim around the windows is SW6991 
Black Magic, similar to Weathervane; a second trim color is proposed along the roofline 
and also the wrapped columns, SW3511 Cedar Bark.  This color is not similar to one of 
the allowable paint colors from the design guidelines. 
 

• Allowable colors for synthetic stone (colors for natural stone similar to synthetic, 
subject to review) are Drystack Ledgestone in Caramel, Cedar, Austin 
Cobblefield, Golden Blend European Castle Stone, Cedar Limestone or equal. 

Staff Comment: The colors listed in the guidelines are discontinued and color samples 
are no longer available.  The applicant is proposing a thin paint wash over the existing 
stone with SW7069 Iron Ore.  Neither the Lexington Circle Design Guidelines nor the 
Zoning Ordinance prohibit the painting of stone. 
 
 

   
 
 

• Roofing material shall be architectural asphalt shingles in Cedar, Heather, Slate, 
or Driftwood by GAF or equal. 
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Staff Comment: With the exception of Slate, these colors are discontinued. The color 
proposed is Charcoal by GAF.  Staff recommends Slate or another color similar to the 
original colors specified in the design guidelines to be used for the roof. 
  
Budget Impact: 
No impact on the budget. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning Map 
2. Renderings 
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Peachtree City            Zoning Map 
Planning Commission       100 Lexington Circle 
                   Zoned: LUC-16 Limited-use Commercial 
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