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Planning Commission of Peachtree City
Meeting Minutes
Monday, October 9, 2023
6:30 PM

Pledge of Allegiance

Vice Chairman Scott Ritenour opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance. Other
commissioners in attendance included Kenneth Hamner, Mitzi Johnston, Felicia
Reeves, Andrew Kriz, and new Alternate Raymond Liotta. Also present were Planning
Director Robin Cailloux, Senior Planner Lora Hooks, Recording Secretary Martha
Barksdale, and IT Specialist Caleb Thompson.

Additions or Deletions
NONE

Announcements and Reports

1. Introduction of new Planning Commissioner Alternate
Cailloux noted this was the first Planning Commission of the term. Reeves, who
had been filling Paul Gresham’s unexpired term, had been appointed to a full term,
and Kriz, the former alternate, had moved up to become a voting member. Liotta
was new alternate. Cailloux asked if any of them wanted a City-owned laptop to
use during the Planning Commission meetings, and Liotta said he would.

Ritenour welcomed Liotta and said he was glad to have Reeves and Kriz re-joining
them.

Approval of Minutes

1. Planning Commission Meeting September 25, 2023 Minutes

Kriz moved to approve the September 25, 2023, Planning Commission meeting
minutes. Reeves seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Public Hearing
NONE

Old Agenda Items
NONE

New Agenda Items

1. 23-10-01 Elections for Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson
Hamner nominated Ritenour to serve as Planning Commission Chairperson for the
coming year. Kriz seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Kriz nominated Hamner to serve as Planning Commission Vice Chairman for the
coming year. Reeves seconded. Motion carried unanimously.



23-10-02 Conceptual Site Plan, 1401 MOBA Drive, Moon Valley Nursery
Southtree Commercial had submitted a conceptual site plan for a tree and plant
nursery at 1401 Moba Drive, which was lot 6 of the MOBA Industrial Park. The
property was zoned General Industrial (Gl) and was 3.16 acres. This use was
permitted in Gl as long as there were no sales to the general public, Hooks
explained.

Site improvements included a small sales building with an outdoor seating area,
but it was mostly an open-air business with a product yard of compacted gravel
and a concrete workers’ yard where equipment would be stored. A parking area
was planned for the front.

Hooks said the property was previously granted two variances. The first decreased
the front setback along Moba Drive from 50 feet to 30 feet, while the other allowed
parking to encroach into the front setback 25 feet adjacent to Moba Way. The side
setback was 20 feet, and they were meeting the requirement of a 60-foot
landscape buffer along SR 74.

The parking requirement for an open yard business was based on floor area,
number of employees, and number of company vehicles parked on-site. In this
case, the building would be about 2,000 square feet; they would have 30
employees, and about 10 company vehicles would be parked on-site. This meant
that 41 parking spaces would be required, and they were providing 44. Because
this property had frontage on SR 74, they would have to come back before the
Planning Commission for an architectural review, Hooks noted.

Staff was of the opinion that the proposed conceptual site plan met the ordinances
and recommended approval with the condition that the project engineer must
confirm that existing stormwater ponds were designed for the development of lot 6,
otherwise the lot would have to comply with current requirements.

Cailloux explained more about why this use was allowed in the Gl zoning. A person
could come to the nursery and pick out a tree, and the nursery staff loaded it up
and delivered it to the job site. While the public would visit there, it wouldn’t be the
same volume as at a retail nursery.

Hooks presented some photos that showed some of the plants were in very large
containers, which was why machinery was needed to move them. She said those
pictures were from the closest location, in Franklin, Tennessee. This would be the
first Moon Valley in Georgia.

Ritenour said he was glad to hear how it worked, and Cailloux again said the
consumer visited and picked out something, and their contractor or the Moon
Valley staff would deliver it. Johnston wanted to know where the sale took place;
was it between the consumer and the nursery or the contractor and the nursery?
Cailloux directed the question to the applicant.



Southtree’s Chuck Ogletree clarified that these trees were in containers up to 600
gallons, which equated to a six- to eight-inch caliper tree. The customer went there
and picked out a tree, then the Moon Valley staff delivered and planted it. The
customer purchased and paid for the tree on-site. Ogletree explained that Moon
Valley had about 15,000 acres of tree farm around the country. They were based in
Arizona and were expanding into the southeast.

Liotta wanted to know what was the maximum for impervious surface coverage in
this zoning district. He noted that the aggregate gravel would become an
impervious surface over time. Would the regional stormwater facility accommodate
that much impervious surface?

Only the Commercial zoning district had a limit on the amount of impervious
surface, Cailloux replied. Staff’'s recommended condition was about this, she said,
saying they were asking the developer to answer the question Liotta had just
asked. Was the pond built with the assumption that this much impervious surface
would exist on that lot? If not, they would have to do some type of stormwater
maintenance on the site.

Liotta said this seemed to be a good project. He noted that it sat below SR 74, so it
really wasn'’t visible from the highway.

Staff had discussed asking the Planning Commission to waive the elevation review,
given the fact that this yard would be stacked with landscaping material, and it was
lower, with a building of small size, Cailloux remarked, and said that was
something the Commission could discuss.

Ogletree said the building elevation would be for a wood-framed structure, all brick,
with a hipped roof. It was very basic, and he, too, said it wouldn’t be visible
because of the trees.

Kriz asked when the engineering survey would be done? It had to be done before
they could get a land disturbance permit, Cailloux stated. No one else had
questions, but Reeves wanted to know if they would have pecan trees and other
nut trees. Ogletree said he was sure they would. Johnston said it was exciting to
get a new type of business, and Hamner and Kriz agreed, along with Ritenour.

Did they need to bring back the building elevations? Ogletree asked. Kriz said he
was okay with waiving that requirement because it would be almost impossible to
see the building from the street. Cailloux assured them that Staff would make sure
they met the minimum ordinance requirements. The other Commissioners agreed
that it would be okay to waive that review.

Reeves moved to approve New Agenda item 23-10-02, Conceptual Site Plan, 1401
MOBA Drive, Moon Valley Nursery with Staff's condition and waiving the review of



the elevations. Kriz seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Workshop ltems

1.

PW23-10-01 Continuation of discussion for zoning text amendment to create
Short Term Rental permit and process

This workshop was a continuation of the discussion from the public hearing held at
the previous meeting. Ritenour said they would allow citizens to speak, but their
time would be limited to five minutes. The goal was to pass on to Council a
document that they could review and make a decision on.

Cailloux said the purpose of the short-term rental (STR) regulation was to protect
the health and safety of visitors and residents of Peachtree City and to preserve
the residential character of the neighborhoods. This had been a long process,
starting in April 2022. City Council had held three workshops before starting this
public comment and adoption process. There was a public hearing at the
September 25 Planning Commission meeting, and now this public workshop. The
City Council public hearing was scheduled for its November 2 meeting.

This proposed ordinance created an STR permitting process, which did not
currently exist. All existing STRs would be required to get a permit; none would be
grandfathered in. Any residential property could be an STR; the whole house could
be rented or just bedrooms or a basement. It did not have to be owner-occupied.

Recreational vehicles or detached structures, such as pool houses or guest
houses, could not be used as STRs. Subleasing would not be permitted. The
ordinance would cap the number of STRs at 1.5% of the homes in the city, which
would be 200. At last check, there were currently 96 or 98, so there was plenty of
room for more, Cailloux remarked. The permits would be issued on a first-come,
first-serve basis.

As the draft ordinance was written now, a local contact person must be designated.
That person must be at least 21 years old, available at all times, and able to be on
the property within one hour if requested by the City. They could be a licensed
managing agent but did not have to be. As now proposed, information on the local
contact would be mailed to all residences within 500 feet of the property and also
would be posted at the property.

This draft ordinance set some minimum standards for STRs, Cailloux continued.
Parties or special events would not be permitted at an STR. Parking must be off
the street on a paved surface, and garbage must be screened from public view.
Only bedrooms could be used for sleeping, with a maximum of three persons per
bedroom. Noise and parking regulations must be posted on-site, along with the
phone number for that local contact person.

The application process required a criminal background check on all property



owners and LLC agents. The homes would have to pass inspections by the Fire
Marshal and Code Enforcement. A copy of the guest agreement had to be
submitted with the application. There was a $400 application fee, and the permit
would be good for 365 days. There would be a $75 late fee if the permit was
allowed to expire past 30 days.

The enforcement policy was “three strikes and you’re out” over a 12-month period.
Each violation resulted in citations and $1,000 fines, while the third violation also
meant that the permit for that location was revoked for 24 months and the owner or
local contact (whoever was found guilty) could not apply for another STR permit
within 24 months. It would not affect that person’s other STRs, just the property
which it was cited.

Cailloux said she would go over the highlights of the items mentioned by the public
at the last meeting, noting that many of these were items also specifically
discussed by City Council. The first was if an existing STR should be grandfathered
in, and Cailloux said Staff did not recommend this change because it was not as
simple as them just looking to see what was listed the day before the ordinance
was passed and comparing it to the day after. People took STRs on and off the
listings, so they could claim they had one two years ago, and it should be allowed
without a permit. Staff wanted to simplify it by saying everyone would need a
permit.

Other comments regarded the prohibition on detached structures, such as pool
houses or guest houses, being used as STRs. That would create a conflict in the
ordinance, Cailloux noted, pointed out that guest houses, where overnight
occupancy was permitted, were allowed only in Residential-43, which had one-acre
minimum lots, and Estate Residential, which had three acres or more.

There were a lot of conditions tied to structures, one of which forbade permanent
residency. They also could not be rented to permanent residents, so they couldn’t
allow them to be rented as an STR, either. Detached structures were allowed in
other zoning districts where there were smaller lots, but overnight occupancy was
not legal. Again, she noted, there would be a conflict if they had an ordinance that
allowed renting those for short-term, but not long-term. She noted Council did
discuss this extensively at least twice during their workshops.

Several citizens contended that an Airbnb or other online platform had sufficient
requirements, and the City shouldn’t ask for anything more. Staff agreed that it
might be intrusive to ask for the guest’s home address, but a vehicle and tag
number would be helpful to the Police.

Some people thought there shouldn’t be any Fire Marshal or building code
inspections, but Cailloux said Staff supported those because they went back to the
purpose of the ordinance, which was to keep visitors safe.



Other commenters wondered why things such as garbage and parking had
requirements only at STRs and not in the City as a whole. Staff did not disagree
with that, Cailloux remarked, but right now they were tasked with focusing on the
STR ordinance. She said her research showed that noise, garbage, and parking
were the top complaints in cities with higher percentages of STRs.

An item that had received much discussion was the notification letter to be mailed
to all homes within 500 feet of the STR. The Planning Commission had asked if
any other cities did this, and Cailloux said she found that jurisdictions in the metro
Atlanta area that required this had a much leaner area, requiring notification only if
it was a multi-unit building with shared walls or only for properties directly adjacent
to the STR.

There was a comment about reducing the minimum age of the local contact person
from 21 to 18. Cailloux said she had doubts that an 18-year-old would be available
at all hours of the day to communicate with Code Enforcement. She thought a little
bit older would not be a bad thing, saying there was a big difference between
someone who was 18 and someone who was 21.

Another comment was that fees and fines were too high and would negatively
impact income. Cailloux said she came up with the fee by considering all the
different costs involved. There was $100 each for the Fire Marshal and Code
Enforcement inspections, and $42.25 for the notification mailings; Cailloux noted
that the average home in Peachtree City had 65 other homes within 500 feet. She
allotted $22.50 for the half hour it would take to create a mail merge with Word.
The background check and administrative time to review it came to $75. There was
a $70 per permit annual cost share for the third-party monitoring service, which
was $7,000 a year. This was figured with the assumption that 100 STR permits
would be issued.

That added up to $409.75, Cailloux reported. Some jurisdictions charged more,
some less. In general, fees were higher in destination cities, such as beach or ski
towns.

Another objection was that background checks were not required for most other
businesses, although they were for massage services and pawn shops. There
were general concerns over restriction of private property ownership rights and the
lack of Police and Code Enforcement calls to existing STRs.

Cailloux said they would ask for public comments and questions, then the Planning
Commission would have an informal discussion. She said she didn’t expect perfect
consensus, but she hoped they could approve an ordinance that she could take to
City Council for a public hearing on November 2.

Ritenour opened the meeting for public comments and questions. Kathy Valencia
introduced herself as one of Fayette County’s four Magistrate Judges. She said



she dealt with STRs on a regular basis in court, not only on a criminal level, but
also on civil day. Right now, there were four people in jail that she had personally
taken warrants on who were firing guns at STRs in the county, and there were
others who were bringing in young boys and raping them.

Valencia said she would go over what she had learned, both as a judge and in
classes, adding that she was very much in favor of making this ordinance as
restrictive as possible. She mentioned the needs of the community, saying a condo
in Florida was probably set up from the beginning to be rented as an STR, while
neighborhoods in Peachtree City were not. They also did not want a whole lot of
houses in Fayette County to be sold to corporations that intended them only for
STRs, taking the market away from families who wanted to move here. She
mentioned that Atlanta and Savannah were having to go back and tighten up
restrictions on STRs. Atlanta had few homes that were available to families, and
Savannah had seen a surge in crime as a result of STRs.

Peachtree City was an aging city, she noted, and most subdivisions were built
without covenants regarding STRs. This was the case in Smokerise, where she
lived. One of the objections, she observed, had been that they didn’t want to stifle
property rights, but some courts were saying that you could do what you were
currently doing. So if you bought a house that was being used as a permanent
residence, whether as a long-term rental or a residence for the owner, you
shouldn’t be able to use it as an STR. A business license should be required so
the City could contact the owners. Valencia also mentioned that squatters were
becoming a problem in some STRs.

She said she was affected by an STR situation in her neighborhood over the
course of two years. There was prostitution, party buses, noise, and rowdy
behavior. Peachtree City was a prime spot for these types of renters because of its
proximity to the airport and to Atlanta. Child trafficking was going on in STRs in
Fayette County, Valencia said, noting that this was easier to hide in an STR than in
a hotel. She concluded by saying she knew there were responsible owners, and it
was unfortunate that they would be caught up in rules they did not need. But these
restrictions were needed.

Glenn Valencia described the situation several years ago at the party house in
Smokerise, saying it went on from Thursday through Sunday nights most weeks.
He had confronted the guests, called the Police, and videoed the activity. A
neighbor sold their home and moved because they couldn’t take it.

Valencia said they knew the owner, and he let them go inside where they saw beds
in every room. The owner did not understand what was happening until Valencia
showed him the videos. Valencia also noted they had 11 break-ins in the
neighborhood during that period. One of the people arrested was a gangster out of
Chicago, and Valencia said there had been cases of bullets going through the walls
of nearby homes. This was a problem all over the country, and they needed to



figure out a way to stop it.

Hamner said it was his understanding that the Smokerise situation was a non-
authorized reuse of a sublet and not a traditional STR situation. Kathy Valencia
said it was an authorized Airbnb sublet, with a contract. If it was done under the
proposed ordinance, Cailloux said, some things would have been permitted, but
beds in dining rooms would not. However, it would not be allowed for a person to
lease the home, then sublet it through Airbnb.

Chris Anderson said he owned an STR. The online rental platforms had banned
parties for the past couple of years, he remarked, adding that he vetted all his
guests. He commented that it was offensive that Peachtree City government felt
they were irresponsible and needed letters sent out to every person within 500 feet
telling them how they could file a complaint.

He said it was treating them as if they were not law-abiding citizens. He knew of no
one who did STRs who would risk damage to their house by allowing parties. He
said it was not reasonable, and there was no data that showed calls to other STRs.
The Smokerise situation was more than two years ago, and now the platforms had
banned parties. The people of Peachtree City were good people and good people
wanted to come here, he said. There shouldn’t be an ordinance put in place for fear
of what might happen.

Mark Bronson said criminals should be prosecuted, but crime happened at all types
of businesses. He also didn’t agree that the city would be subsidizing STRs if they
didn’t charge more, saying they brought in more than $44,000 of tax revenue from
STRs over 10 months.

He thought the ordinance was too vague. The forms indicated a more stringent
inspection than required by fire codes, and Bronson wanted to know if the
inspections would include the entire house or just the STR portion. He also didn’t
think it was right to target one group, such as with garbage requirements. He
thought laws should be tailored to problems that were actually occurring. Bronson
also said his STR was on two acres, so 500 feet from the property line would mean
notifying homes that were very far away from the actual building.

Suzanne Brown wanted to talk about the restrictions on the number of STRs and
how that could impact the neighborhoods that did not have homeowners
associations (HOAs). If they limited the STRs to 1.5% of the homes in the city, then
all the HOAs that had a limit on rentals and were already capped out would push
the others out into neighborhoods without HOAs. No one could stop a real estate
investment trust from taking over a neighborhood that didn’t have an HOA or where
the HOA had lapsed. It was very difficult to establish an HOA, she noted, because
100% of residents had to agree. While 1.5% might not sound like a lot, they would
be looking at neighborhoods like hers for investments.



Squatters were also a concern. She recalled news reports recently about STR
guests who just wouldn’t leave and the difficulty in getting them out. What if that
happened in someone’s household where they were renting out just one bedroom?
She closed with a question: was it better to be more restrictive up front, then loosen
things up if all went well or was it better to write an ordinance that was not very
restrictive, and then, when there were problems, have to make it more strict?

No one else wished to speak, and Ritenour opened up the conversation to the
Commissioners. Liotta said he had read all the information available about this
ordinance and had watched videos of the meetings. He was in favor of regulations.

Looking at it from a zoning perspective, he said his opinion was that an STR was a
for-profit business in a neighborhood. In any other situation where there was a
change in use, such as a variance or a rezoning, a notice was posted so neighbors
would be aware. Liotta remarked that he had seen notices posted for things like
this at a distance of 200 feet, and Cailloux told him that was the distance they used
for zoning notices. Liotta said he thought more than just the adjacent homes should
be notified, but 500 feet was too much; 200 feet would be correct. Registration was
important, he continued, because it was a business in a residential area.

Kriz thanked the residents for voicing their concerns. The issue here was striking a
balance between responsible and irresponsible property owners. He felt all the
owners who had addressed them were responsible, but he was in favor of some
sort of regulation. There was an STR on his block and had seen some negative
consequences. Property owners should be held accountable when they did not
have control.

Kriz thought the fines were too high; saying they should be reduced to $750 or
$500. He agreed that 500 feet was too large an area for notification, especially
after learning that this would encompass 62 properties on average. He thought 200
to 250 feet would be more than reasonable. He, too, believed regulation was
needed to create that balance and prevent problems like they had seen in the past
and throughout the country.

Hamner said he appreciated Brown asking what was the right approach because
there was no right answer to determine too much or too little regulation. He was
concerned about individual property rights, but agreed that registration made sense
because they needed to have an idea of what was going on with STRs. The
Smokerise incident was awful, but he noted that the Police had reported no
incidents with STRs in the last year. There were good owners and bad ones, but
property owners had the right to do what was allowed in their zoning as long as
they didn’t break any laws. He had neighbors who ran businesses out of their
homes. He didn’t want to impact people who were doing something that he thought
should be allowed.

He didn’t think there should be any notification to neighbors. This wasn’t a zoning



request; it was people using their property in an allowed manner. Annual fire
inspections might be too much, Hamner continued. He didn’t see how they could
set a time limit on how soon the agent had to be on site. Other jurisdictions used
miles because traffic was unpredictable. His point was that they needed to strike a
balance and allow people to use their property in a way that was legal and not be
SO punitive as to disrupt those businesses.

Johnston asked if an ordinance had been discussed prior to April 2022, and
Cailloux said it had been discussed, but this was the first time it made it this far.
Johnston also wondered about detached buildings used as dwellings, such as
“granny pods.” Cailloux told her the City was very strict on that, and, although guest
houses were allowed in large-lot zoning districts, they were not intended as
permanent residences or to be rented out.

Johnston agreed there needed to be regulation, but also expressed the need for a
balance. She thought the existing STRs should not be grandfathered in; this would
be a new regulation, and they should start from scratch. She thought the age of the
local contact person should be higher and asked if the ordinance set a minimum
age for renting at an STR? It did not, Cailloux remarked, saying there was no way
the City could enforce that.

The permit fees should be higher, Johnston said, proposing $500, but the fines
should be lower. If someone was serious about having this business, they would
pay a higher permit fee. She thought mailed notifications should be limited only to
the adjacent properties.

Reeves said she and her husband owned a condo in Florida that they rented out
full time. She asked if City Council had seen this draft, and Cailloux said they had.
Reeves wondered about violations, using the example of the contact person being
called but not showing up within an hour. Was that a violation that would incur a
$1,000 fine?

Cailloux explained the difference between a violation and a citation, using a
situation where someone’s grass was too high. Code Enforcement would issue a
notice of violation saying the owner had 48 hours to take care of it. If they did not, a
citation would be issued. In this case, after two failures to respond, the local
contact could then be cited.

She went on to talk about non-compliance with the ordinance. If there was a
complaint from a neighbor saying there were more than the allowed number of
overnight guests, Code Enforcement would have the right to visit the house and
see how it was set up for sleeping. Depending on the severity of the violation, the
City could issue a notice of violation and give them 48 hours to rectify the situation
or directly issue a citation. It would be left up to the discretion of the responding
officer.



The ordinance said complaints about the property might result in a notice of
violation, but complaints had to be made by two different property owners within a
certain amount of time. The complaint had to be substantiated and from more than
one property owner.

Kathy Valencia made the point that some people would not report complaints for
fear of retaliation. In the case of her neighborhood, Valencia said the neighbors
would ask her to make a report, so it may have seemed like all the complaints were
coming from her. She asked them not to think it was reasonable that everyone
would be willing to call the police. Reeves said she could understand the fear of
retaliation.

She went on to say she firmly believed they should have a permitting system. They
would know where the STRs were, and she asked Cailloux if there would be
additional policing of those areas? Cailloux said they could talk with the Police
Chief, but that had not been discussed so far.

Reeves wanted to know more about business licenses, but Cailloux first wanted to
make it clear the City could not issue a business license; only the State did that.
What the City issued was an occupational tax certificate, and every business was
required to have one, whether issued by Peachtree City or elsewhere they did
business. However, the way the ordinance was written now, they were not
requiring one for an STR. City Council discussed it and decided it was not
necessary. The Planning Commission could recommend otherwise.

Where did the County Attorney fall in this? Reeves wondered. Cailloux said he had
read every revision, and this was number 10.

Reeves noted that everyone with a business in Peachtree City had to have an
occupational tax certificate. What was the difference between STRs and other
ways of making money from your home? Cailloux said she couldn’t answer that,
and Reeves said it was worth discussing.

Peachtree City assessed the occupational tax differently from most jurisdictions,
Cailloux pointed out. Other cities based it on income, but Peachtree City based it
on the number of employees. She believed the minimum fee was $112, so the cost
for an STR would be that or not much more.

Reeves also asked if they could require the owner of the house to be a resident of
Peachtree City? Council had asked the City Attorney to look into this, and he said
they could not, Cailloux replied. They could not regulate who owned property,
whether a person or a company. They were addressing that issue by requiring the
local contact person within a certain distance or time frame.

Reeves said she understood an owner could have only two STR permits, but
Cailloux said there was no limit on how many permits a person could have, just on



how many were issued citywide. Were there provisions that would stop a
corporation from coming into Peachtree City and buying up five houses to use as
STRs? There was nothing, Cailloux remarked, noting that this was a huge national
issue. The State did not allow regulating the ownership of property or the number
of rentals overall.

Going back to Suzanne Brown’s comments, Reeves asked Cailloux how many
subdivisions did not have HOAs? It was a lot, she replied, saying any subdivision
created before 1993 probably had expired HOA covenants. The City Clerk
maintained a list of all the active HOAs, and Cailloux said it was surprisingly small.

Reeves said she liked the $1,000 fines and could support higher permit fees. She
believed 500 feet was reasonable for notification.

Their task was to send something back to City Council, Ritenour noted. He thought
a mark-up or redline of the ordinance as drafted currently would be useful. He
asked Cailloux for her thoughts on the best way to get information back to Council.

They had a broad range of opinions, so it was unlikely they would get unanimous
agreement on any one issue, she remarked. That was not a bad thing, and her job
was to reflect that to Council. Rather than go through it line by line, she believed it
would be best to look at the issues they had debated and give their opinions. She
could then go back to Council and say something like “three Commissioners
thought the distance should be reduced to 200 feet, but two were in favor of
keeping it at 500.”

Kriz said he had made a list of things he thought they should address. There were
the permit fees, fine amount, age of the manager, the manager’s time or location
away from the property, and the notification radius. The other Commissioners
agreed, with Ritenour saying he wanted to add the occupational tax certificate. He
noted that his wife had a business, and she had to have an occupational tax
certificate, as did people who had home businesses. It provided an additional level
of oversight.

He said he had given much thought to the issue of notification and at first was not
in favor of it at all, thinking maybe the City could set up an online database like
there used to be with tree companies that were approved to do business in the city.

Ritenour said he believed they should have more of a tiered fine system, but he
would be okay with keeping them at $1,000 each if that was the consensus. He did
approve of revocation of the STR license after the third violation. He felt the permit
fee was fair.

Ritenour also said he considered background checks and what information they
should get from guests. He said he felt it was no different than checking into a hotel
and having to show his driver’s license. The owners should have that information



about renters in case the Police ever needed it.

They were not going to please everyone, he concluded, but they needed to find a
happy medium. He thought it would be good to go through each of the issues Kriz
suggested, with the addition of the occupational tax certificate.

The approximate cost of the services provided to get a permit was $409, Kriz
noted. He said he would be in favor of raising the fee to $500. The other
Commissioners were unanimous in their approval.

Johnston said she liked the tiered approach to the fines, and Kriz agreed. Ritenour
proposed $500, $750, and $1,000, while Reeves said she thought they should all
be $1,000. Liotta said he didn’t have strong feelings about the numbers but felt
there should be fines to give the ordinance some teeth. Ritenour recalled that the
first offense was often a warning, so no fine was involved, and he acknowledged
that mistakes did happen. They also had the penalty of revocation and loss of
income for 24 months for repeated violations.

Johnston, Kriz, and Ritenour voted in support of $500, $750, and $1,000 fines.
Hamner and Reeves voted against. Hamner said he supported a tiered system but
felt $500 was too high.

Johnston said if the manager was 18, they would still be in high school, and
probably couldn’t leave and get to a property within an hour. Ritenour said he
would be uncomfortable sending his 19-year-old, or maybe even his 23-year-old,
over to handle a problem. He remarked that 21 seemed to be an age a lot of things
were based on, so he could live with that. Kriz said many Airbnbs required renters
to be at least 25, and he thought that was an acceptable number.

Hamber asked if there was a minimum age the online rental companies required,
and they said it was probably up to the owner. One said that a licensed real estate
property manager could be as young as 18.

Reeves mentioned that most of the people she rented her condo to had alcohol on
the premises, and she didn’t think an 18-year-old should deal with that. She
supported age 25 as a minimum. Johnston said she agreed with 25, while Hamner
said 18. Kriz was okay with 25, as was Hamner. Cailloux acknowledged that there
were 18-year-old who were responsible enough for this.

Did they want to change the response period from a time period to a distance?
Hamner said a distance, but keep the one-hour requirement, too. It was hard to
define an hour when considering traffic. Cailloux suggested 45 miles. Hamner
suggested 20 but said that was a guess. The Commissioners agreed on 20 miles
or one hour of travel time. Cailloux said the goal was to set a line in the sand so
that somebody was responsible for a prompt response.



At first, Kriz remarked, he favored the 500 feet notification radius, but decided it
was too much when he saw that meant 62 homes. Johnston said that was her
opinion, too. Kriz said he thought 200 or 250 feet would be sufficient. He still
believed it was a good thing to send out to the neighboring properties. Liotta said
expanding it beyond adjacent property owners did not put the burden of
complaining on just a few property owners.

Johnston proposed they notify everyone on the same street, but Cailloux said that
would be difficult for her office to do. While 500 feet was a number picked at
random, Cailloux pointed out that 200 feet complied with other notifications they
did, so it had a basis in practice and policies.

Were the notifications done annually? Reeves asked. It was part of the annual
permit renewal process, Cailloux told her. Or if there was a change in the contact
person, Liotta added.

All agreed on the 200 feet, except Hamner, who wanted no notification. Ritenour
said he was still wondering if it could just be online, and Cailloux said they could do
that anyway. It would be simple to link it to an online map.

Ritenour felt all business owners should obtain an occupational tax certificate.
Hamner said some home businesses, such as his neighbor who taught piano
lessons, did not need a tax certificate, but both Valencia and Cailloux said he was
mistaken. Was it a tax or a fee? Johnston asked, and Cailloux said it was a fee of
about $100 to $115. Would it be part of the permitting process? Kriz asked, and
Ritenour said it would. Cailloux said it would be written that they could not issue the
STR permit if the occupational tax had not been paid. All the Commissioners
agreed with this stipulation.

Suzanne Brown asked if there was anywhere in the ordinance that stated what
would happen to an STR that was operating without a permit? They would be
issued a citation, Cailloux replied, and Peachtree City ordinance required a double
fee. This applied to all types of permits.

Kriz moved that they recommend approval of the STR ordinance with their
stipulations. Ritenour asked if that was how they should do it? Cailloux said they
could recommend approval with these conditions: the fee being increased to $500,
the fines tiered at $500/$750/$1,000, the minimum age raised to 25, the response
deadline changed to 20 miles or within one hour, a notification radius of 200 feet,
and that all STRs must obtain an occupational tax certificate. She said she would
summarize those in her Staff report to Council and also note the differing opinions.
They could vote on the issues individually, but the Commission decided to vote as
a block. Either way, Cailloux said the information would be communicated to
Council.

Kriz again made the motion with the agreed on changes. Johnston seconded.



Motion carried 4-1, with Johnston, Kriz, Reeves, and Ritenour voting in favor, and
Hamner opposed.

Ritenour thanked everyone for their input, again saying there was no perfect
answer; they were just trying to work out what was best for Peachtree City. He said
he was sure it would not be an easy decision for Council. Cailloux said Council
would hold its public hearing on November 2.

2. PW23-10-02 Planning Commission 101
Due to the late hour, the Commissioners decided to postpone the Planning 101
workshop, and Hooks warned they should be mindful that there were two public
hearings and two building elevation reviews on the agenda for the next meeting on
October 23.

Cailloux said she could provide them with the Planning 101 presentation, and they

could review it before the next meeting and then decide how to proceed. She noted
that Liotta had a planning and landscape architect background, so he was familiar

with the land development process.

Ritenour mentioned training courses, and Cailloux said to get in touch with her if
anyone wanted to take them. Ritenour said he recommended them.

There being no further business, Reeves moved to adjourn at 8:49 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  10/12/2023

DATE: October 23, 2023

SUBJECT: 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

Recommendation:

Should the Planning Commission recommend approval to City Council, staff
recommends the following conditions of approval:

1. Environmentally sensitive lands such as floodplains, wetlands, streams, and their
associated buffers shall be platted separately from residential lots and dedicated
to either a Home Owners’ Association or the City.

2. A 50-foot landscape buffer meeting all requirements of Section 723.2 of the Land
Development Ordinance shall be located along Spear Road. A landscaping plan
for this buffer shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Division

3. The LUR-zoned subdivision shall contain a maximum of 21 residential lots with a
minimum lot size of one acre.

4. All lots within the LUR zoning district shall comply with the zoning standards of
the R-43 zoning district.

5. Houses in the LUR zoning district shall be faced with either brick, stone, or
cementitious siding. Building elevations facing public streets or visible from a
public street shall not be blank and shall utilize the same level of architectural
detailing as the front elevation.

6. 75% of the houses constructed in the LUR zoning district shall have at least one
ground-level bedroom and full bathroom.

7. The Applicant shall establish a Home Owners’ Association for the LUR zoning
district, which shall be responsible for the maintenance of community facilities,
subdivision entrance signs, and sidewalks. A note to this end shall be placed on
the final plat.

Discussion:

Michael Hyde, the applicant, is requesting the annexation and zoning of about 52 acres
on Stagecoach Road and Spear Road. The applicant proposes to develop the land into
two separate subdivisions:

Page 2 of 44



1. A 2-lot subdivision zoned ER, Estate Residential accessible only from the
proposed extension of Stagecoach Road

2. A 21-lot subdivision zoned LUR, Limited Use Residential, accessible only from
Spear Road.

The City Council remanded this item back to the Planning Commission due to the
changes made in the plan as a result of the public comment.

After hearing public concern over the proposed subdivision’s increase in traffic on
Stagecoach Road, the Applicant revised the plan so that the larger subdivision does not
access Stagecoach Road. A copy of the applicant’s Narrative and revised Conceptual
Site Plan are attached to this memo.

Current Zoning

The attached Zoning Map shows the zoning of the surrounding area. The annexation
territory is currently zoned A-R, Agricultural Residential, in unincorporated Fayette
County. Booth Middle School and the housing on Carriage Lane and Spear Road are
zoned E-R Estate Residential. The Hyde Park subdivision on Landaulet Court is
zoned LUR Limited Use Residential for a single-family development with minimum lot
size of 1.5 acres.

Adopted Future Land Use

The attached Future Land Use Map shows the adopted future land use for the area.
The annexation territory in the County is planned for Rural Residential -3, which has a
minimum 3-acre lot size. The County also does a broad-stroke mapping of potentially
Environmentally Sensitive areas along major streams and tributaries, shown in green
on the map and labeled, “ENVIRO.” The purpose is to notify property owners that future
development will require further environmental surveys, and that protection of these
land types is required where they are discovered.

The surrounding area within Peachtree City is mapped as CS Community Services for
the school and church, SFM Single Family Medium for lots that are %z acre or larger,
and SFL Single Family Low for lots that are 1 acre or larger. The proposed
development would fit the definition of SFL Single Family Low.

Impact on Community Facilities
The Step Two application for annexation requires a review of how the proposed
development will affect the City’s facilities and services, which are summarized below.

Water will be provided by Fayette County Water System is available at the site.
Sewerage will be provided by individual private septic systems permitted by the Fayette
County Health Department.

Public safety will be provided by Peachtree City upon annexation. The Peachtree City
Police and Peachtree City Fire and Emergency Services Departments have reviewed
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the application and indicate that the growth in service area will not impact their ability to
continue providing high quality service and response times to the entire City.

Stagecoach Road is in the process of being dedicated to Peachtree City from The
Fayette County School Board. An extension of Stagecoach Road is proposed by the
applicant to the new ER-zoned subdivision. This extension and the roads within the
development must be constructed to Peachtree City standards and at the expense of
the developer.

The proposed LUR-zoned subdivision will connect to Spear Road east of Camp Creek,
which is the crossing where the road changes from being a Peachtree City road to a
County road. The County will be responsible for reviewing and issuing the connection
permit for the proposed subdivision. Spear Road east of Camp Creek will not become a
city-maintained road if the annexation is approved.

The Conceptual Site Plan shows a multi-use path adjacent to the Stagecoach Road
extension. All paths shall be required to be constructed to City standards.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan

City staff have assessed the proposal’s compliance with goals and policies adopted in
the Comprehensive Plan, in particular its ability to satisfy Natural Resource, Land Use,
and Housing goals.

NATURAL RESOURCES

The City has adopted a goal of preserving environmentally sensitive lands in greenbelts
and permanently protected open spaces. The proposed Conceptual Site Plan does not
meet this standard because the floodplains are incorporated into the proposed

lots. However, the applicant’s Narrative states that they are open to dedicating this
land to a conservation trust or other non-profit entity such as the City. If this land is
removed from the lot, the lot sizes will be reduced.

LAND USE

Peachtree City’s Comprehensive Plan utilizes the Village Concept as the driving
development pattern for the City. A Village Center is an area of high activity with a mix
of commercial uses and then steps down in land use intensity from multi-family
residential to low density residential. Low density residential as defined on the Future
Land Use Map (Single Family Low with residential lot sizes of one acre or larger)
should be located outside of a Village Center.

The proposed development is not located within a Village Center. Therefore, the
residential use is appropriate, and should be at a lot size of at least one (1) acre or
larger to meet the standards for SFL Single Family Low designation on the Future Land
Use Map.

HOUSING
The Comprehensive Plan includes a policy of encouraging housing options that
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accommodate aging in place, working from home, and multi-generational families while
protecting the residential character of established neighborhoods. While not specified in
the annexation application, proposed housing could meet this policy if it includes
accessible design options such as main-level bedroom suites, home offices, and low-
maintenance siding.

Budget Impact:

City Staff updates the Land Use Fiscal Impact Analysis annually with each budget to
provide a broad-scope analysis of providing City services overall. The analysis is based
on existing land use and the number of existing dwelling units in the City to, among
other things, determine the average annual cost of providing City services to each
dwelling unit. The Fiscal Year 2024 average cost of City services per dwelling unit is
$1,379. To recoup this cost in property taxes alone, the Fair Market Value (FMV) of a
dwelling unit would need to be $570,407.

The Table below summarizes the property-tax generation of the property comparing
three scenarios:

¢ Existing Conditions shows the revenue of the property currently

e Scenario A shows the revenue of the property if the land is developed per the
County’s Future Land Use Map with 3-acre lots, and

e Scenario B shows revenue from the property if it is developed as proposed.

Because the applicant states that the proposed development will be comparable to
Hyde Park, the average value of the lots in Scenario A and B are based on the average

lot value of existing homes in Hyde Park.
Fair market Assessed County Coun
Property Use Value value School Firetv EMStv
Agricultural Residential 5334990  5133,996 | 52,680 5411 S61 528 5541 S0 51,041
(no change in existing conditions)
Scenario A: Not annexed and developed as FLU in County
Residential $14,000,000 55,600,000 |$112,000 517,192 52,554 51,176 $22,590 S0 543,512
(14 3-acre lots @ $1M)
Scenario B: Annexed and developed as proposed
Residential (developed) 523,000,000 $9,200,000 | $184,000 51,932 537,113 S$55,596 | $278,640
(23 lots @ $1M)

911 County City Total

Attachments:

Applicant Narrative

REVISED Schematic Land Use Plan
Zoning Map

Future Land Use Map

sON =
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APPLICANT
Narrative

PREAMBLE

Each of the subject tracts was purchased separately over the last 28 years by Applicant
in furtherance of a larger, long range plan first envisioned in 1985 with the initial land purchase
and subsequent development in 2005 of Hyde Park (Phase 1). As key components for Hyde
Park’s development, a Declaration of Protective Covenants, HOA By-Laws, Deed Restrictions
AND Development Guidelines were carefully crafted with the anticipation of several future land
purchases within the delineated, contiguous land lots (61 and 68).

The resulting build out of Hyde Park (Phase 1) is the example to be followed for the
subject development of Phase I, to be known as Kensington Gardens at Hyde Park. Clearly the
subject property is part of a very long range plan and not of a speculative nature.

Applicant has been a citizen of Peachtree City since 1974, has operated multiple
businesses in Peachtree City since 1978, developed a previous high quality neighborhood
development adjacent to this property, and has raised a family that now lives and works in
Peachtree City as well. Applicant and his family are looking to do another high quality
development that matches the character of Peachtree City that they understand and cherish.

Comprehensive Plan Goal Statements

1. Natural Resources

The subject property borders the West and East sides of Camp Creek and, of the approximate 52 acres,
roughly 12 acres (23%) are within the floodplain. The remaining 40 acres rises quickly away from the
floodplain and any environmentally sensitive areas. It is our intention to develop the East side first,
incorporating a new bridge over the creek and to develop the West side after the East side is compietely
developed and occupied.

With the Comprehensive Plan firmly in mind, our goal is to clearly protect this waterway and its drainage
areas. To this end, we have already tentatively agreed with The Southern Conservation Trust (See
Attached} to dedicate the creek and floodplain areas for conservation, and we are also receptive to
involvement with the FCBOE/Booth Middle School in conjunction with their previous “Project
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Adventure” or similar program. We are also receptive to alternative cartpath placement and/or a
potential City easement/greenbelt along the waterway.

In any event, these areas are fully protected within stringent existing Federal, State, and Local
regulations, which will be further protected by certain deed restrictions and land covenants as deemed
necessary for proper development.

It is worth noting that the current Fayette County (Unincorporated) Land Use Plan incorrectly shows the
West Camp creek boundary as environmentally sensitive (wetlands?) fully abutting the Peachtree City
limits almost the entirety of our property. This designation is factually incorrect. Prior Fayette County
Land Use Plans along with Fayette County’s Geospatial Map and FEMA”s FIRM Map (attached) show the
vast majority of the property (on BOTH sides of the creek) as completely outside of the floodplain, with
zero delineated environmentally sensitive wetlands. Our on-site flood survey further confirms this to be
the case. The incorrect designation of this property mistakenly identifies 3/4ths of the proposed
development:

No home will be in the floodplain or any environmentally sensitive area; and after dedication to
SCT, wetlands will not be a part of any lot.

More than 1 acre and more than 50% of each lot will be outside of the floodplain (exceeding City
required 30%), while many of the lots do not touch the floodplain at all.

2. Land Use & Development Patterns

Per the City’s Land Use Plan, low density is defined as one (1) acre or larger and numerous one-acre
parcels (or less) currently exist and are occupied along Stagecoach and Spear Road. At an average density
of over 2.25 acres, this 52 acre (23 Lot) development adheres to Comprehensive Plan “Low Density” land
use for the Eastern area of the City AND is also in keeping with the County’s desired density for the area.

More particularly, to the South of and bordering this proposed development, the County zoned Shaker
Ridge subdivision consists of 8 lots averaging just over 2 acres with half of them being 2.0 and 2.1 acres.
Other lots on Spear Road towards Ebenezer are 0.35, 1.08, 2.0, and 4.38, and 5.0 acres in size.

The East side of Kensington Gardens will have a developed acreage density of 1.88 acres/lot with all lots
that border Shaker Ridge being over 2 acres in size. It is further noted that further South on the City's
Eastern side, several developments (e.g. The Estates and The Preserve) consist of low density, one acre
lots.

Lastly, the County’s Comprehensive Plan, and more particularly recent rezonings in the area, suggest that
even a density of 1 acre/lot under a conservation subdivision would be acceptable {See Attachments).

3. Economic Development

Being only a residential development, the property taxes and miscellaneous impact and development
fees on the individual lots and homes wili be contributing factors to City finances, in addition to future
resident [ocal spending.

4. Transportation

The development is divided into two sections bifurcated by Camp Creek with a paved continuation of
Stagecoach Road from Robinson Road over a new bridge to the East side of Camp Creek. Additional Goif
cart access for Kensington Gardens will use a 20’ Old Stagecoach Road formal easement to also cross
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Camp Creek and connect to the City’s path system and the new school - eliminating or reducing most/all
middle school car traffic from either portion of this development. This cart path creek crossing will be
enhanced with a covered bridge design.

5. Housing

On the East side of Camp Creek, the development will include 21 large upscale homes equivalent to the
existing Hyde Park subdivision with the same HOA and Development Standards. On the West side of
Camp Creek, the development will consist of two (2) large Estate Residential lots consistent with many of
the other lots on Stagecoach and Carriage Lane, which are also intended to be incorporated into the
Hyde Park (& Kensington Gardens) HOA, further protecting the integrity of the area.

The overall development offers potential homeowners an alternative to the prevalent cluster home
subdivisions.

6. Community Service and Facilities

This development has access to public water system from both Spear Road and Stagecoach Road and the
property has adequate soil conditions to allow individual septic systems and redundancy. Fire, police,
and emergency service are within a reasonable response time with easy access from Highway 54 down
Stagecoach or Carriage Lane. Infrequent first responder access for this area already entails City personnel
through Mutual-Aid agreements with the County {See attached).
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

MEMO TO: Planning Commission

FROM

DATE:

: Robin Cailloux, Planning Director  10/12/2023

October 23, 2023

SUBJECT: 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

Recommendation:

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

1.

Development shall take place substantially in conformance with the Conceptual
Plan as prepared by Rochester & Associates, dated August 11, 2023, which is
incorporated herein by express reference. Any substantive change to this plan or
any conditions of this section shall require a new rezoning action.

2. Permitted uses:
a. No more than 21 single-family lots.
b. Accessory uses per Section 908 of the Zoning Ordinance
c. Publicly owned buildings or facilities
d. Customary home occupations per Section 907 of the Zoning Ordinance

3. No conditional uses shall be permitted within this zoning district

4. Front setbacks shall be ten feet for the main structure and 20 feet for garages.

5. Rear setbacks shall be ten feet for the main structure and 20 feet for garages.

6. At least 75% of the houses shall have a main-level bedroom and bathroom.

7. Houses shall be faced with either brick, stone, cementitious stucco, or
cementitious siding.

8. Each elevation visible from a public street shall include architectural detailing
similar to the front elevation in order to avoid creating a blank wall.

9. The maintenance of all internal parks, landscaped areas, sidewalks, subdivision
entrances, and community amenity areas shall be the sole responsibility of the
homeowner’s association, and a note to this end shall be placed on the final plat.

Discussion:

Brent Holdings, the Applicant, is requesting the annexation and zoning of 11.3 acres at
the end of Deanwood Terrace. The property is currently a part of the Shiloh Mobile

Home

Park, but is an undeveloped portion of land cut off from the rest of the Park by a

tributary of Camp Creek. Access to the property is only available via Deanwood
Terrace, which is a residential road within the Towson Place subdivision currently under
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development.

The Applicant is requesting to zone the property to LUR, Limited Use Residential, to
create about 21 single-family lots as a part of the Towson Place subdivision. A copy of
the Applicant’s Conceptual Site Plan and Narrative are attached to this memo.

The Step 1 Annexation application was approved by City Council at their August 17,
2023 meeting. The annexation request is utilizing the 100% Annexation Method per
Georgia Annexation Law.

Current Zoning

The attached Zoning Map shows the zoning of the property and the surrounding

area. The annexation territory is currently zoned MHP, Mobile Home Park, in
unincorporated Fayette County. The property to the north is a part of the Governor’'s
Square planned development, and is zoned LUC-33 for a 94-lot single family
subdivision named Towson Place. The property to the east is zoned in unincorporated
Fayette County as R-70, Single-Family Residential with 2-acre lot minimums, and AR,
Agricultural Residential with 5-acre lot minimums.

Adopted Future Land Use

The attached Future Land Use Map shows the adopted future land use for the property
and surrounding area. The annexation territory in the County is planned for Mobile
Homes. The County also does a broad-stroke mapping of potentially Environmentally
Sensitive areas along major streams and tributaries, shown in green on the map and
labeled, “ENVIRO.” The purpose is to notify property owners that future development
will require further environmental surveys, and that protection of these land types is
required where they are discovered.

The surrounding area within Peachtree City is mapped for SFC Single Family Cluster
for lots smaller than V2 acre and densities around 3-6 units per acre, and MF Multi-
Family for attached housing such as townhomes, condominiums and apartments. The
proposed development with lots sizes averaging 7,000 square feet complies with the
SFC Single Family Cluster future land use designation.

Impact on Community Facilities
The Step Two application for annexation requires a review of how the proposed
development will affect the City’s facilities and services, which are summarized below.

Water will be provided by Fayette County Water System is available at the site.
Sewerage will be provided by WASA and is already located in the Camp Creek
tributary. WASA has stated that capacity for the project is available.

Fire and EMS services are already provided by Peachtree City due to an Automatic Aid
agreement with Fayette County. The Peachtree City Police have reviewed the
application and indicate that the proposed growth in service area will not impact their
ability to continue providing high quality service and response times to the entire City.
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The proposed residential street must be constructed to Peachtree City standards and at
the expense of the developer.

The City is exploring options to provide multi-use path access to this area of the City on
northeast side of Highway 54. Staff has discussed connection opportunities on this
property, but no final plan has been developed. The Applicant has indicated being
open to preserving the required multi-use path easement for the City.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan

City staff have assessed the proposal’s compliance with goals and policies adopted in
the Comprehensive Plan, in particular its ability to satisfy Natural Resource, Land Use,
and Housing goals.

NATURAL RESOURCES

The City has adopted a goal of preserving environmentally sensitive lands in greenbelts
and permanently protected open spaces. The proposed development supports this
policy by separately platting and preserving these sensitive lands.

LAND USE

Peachtree City’s Comprehensive Plan utilizes the Village Concept as the driving
development pattern for the City. A Village Center is an area of high activity with a mix
of commercial and office. Residential density should step down from a Village Center
from multi-family residential all the way down to low density residential.

The proposed development is located within a 15-minute walk of a Village
Center. Therefore, the residential use at the proposed density meets the standards for
SFC Single Family Cluster designation and is appropriate at this location.

HOUSING

The Comprehensive Plan includes a policy of encouraging housing options that
accommodate people of all ages and abilities, which is accomplished by providing no-
step or low-step house plans. Houses with main-level bedrooms and bathrooms, wide
doorways, and additional structural reinforcement for bathroom grab-bars are all design
elements that create accessible homes.

The Comprehensive Plan also encourages the use of high quality building materials to
reduce the long-term maintenance liability. Low-maintenance siding like cementitious
boards, brick, and stone are all long-lasting materials that require less life-time
maintenance.

Budget Impact:

City Staff updates the Land Use Fiscal Impact Analysis annually with each budget to
provide a broad-scope analysis of providing City services overall. The analysis is based
on existing land use and the number of existing dwelling units in the City to, among
other things, determine the average annual cost of providing City services to each
dwelling unit. The Fiscal Year 2024 average cost of City services per dwelling unit is
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$1,379. To recoup this cost in property taxes alone, the Fair Market Value (FMV) of a
dwelling unit would need to be $570,407.

The Table below summarizes the property-tax generation of the property comparing

three scenarios:

¢ Existing Conditions: shows the revenue of the property currently,

e Scenario A: shows revenue of the property if the land is developed per the
County’s existing zoning, and
e Scenario B: shows revenue from the property if it is developed as proposed.

Because the Applicant states that the proposed development will be similar to the
Towson Place lots, the average value of the lots in Scenario B is set at $850,000.

Property Use Fair market Assessed School County County 911 County City Owner's
Value value Fire EMS Total
Existing Conditions
Undeveloped land of MHP $225,371 $90,148 $1,807 §277 445 $19 5364 S0 $704
Scenario A: Not Annexed and developed at current zoning requirements
Mobile Homes $834,630 §353,852 $7,095 51,086 $177 $74 $1,427 S0 52,765
(41 Mobile Home lots)

Scenario B: Annexed and developed as proposed
Residential (developed) $17,850,000 $7,140,000 | $143,157 S0 S0 $1,499 $28,803 $43,147 $216,606

(21 Homes @850K)

The revenues collected by the school system and the county would increase if the
annexation and rezoning is approved, while the revenue to the County Fire and EMS
Department will be reduced by $322 per year. However, the County Fire and EMS

Department does not currently provide services to this property.

Attachments:

Aerial Map
Zoning Map

arLOD=

Conceptual Site Plan
Applicant Narrative

Future Land Use Map
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VIA EMAIL AND FEDEX

Ms. Robin Cailloux

Planning and Development Director
153 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Dear Ms. Cailoux,

APPLICANT NARRATIVE

RS TOWSON HOLDINGS, LLC
270 North Jeff Davis
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214

September 8, 2023

Step Two Annexation Application (the “Application”)
11.387 Acres (Part of Tax Parcel ID # 0719 010)

Diagram “1”

Peachtree City
Limits

e e

The Neighborhood

«==* The Property

-
-
-

"

—

Peachtree City Limits

1of2

RS Towson Holdings, LLC (the “Applicant”) respectfully requests annexation of 11.387
acres that was formally part of Parcel ID # 0719010 (the “Property”). In accordance with this
request, we have engaged Rochester and Associates to design the attached conceptual plan.

Towson Village (the “Neighborhood”), as seen in Diagram “1” below, is zoned
LUC-33. The Neighborhood is within the limits of the City of Peachtree City, Georgia (the
“City”). The Application seeks to annex the Property into the City so that it can be developed
with 20 residential lots as part of and consistent the Neighborhood. When the Neighborhood was
zoned, the concept plan associated with LUC-33 contemplated the neighborhood extending onto
the Property.
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The annexation of the Property into the City represents a strategic move aimed at fostering
community growth and ensuring a sustainable and vibrant future for all the Neighborhood and the
City’s residents. The annexation will permit a logical extension of the existing Towson Village
neighborhood. The annexation of the Property will broaden the city’s tax base, enabling additional
funding for critical infrastructure projects, educational initiatives, and essential public services.

As a part of this application, we have included the following:

Written Narrative;

Step Two Annexation Application;

Legal Description (Exhibit 1);

Boundary Survey (Exhibit 2);

A Vesting Deed for the Property (Exhibit 3);

Nearby Properties List (Exhibit 4);

Neary Properties Map (Exhibit 5);

Documentation of Annexation Methodology (Exhibit 6);
Utility Verification (Exhibit 7);

Compliance Statement (Exhibit 8);

Authorization of Property Owner (Exhibit 9); and

A Schematic Land Use (i.e., Concept) Plan (Exhibit 10)
Campaign Disclosure (included in the Step Two Annexation Application).

We appreciate the opportunity to have this annexation request considered by the City and
look forward to working with you on this matter.

Sincerely,

/s/ Daniel Fields

Daniel Fields

20f2
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Step Two Annexation Narrative

Peachtree City, Georgia
Applicant:
RS Towson Holdings, LLC
Property:

11.387 acres on Deanwood Terrace
(Part of) Parcel # 0719 010

Narrative Submitted for Applicant by:

Steven L. Jones
Joshua Williams
Taylor English Duma LLP
1600 Parkwood Circle
Suite 200
Atlanta, GA 30339

1of5
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l. INTRODUCTION

The Applicant respectfully requests the annexation by Peachtree City, Georgia (the “City”)
of 11.387 acres (the “Property”) that was formerly part of Fayette County Tax Parcel No. (“TPN”)
0719010 and is located at the end of Deanwood Terrace. The Property was recently subdivided
from TPN 0719010 which was a total of 79.54 acres prior to the subdivision. The Plat that recorded
subdivision was approved by Fayette County and recorded on July 7, 2023.

1. ANNEXATION ANALYSIS

Written Narrative Elements

The City’s Step Two Annexation Application calls for analysis of the following items set
out in bolded alphabetical headings with the Applicant’s response to each.

A. General description of the proposed development and how it relates to the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and annexation policy.

Towson Village subdivision (the “Neighborhood”), is within the limits of the City of
Peachtree City, Georgia (the “City”). The Application seeks to annex the Property into the City so
that it can be developed with 20 residential lots as part of the Neighborhood. The Property,
as proposed to be developed, is known as “Towson Place.” Currently, the Property is zoned
MHP, Manufactured Home Park District (“MHP”) in unincorporated Fayette County (the
“County”).

The Property is bordered to the north by the single-family development known as
Towson which is in the Peachtree City limits. To the south and west, respectively, the Property is
bordered by the Shiloh Mobile Home Park and the village center known as Lexington Village
Center as noted in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. To the northeast, east, and southeast, the
Property is bordered by agricultural, residential, and undeveloped properties in unincorporated
Fayette County zoned A-R and R-70. The proposed use would be consistent in use and density
with what has been approved for the Neighborhood and with the surrounding land uses.
Furthermore, the land use would complement the Lexington Village Center as it would be a less
intense use as compared to its current MHP zoning in the County.

B. How the development will minimize and mitigate impacts on the natural
environment.

The Applicant has identified the sensitive areas including a stream and wetlands and will
abide by local and statewide laws to protect these sensitive areas.

C. Provide proposed density and the projected population/ employment figures
at build-out.

As shown on the concept plan submitted herewith, the proposed density of the
Property/Towson Place would be substantially similar to the Neighborhood/Towson Village. The

20f 5
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project would add an additional 20 homes to the Neighborhood, with a projected population
increase of 70 residents (3.5 residents per home). As the proposal is residential, there are no
employment figures to be considered.

D. How the development will tie into the City’s street network and multi-use path
system.

The development will have access to the City’s street network and multi-use path system
via the infrastructure that has already been built out for the Neighborhood/Towson Village.

E. Analysis of how the proposed annexation will affect the City’s tax base, public
education system, public safety services, emergency medical services,
transportation system, utilities, and recreational services.

The proposed annexation would provide additional property tax digest for the City. At an
estimated 20 homes valued at an average of $850,000, this would equate to an additional
$6,800,000 of net taxable value to the City. Given the location of the Property and proximity to
City limits, the Property would likely be served by City emergency services. Furthermore, the
Peachtree City Water and Sewer Authority owns and operates a pump station on the Property that
was installed to serve this basin as it was further developed. A residential development would
produce a return on the existing sewer investment in the form of tap and sewer fees.

Due to the only access being through Neighborhood/Towson Village, which is in the City
limits already, the Property would more than likely be served by Peachtree City emergency
services and the Property has PTCWSA sewer infrastructure readily available to serve the
Property. Fayette County Water would serve the Property with water. The developer would install
any infrastructure required and adequately bond improvements to limit the City’s exposure to
maintenance and repairs over the 2 years following installation. The Property would have access
to the amenity that will be built as part of the Neighborhood/Towson Village.

Rezoning Factors Under Section 1304(d)

A. Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the
land use plan.

The area surrounding the property is a regional node with a variety and mixture of uses. If
the requested proposal is granted, the development of the subject property will be consistent with
the overall development theme of the surrounding area. Therefore, the proposal, if granted, will
be consistent with the purpose and intent of the land use plan. The City’s 2022 Comprehensive
Plan (the “land use plan”) sets out various policies, with which the proposal complies. Namely,
the land use plan aims to (a) “protect the neighborhood character of single-family subdivision;”
(b) “encourage housing options that accommodate gaining in place, working form home, and
multi-generational families while protecting the residential character of established
neighborhoods;” (c) “utilize step down residential density so that higher density is located within
and next to Village Centers, then stepping down to medium density, and finally stepping down to

3of5
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low density furthest from the village Center;” (d) “protect[ing] environmentally sensitive lands in
permanently protected greenspaces;” (e) “protect[ing] the residential character of established
neighborhoods;” and (f) “encourag[ing] alternative modes [of transportation] such as walking,
bicycling, and low-speed cart.” (land use plan, pp. 19, 28, 39, 49-50). All of these polices under
the land use plan are furthered by the proposed annexation.

B. 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, undeveloped land, and
residential neighborhoods. Furthermore, the land use would complement the Lexington Village
Center as it would be a less intense use as compared to its current zoning in the County. As such,
the proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use and development of the adjacent
and nearby property.

C. 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. Additionally, the zoning proposal would be residential consistent with what has been
approved in Towson and with the surrounding land uses.

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

While the property may be used in accordance with the existing zoning, the current County
zoning unreasonably limits the use of the property and creates a substantial burden to the applicant.
If the County zoning is applied to the Property, application of the current County zoning would
create a practical difficulty for applicant. Specifically, it would prevent the Applicant from
developing the Property in an economically viable manner.

E. 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.

As noted above, the proposal will not result in an excessive or burdensome use of existing
streets, transportation facilities, utilities, or schools.

F. 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 district. The 100-year flood line to the southwest of the property effectively creates a
barrier of access. Therefore, the only viable access to the property is through the Towson Village,

4 of 5
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making the annexation and zoning proposal the most viable option. Without the requested
annexation and zoning proposal, the proposed use will not be viable and an economically viable
use of the property will be impossible. While the property may be used in accordance with the
existing regulations, the current zoning unreasonably limits the use of the property and creates a
substantial burden to the applicant. In other words, it is not practical or feasible for the property
to be used under the current zoning, as a mobile home park connected to Towson Village would
not be feasible practically or financial and would hurt the character and of Towson Village and
Lexington Village. Therefore, the County zoning ordinance as applied to the property creates a
practical and unnecessary difficultly.

I11. CONCLUSION

This annexation would support the City’s goal to develop and redevelop land in the City
based on the Village concept and the surrounding uses. This annexation would maximize the
utilization of existing infrastructure and minimize service delivery impacts. For the foregoing
reasons, the Applicant respectfully requests that Peachtree City approve the request to annex the
Property by the Applicant. If there are any questions about this application, you may contact me
at 1600 Parkwood Circle, Suite 200, Atlanta, Georgia 30339, sjones@taylorenglish.com, 678-426-
4628.

Sincerely,

Steven L. Jones

5of 5
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

MEMO TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 10/18/2023
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director  10/18/2023

DATE: October 23, 2023
SUBJECT: 23-10-03 Building Elevations, Peachtree Walk, 500 Commerce Drive

Recommendation:
Section 728 of the Land Development Ordinance states that natural brick "should" not
be painted. Therefore, approval is at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

Discussion:

The management for Peachtree Walk, which is the portion of the Westpark shopping
center where Carrabba's is located, has submitted a request to update the facade of
Carrabba's to be more in line with current corporate standards and the remaining
building facades to conform to the recently approved Westpark Walk elevations.

The site was originally a movie theater and the structure on site today wasn't built until
2004/2005. Currently, the building materials for the retail tenants are very similar to
those at Westpark Walk prior to painting. The main brick color is reddish-orange with a light
colored accent brick, signage is located on a light colored EIFS sign band, the roof
parapet matches the sign band with the addition of a green band, and the roof is green
metal.

The Carrabba's has the same reddish brick with a light mulit-colored brick at the
entrance combined with light colored EIFS or stucco surrounding the entrance. In
addition, Carrabba's has a stone base and decorative red awnings with a green and
black stripe. The roof is flat with a parapet wall.
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Colors

Section 728 of the LDO states facade colors should be low reflectance, and subtle,
neutral, or earth-tone colors. White is considered a neutral color but can have a high
reflectance depending on the particular shade. In addition, colors should complement
those of neighboring buildings.

Peachtree Walk Color Palette: (same as Westpark Walk)
Field - SW7006 Extra White
Accent/Trim - SW7674 Peppercorn

Carrabba's Color Palette:

Field - SW7566 Westhighland White
Accent/Trim - SW9183 Dark Clove
Accent - SW7600 Bolero

Metal Coping - Copper Brown
Awnings - Deep Red (Pantone 187C)

N

(Branch & Vine after being painted with the Peachtree Walk color palette)

Budget Impact:
None
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Attachments:

1.  Zoning Map

2. Peachtree Walk proposal
3. Carrabba's Elevations
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JOB SITE PREPARED BY

SouthCoast - West Park Walk Stephanie Johnson
500-504 Commerce Dr Commercial Sales Associate
Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 (770) 710-2743
404-460-4511 ext. 215 smjohnson@certapro.com

CLIENT

SouthCoast Centers
3715 Northside Pkwy NW (404) 922-6343
Northcreek 200

Atlanta, GA 30327

PROJECT SUMMARY

- Pressure wash and paint application of half of building from Branches and Vine to rear hallway (not including Carabba's). Surfaces include
Metal Awnings, Stucco/ EIFS, Metal Flashing, Upper Stripes above Metal Awnings, Personnel Doors and Frames, Stucco in Hallway,
- Fully prime and paint application of Brick and Brick Columns. Prime and paint raw CMU Block in rear hallway.
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SOUTHCOAST CENTERS - WEST PARK WALK

PROPOSAL AND COLOR SPECIFICATIONS

Surface/ltem Product Paint / Primer Coats Color
Brick SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Exterior Latex 2/1 SW7006 EXTRA WHITE
SHERWIN WILLIAMS Loxon Masonry Primer SW7675 PEPPERCORN
Stucco/ EIFS SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Exterior Latex 2/0 SW7006 EXTRA WHITE
Metal SHERWIN WILLIAMS DTM Latex 2/0 SW7675 PEPPERCORN

Extra White SW 7006

Peppercorn SW 7674
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COLOR RENDERINGS
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PROJECT PICTURES

PAINT PAINT METAL
STUCCO/ EIFS X PAINT FLASHING
4 STRIPES

PAINT
PERSONNEL
DOORS
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EXTERIOR FINISH SCHEDULE
FINISH

SPECIFICATION

MANUFACTURER

NOTES

3 COATS. MAY NEED ADDITIONAL COATS WHEN PAINTING OVER STONE.

PT-01 WESTHIGHLAND WHITE SW7566, SATIN FINISH SHERWIN WILLIAMS MAIN BODY COLOR
PT-07 BOLERO RED SW7600, SATIN FINISH SHERWIN WILLIAMS RED ACCENT, USED AT ROOF GARDEN BEAM
PT-08 DARK CLOVE SW9183, SATIN FINISH SHERWIN WILLIAMS COPING, TRIM, INTERIOR OF TRASH CORRAL, TRASH GATE

PT-01
WESTHIGHLAND WHITE
SW 7566

SHERWIN WILLIAMS
SATIN FINISH

PT-08

DARK CLOVE

SW 9183

SHERWIN WILLIAMS
SEMI-GLOSS

MT-19
METAL COPING
COPPER BROWN
BERRIDGE

MT-20
AWNINGS

DEEP RED or PANTONE 187 C

BERRIDGE

PT-07

BOLERO RED

SW 7600

SHERWIN WILLIAMS
SEMI-GLOSS

C

S
ITALIAN GRILL:

DIGITAL MATERIALS
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PROPOSAL AND COLOR SPECIFICATIONS

Surface/ltem

Carrabba's PTC

Stucco

Product

Paint / Primer Coats

Color

SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Satin Exterior 2/0 SW7566 WESTHIGHLAND WHITE
Roof Garden Beam SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Semi-Gloss Exterior 2/0 SW7600
BOLERO RED
Brick, Stone SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Satin Exterior 2/1 SW7566 WESTHIGHLAND WHITE
SHERWIN WILLIAMS Loxon Masonry Primer
Metal Coping Cap SHERWIN WILLIAMS DTM Semi-Gloss 2/0 SW 9183
DARK CLOVE
Stucco Trim SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Satin Exterior 2/0 SW 9183
DARK CLOVE
Dumpster Cage CMU Block SHERWIN WILLIAMS A100 Satin Exterior 2/1 SW 9183
SHERWIN WILLIAMS Loxon Masonry Primer DARK CLOVE
Dumpster Cage Metal Doors SHERWIN WILLIAMS Industrial Enamel Oil Gloss 2/0 SW 9183
DARK CLOVE
Stained Window Frames/ Stained SHERWIN WILLIAMS Duration Satin Exterior 2171 SW 9183
Doors & Frames SHERWIN WILLIAMS Problock Oil DARK CLOVE
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

MEMO TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 10/18/2023
Robin Cailloux, Planning Director  10/18/2023

DATE: October 23, 2023
SUBJECT: 23-10-04 Building Elevations, Governors Walk, 1980-1992 HWY 54
W

Recommendation:

Section 728 of the Land Development Ordinance states facade colors should be subtle,
neutral, or earth-tone and should also be low reflectance. White can be neutral
depending on the shade, but it can also have a high reflectance. Approval for this item
is at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

Discussion:

Unaware of Peachtree City's architectural requirements, the new management of
Governors Walk has made improvements to the shopping center with a fresh coat of
paint, a color change, and decorative lighting without prior approval.

The shopping center was built in 1983 and has never been updated. The facade is
made up mostly of windows on the northern portion and the southern portion was a mix
of materials from stone to barn style siding, but has been modified so the entire building
now has the same wall surface. The roof is flat and extends out over the front sidewalk
with a brown metal awning.

—==

FJEXPERTS i i)
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Colors
Section 728 of the Land Development Ordinance states facade colors should be low

reflectance, and subtle, neutral, or earth-tone colors. White is considered a neutral
color but, depending on the particular shade, can have a high reflectance. The building
sits mostly in the north-south direction, therefore the front facade of the building is in

shade for half the day.

The new paint scheme ties both ends of the shopping center together for a unified look.
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Color Palette:
Building - Dunn Edwards, DEW383 Cool December
Roof - Dunn Edwards, DE6343 Salem Black

COOL DECEMBER SALEM BLACK

Cool December | DEW383 Q' o

Lighting:
Wall light - John Timberland, Black Grid outdoor wall light (uses standard 60 watt bulb)
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1 0"

Budget Impact:
None

Attachments:
1. Zoning Map

Extends 5 1/4"
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Zoning Map
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