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This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. 

    
1. Call to Order 
    
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
    
3. Announcements 
    
4. Presentations - None 
    
5. Public Comment 
  1. Public Comment is Postponed 
    
6. Agenda Changes 
    
7. Minutes 
  1. Planning Commission Meeting August 11, 2025 
    
8. Old Agenda Items 
  1. Consider a Text Amendment to the Sign Ordinance, Chapter 66, for revisions to roof 

sign regulations - POSTPONED 
  2. Consider a Text Amendment to revise land use regulations for Cosmetic Tattooing and 

Microblading - POSTPONED 
  3. Consider a Text Amendment to the Land Development Ordinance, Article XI - 

Vegetation Protection and Landscape Requirements 
    
9. New Agenda Items 
  1. Concept Plat Modifications, Rockaway Townhomes, 201 Rockaway Rd 
    
10. Public Hearings - None 
    
11. Member/Staff Topics 
    
12. Adjourn 
  

It is the policy of the City of Peachtree City that all city-sponsored public meetings and events are accessible to people 
with disabilities and are in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. If you need assistance in participating 
in this meeting or event due to a disability as defined under the ADA or need assistance per Title VI, please contact the 
City’s Title VI and ADA Coordinator, Dr. Teaa Allston-Bing at (770) 632-4276 or e-mail tallston-bing@peachtree-city.org 
at least three (3) business days before the scheduled meeting or event to request an accommodation.  
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Planning Commission of Peachtree City 
Meeting Minutes 

Monday, August 11, 2025 
6:30 PM  

Pledge of Allegiance 
The Peachtree City Planning Commission met Monday, August 11, 2025, in the Council 
Chambers at City Hall.  Chairman Scott Ritenour called the meeting to order at 6:30 
p.m. Commissioners Andrew Kriz, Robert Halverson, new member Christopher 
Jenkins, and Alternate Jack Allen were also present. Vice Chairman Kenneth Hamner 
was absent. Planning and Development Director Shayla Reed, Senior Planner Lora 
Hooks, Recording Secretary Martha Barksdale, and IT Specialist Elijah Brewer were 
also in attendance. Ritenour welcomed Mayor Kim Learnard who was in the audience. 
Additions or Deletions 
None 
Announcements and Reports 
None 
Approval of Minutes  
1. Planning Commission Meeting June 28, 2025 
 Halverson moved to approve the July 28, 2025, meeting minutes. Allen seconded. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Public Hearing  
1. Consider a Zoning Text Amendment to revise land use regulations to permit 

Cosmetic Tattooing and Microblading 
 Planning Director Shayla Reed said City Council had requested staff to draft an 

ordinance to address cosmetic tattooing/microblading services. There were already 
businesses operating in the city that offered these services. Also, the Fayette 
County Commission had adopted regulations for these services, and the Chamber 
of Commerce had requested all municipalities look into it, as well. Council 
discussed this a few months ago and decided to ask that the Planning Commission 
recommend language that could be either for or against allowing these services. 
  
Tonight, she said, she wanted a conversation on what position the Planning 
Commission wanted to take on the matter. She needed suggestions so staff could 
create a draft ordinance that would come back to them at the next meeting. They 
would talk more at that meeting, then send the draft over to Council. 
  
Currently, Reed stated, the Zoning Ordinance specifically regulated only tattoo 
parlors, with language that prohibited them in the section on General Commercial 
(GC). Reed had provided definitions of tattoos, cosmetic tattoos, microblading, and 
body art that should be adopted. 
  
Also, she wanted them to consider what zonings should permit businesses offering 
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these services, if they wanted to allow them. If they did want to allow these 
services, staff’s proposal called for them to be limited to areas zoned Light 
Industrial (LI) and to be no closer than 5,000 feet from another such establishment. 
Staff would verify the distance when issuing a business license. This requirement 
was to prohibit saturation. If they favored not permitting them, staff had drafted 
language saying these services were not permitted in GC zoning districts. 
  
Ritenour opened the public hearing. No one wished to speak either in favor or in 
opposition, and he closed the hearing. He asked if any of the Commissioners had 
questions or comments. 
  
Kriz asked why 5,000 feet was selected as the minimum distance between similar 
businesses. Reed said the goal was to avoid saturation, but this distance was just 
a suggestion. However, she had seen that other municipalities used that distance. 
Kriz thought it would be helpful to let Council see what other comparable cities had 
done. 
  
He then asked what kind of motion she was looking for from the Planning 
Commission. Reed said they would be making a motion to either permit or not 
permit this use. That recommendation would then be sent on to the City Council, 
along with the suggested language. 
  
Halverson asked what would happen to existing business owners who were 
already offering these services. Reed noted that they would educate the public 
about any ordinance changes and when it was time for a business license renewal, 
the license would not be renewed. Several spas offered these services, she noted, 
but it was never the intent of the City to allow spas to offer microblading or 
cosmetic tattooing. The City would inform them they could not continue, and if they 
did, Code Enforcement would take action. Microblading and cosmetic tattooing 
services could not be grandfathered in, because they were never permitted in the 
first place. 
  
Allen asked what would happen to two hypothetical businesses, one in operation 
for 15 years and one for five years. Reed stepped in, it was not a matter of how 
many years they had been operating. If a business was licensed as a spa, it could 
continue operating as a spa, but it could not offer microblading or cosmetic 
tattooing. 
  
Was a traditional tattoo parlor the same as cosmetic tattooing for the purpose of 
this ordinance? Allen inquired, and Reed said they were different. That’s why the 
suggested language had them in the same section but listed separately. 
  
Ritenour asked for examples of businesses in LI. They included offices, Reed said. 
Also, a car wash could be in LI, as could a restaurant or a business that sold its 
own products, such as sinks. The Huddleston Road area was a good example of 
what could be in LI. Ritenour said he wanted to make it clear that it wouldn’t be in a 
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retail area. Hooks asked if they were also considering the  LUI zone, such as the 
development at the intersection of Kelly and Dividend, as suitable for tattooing and 
microblading, and Reed said they were.   
  
What zoning districts were businesses currently engaging in these services? Kriz 
asked, and Reed replied that they were mainly in GC, although Limited-Use 
Commercial (LUC) might have one. They were licensed as spas, but it was never 
the City’s intent to have these uses included for a spa. Spas had added these 
services without checking with the City to determine if they were a permitted use, 
Reed remarked. 
  
So they were trying to clarify what was allowed and not allowed and where it could 
be, Kriz concluded, and Reed said that was correct. Council wanted that 
information and to ensure that these businesses wouldn’t interfere with GC. 
  
Halverson asked if a spa could offer cosmetic tattooing? Reed said the proposal 
made a spa its own separate operation. He asked if it could be in a medical office 
building? They were not requiring these services be provided by a medical 
professional, she replied.  Halverson told Ritenour he was in favor of putting this 
forward to Council. 
  
Allen clarified that under no circumstances was a spa to offer these services, and 
Reed said that was correct. He said he had no issue with the services but did want 
to see the businesses separated as much as possible. 
  
Kriz agreed, noting that if there were spas already providing these services, then 
obviously there was a demand. Regulating these services and filling this hole in the 
ordinance was a good thing to do, he stated. He also supported a distance 
requirement, saying a mile seemed about right. 
  
Jenkins said he agreed with the others, as did Ritenour. Ritenour said he would like 
to see what distance limitations other cities had. 
  
Reed said she would work on the language and bring this back for further 
discussion and a vote at the next meeting. Ritenour remarked that the Commission 
seemed to be in favor of allowing these uses with restrictions. Kriz said he would 
like to see a map of the LUI and LI zoning districts at the next meeting, and Reed 
agreed to provide one. 

2. Consider a Text Amendment to the Land Development Ordinance, 
specifically Article XI - Vegetation Protection and Landscape Requirements 

 Commissioner Hamner felt strongly about promoting the use of native plants in 
landscaping and had proposed this to City Council, Reed stated. Council agreed 
and also wanted language added to restrict planting of invasive species. She had 
provided a list of native species used in Athens-Clarke County and another list of 
invasive species included in the City of Brookhaven’s ordinance. The Planning 
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Commission was being asked to discuss what they wanted to recommend to 
Council. 
  
Ritenour opened the public hearing, asking who wanted to speak in favor of the 
text amendment. Landscape architect Warren Elwell said he liked the idea of giving 
native plants preference and would appreciate having a list of recommended 
plants. He said it would give the City a more unified appearance and should make 
staff’s job easier in approving landscape plans. 
  
No one else wished to speak either in favor or opposition, and Ritenour closed the 
public hearing. 
  
Ritenour gave a little background, saying Hamner had been a proponent of this, 
and he had noticed that on plans they had recently reviewed it seemed the 
landscapers were trying to use more plants that were native to the southeast. 
  
Jenkins asked about existing plants, and Ritenour said they couldn’t remove what 
was there, but they could regulate things going forward. It would be difficult to 
regulate on the residential side, but they could for commercial developments. 
Sometimes, there had to be exceptions, such as if a plant was not available at a 
certain time of the year. 
  
Kriz said he supported this and noted that former Commissioner Ray Liotta was a 
big proponent of native species. Halverson said he, too, felt the use of natives was 
important. 
  
Allen had mixed feelings, recalling a project in Orlando that used plants from sister 
cities in other countries. It was beautiful, he said. He added he, of course, had no 
objections to banning invasive species. 
  
Kriz said exceptions could be built into the ordinance, such as gifts from sister 
cities. Allen asked if they could create a list of non-natives that were approved? 
  
Ritenour asked if this would be only for City property? Allen said homes and 
businesses should have to get permission before planting. Ritenour said he was 
thinking more about exchange opportunities on City property, such as specimen 
gardens, maybe tied into public art installations. That would keep it much more 
controlled. 
  
Halverson asked Elwell if diseases should be a consideration, and he said that 
depended on the measures taken by the nurseries. Elwell also added that maybe 
they shouldn’t require exclusively natives. He said he would love to talk to staff 
about what was readily available. Maybe they could offer points or credits for 
landscapers who used natives. 
  
Kriz said he liked the idea of credits to the Tree Fund for providing a fully native 
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landscape plan. 
  
Ritenour asked if the City could ban retailers from selling invasive plants, and Reed 
said they could not; they could only regulate what was placed on the individual lots. 
  
Reed asked if the Commissioners were comfortable with the two lists of natives 
and invasive plants or did they want to make changes? She said she could prepare 
a recommendation for the next meeting with any requested changes.   
  
Kriz said he would like an expert’s opinion. Ritenour noted there was an arborist on 
staff, and Reed said she would get him to weigh in the lists. The Commissioners 
agreed they wanted to move forward with this. 

3. Consider a Text Amendment to the Sign Ordinance, specifically Chapter 66, 
for revisions to roof sign regulations 

 This was the continuation of a topic discussed at the previous Planning 
Commission meeting dealing with conflicting language and discrepancies in the 
sign ordinance regarding roof signs and signs on parapets and how the City wished 
to move forward. As of now, the ordinance said roof signs were not allowed but 
then in another section went on to allow roof signs if they were on a parapet wall. 
  
Ritenour opened the public hearing. No one wished to speak either in favor or in 
opposition, and he closed the hearing. 
  
Kriz said he believed it would be good to fill this gap in the ordinance, and he was 
in favor of prohibiting parapet signs. 
  
Halverson asked if there were limitations on the size of signs, and Reed said the 
limits were based on the square footage of the structure, among other things. 
  
Allen and Jenkins had no questions. 
  
Ritenour said there was a business in the City that had signs on the parapet for 
several tenants, and he did not like it. There was a provision in the ordinance for 
multi-tenant locations. He believed parapets should be for screening rooftop 
equipment, not for signs. 
  
Reed said she had provided an option that allowed them to continue to restrict roof 
signs, but allow for parapet signs, and another that would change the ordinance to 
disallow both types. If the Commission supported the latter option, they would 
remove the language that allowed parapet signs in certain zoning districts. 
  
The Commissioners all agreed that they did not want signs on parapets. Ritenour 
said they would then recommend language from section 66-15 be removed. Hooks 
suggested they clarify that in the definitions. Basically, what they were saying was 
that a sign could not extend above the roofline, Ritenour summarized. 
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Reed thanked them for taking the time for these discussions, noting there were 
three new Commissioners and she wanted them to be comfortable with the 
process. 
  
This was different from what they had done in the past, Ritenour noted, but he 
thought this process worked well. Reed said she would be incorporating their 
suggestions, such as the LI zoning map, into a report with the suggested language 
for the text amendment, and they could then vote if they wanted to move the text 
amendment onto the Council. 

Old Agenda Items 
None 
New Agenda Items  
1. Landscape Plan Modification, Aventure Aviation, 108 International Drive 
 Hooks pointed out the site, zoned General Industrial (GI) at the end of International 

Drive and adjacent to the Planterra Golf Course. The landscape plan was approved 
by the Planning Commission in January, and it included a double row of evergreen 
trees between this site and the golf course. Those trees were supposed to be three 
inches in caliper and 8 to 10 feet tall. A condition in the approval asked that they 
consider increasing the size of some of the trees to four inches and reducing the 
tree fund contribution because they were meeting only 85% of the canopy tree 
requirement and 67% of the understory tree requirement. 
  
The landscape installation was almost complete, Hooks continued, but it had come 
to staff’s attention that the evergreens had not been installed according to the 
approved plan. The trees they were using were about six feet tall and in the two-
inch caliper range. The area in question sloped steeply, which meant the trees 
looked even shorter from the Planterra property and did not create a screen as 
anticipated. 
  
Removing the trees and replacing them with the correct size was not a good option 
because the size of the root ball would increase and, due to the slope, would 
protrude from the ground, meaning the trees probably would not survive. The 
applicant proposed adding another row of the two-inch caliper evergreens to the 
top of the hill to create a screen that would be visible from the golf course side.   
  
There would be a deficit of 70 caliper inches of canopy trees between what was 
installed and what was proposed. To rectify that, the applicant proposed planting 
11 Virginia pines and 24 magnolias to make up the shortfall. The Tree Fund 
contribution would remain the same. Hooks said the building expansion project had 
been divided into two phases, and some of this landscaping would not be installed 
until phase two was under construction. 
  
She noted that this proposal was not in complete compliance with the City’s 
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development standards, but the applicant was suggesting this alternative as a way 
to ensure the best survival of the plants. 
  
Landscape architect Elwell represented the applicant. Ritenour told him he 
understood this was a difficult site due to the golf course and the slope.  He had 
been past the site and saw that it would take a while for the screen to grow. 
  
Elwell admitted his company made a mistake by planting the smaller trees called 
for on the original plan. However, removing those six-foot trees and adding some 
that were two feet taller still wouldn’t block the view. Adding plants to the top of the 
hill should appease the golf course, and those trees would grow over time to create 
a screen. Ritenour asked if there was enough space at the top of the hill to do that, 
and Elwell said there was, although it would be tight. 
  
The other Commissioners said they agreed this was a suitable solution, with Kriz 
saying it looked like they were doing the best they could with what they had to work 
with. Allen verified that the trees would grow tall enough, and Halverson thanked 
Elwell for being proactive to find a solution that met the intent of the plan. 
  
Halverson moved to approve the landscape plan modification, Aventure Aviation, 
108 International Drive. Allen seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 

2. Building Elevation Modifications, J Alexander's, 100 Market Place Blvd. 
 Hooks recalled that Fusion AE presented proposed building modifications for the J. 

Alexander's that was planned for the former Smokey Bones building on Market 
Place Boulevard at the July 28 Planning Commission Meeting. Those modifications 
were approved with the condition that the applicant work with staff and Halverson 
on the color of the canopies and the material on the tower elements. 
  
Halverson and Hooks met with the J.Alexander's team on July 31, and the team 
said they were working on a new standard for architectural design for the brand 
and wanted to propose new modifications for the Peachtree City restaurant that 
would be similar to the new standards. 
  
The entry design that was proposed earlier was still part of the package, along with 
columns of Eldorado stone on an EIFS background. The big difference was 
painting the existing brick a warm white with the base a black color and support 
columns wrapped with black matte metal. The design guidelines for the Highway 
54 Corridor Overlay District permitted painted brick and architectural metals, and 
the paint and metal colors met the standards stated in the Land Development 
Ordinance (LDO). Hooks showed elevations of the proposed building and a photo 
of the existing Smokey Bones.   
  
Since EIFS was still proposed for the entrance feature, the front facade would 
remain 77% primary materials as in the previous proposal, which was a bit short of 
the 80% requirements, while the remaining three facades would be 100% primary 
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materials. 
  
Ritenour said he appreciated the meeting between Hooks, Halverson, and the 
architect. The applicant’s representative thanked Halverson and Hooks as well. 
  
Kriz recalled that Halverson expressed displeasure with the color of the awning at 
the last meeting. Halverson said he was listing those concerns at the meeting with 
J.Alexander’s team, and they stopped him and showed the new design, which 
Halverson said was much stronger than the previous design. He was not entirely 
pleased with it, but it was a move in the right direction. He told Kriz he did not have 
concerns about the tower elements and the materials. 
  
Kriz said he liked the design, and Allen commented on the extreme difference 
between this and Smokey Bones. 
  
Ritenour expressed his long-standing dislike of painted brick but said he was glad it 
was a warm, not bright, white. It would set a good example for redevelopment 
throughout the city. 
  
Kriz moved to approve the Building Elevation Modifications, J Alexander's, 100 
Market Place Blvd. Halverson seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 

3. Landscape Plan, Residence Inn, 400 World Drive 
 Based on the amount of new impervious surface area of 39,984 square feet, which 

did not include the existing parking lot, the landscape ordinance required a 
minimum of 120 caliper inches of canopy trees and 80 caliper inches of understory 
trees. The proposal was for 126 inches of canopy trees and 84 inches of 
understory trees, Hook said. 
  
A large variety of plant material was proposed, but none of the trees were native to 
the eastern United States, although the trees were well-adapted to this area. Hooks 
included photos of the ornamental trees that were proposed and said the owner’s 
intention was to create an ornamental landscape. She indicated the magnolia and 
the arborvitae that would be used for screening. Other than the screening trees and 
the canopy trees in the parking lot islands, the remaining trees would be 
ornamentals. 
  
Aside from not using natives, which was not in the landscape ordinance at this 
time, staff was of the opinion that the plan met the requirements. 
  
Landscape architect Scott Young represented the applicant. He said magnolias 
were native plants, and agreed that the majority were adapted, but not native. 
  
Allen said he liked this plan. Halverson asked about a photo of an unusual plant 
that would be used, and Young told him it was a weeping blue atlas cedar that 
would grow up to 15 feet high and would be used for screening things like power 
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boxes and generators. 
  
Kriz said he would have liked to have seen more native plants and asked what the 
other Commissioners thought. 
  
Halverson had no comments, and Allen said this was a good example of a specific 
situation where natives might not be the best choice. Here, he said, they were 
obviously going for a particular look and randomly picking trees just because they 
were natives might not be the best choice. 
  
Ritenour asked if there was any opportunity to substitute a like native species, 
although he did see what the design was trying to do. He noted that using natives 
was not a City requirement, though. He asked Young if he would be open to that 
and referred him to staff’s listing of native species. Young said they could 
investigate, although he was concerned about delays, and Hooks said she could 
look over any substitutions without the plan coming back to the Commission. 
  
Another person with the applicant said he had been a landscaper his entire career 
and felt that natives were not always the best choice. Right now, there was a trend 
to use native plants, but they were not always suitable. Ritenour said he 
understood that and wanted substitutions only if they would fit the design.      
  
Young added that he would be willing to use natives if possible, but sometimes 
they were difficult to find. Not many nurseries were set up for that. Ritenour again 
said the Planning Commission did not want to handcuff them but would like to see 
natives if possible. 
  
Bob Patel from Residence Inn said the idea behind this landscaping was to set up 
a “wow” factor for guests and asked the Commission to keep an open mind. 
  
Kriz said he understood that they wanted the property to be striking but didn’t think 
asking them to replace 10 to 15% of the trees with natives would be too much. 
  
Allen wondered why the Planning Commission was pushing so hard for native 
plants. He thought they had a really nice idea here and didn’t want to squash it. 
  
Kriz recalled that Liotta had said natives had a better chance of growing and 
remaining healthy over the long term. He liked the idea proposed here, but a few 
natives would promise successful growth into the future. Maybe they needed an 
expert to come in and talk to them about the benefits and drawbacks of natives. 
  
Ritenour again said it was not their intention to limit what they could do, saying he 
knew it would be incredible. He just asked them to see if there was a comparable 
native species they could use. 
  
Hooks asked if they were speaking of just trees or trees, shrubs, ground covers, 
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and everything? Currently, they only looked at trees, she remarked.  Ritenour said 
he thought they should look at all of them. 
  
Kriz moved to approve the landscape plan for Residence Inn, 400 World Drive with 
the condition that the applicant try to replace, to the extent possible, non-native 
species with like or similar native species if available. Allen seconded. Motion 
carried unanimously. 

Workshop Items 
The next meeting would be on August 25, followed by a meeting of the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) Steering Committee. 
  
There being no further business, Kriz moved to adjourn. Halverson seconded. Motion 
carried unanimously.   
 
 
 
  
  

______________________________________ 
Martha Barksdale, Recording Secretary 

_______________________________________ 
Scott Ritenour, Chairman 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Shayla Reed, Planning Director 
  

    
DATE: August 25, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: Consider a Text Amendment to the Land Development Ordinance, 

Article XI - Vegetation Protection and Landscape Requirements 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff has provided the following information for discussion. 
  
Discussion: 
Following the August 11, 2025 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning and 
Development team met with the city’s Urban Forestry Program Manager and developed 
the list below for potential Invasive Plants. Staff is prepared to review the list and 
discuss any potential edits. 
 
Proposed Invasive Plant Species 
 
The following plants shall not be installed in development projects that require a 
landscape plan review: 
Common Name Scientific Name 
Asian Wisteria Wisteria Sinensis, Wisteria Floribunda 

Autumnberry  Elaeagnus Umbellata  

Bamboo   Pyllostachys Spp. 

Bigleaf Periwinkle Vinca Major 

Callary/Bradford Pear Pyrus Calleryana 

Burning Bush Euonymus Alatus 

Bush Honeysuckle Lonicera Maackii, Lonicera 
Fragrantissima   

Chinese Privet Ligustrum Sinense 

Chinese Wisteria  Wisteria Sinensis  

Creeping Euonymus Euonymus Fortunei   
 
English Ivy Hedera Helix 
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Heavenly Bamboo Nandina Domestica  

Japanese Honeysuckle Lonicera Japonica 

Kudzu   Pueraria Montana 

Littleleaf Periwinkle Vinca Minor 

Mimosa, Silktree Albizia Julibrissin 

Multiflora Rose Rosa Multiflora 

Privet Species, All  Ligustrum Spp.  

Sericea Lespedeza Lespedeza Cuneata 

Shrubby Lespedeza Lespedeza Bicolor 
 
Tree-Of-Heaven   Ailanthus Altissima 

 
Native Plant Species 
 
Please refer to the link below for a comprehensive list of native plants identified by 
Athens-Clarke County, located here. 
 
Relative Ordinances 
 
Article XI. - Vegetation Protection and Landscape Requirements 
 
DIVISION 4. - Tree Protection on Public Property 
  
Budget Impact:  
  
Attachments: 
None  
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Planning Commission 
   

FROM: Lora Hooks, Senior Planner 08/20/2025 
Shayla Reed, Planning Director  
  

    
DATE: August 25, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: Concept Plat Modifications, Rockaway Townhomes, 201 Rockaway 

Rd 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Staff is of the opinion the proposed plan modifications meet the City ordinances and 
development standards. 
  
Discussion: 
The project known as Rockaway Townhomes is located at 201 Rockaway Road. The 
property was rezoned to LUC-20 in 2007. The approved master plan included the 
Somberby development on the northwest side of Rockaway Road as well as 30 age-
restricted condominiums on the southeast side. City Council approved an amendment 
to the zoning conditions for the LUC-20 district in July 2020 that included the following: 

• Removing the age restriction on units 
• Removing the curb-cut alignment condition 
• Modifying the 50-foot landscape buffer requirement on Rockaway Road 

 
In addition to removing the age restriction condition, the condition that requires the curb 
cuts on Rockaway Road to align with each other was also removed. This alignment is 
not possible due to a high-tension power line pole that is located directly across from 
the Somerby entrance. 
 
Finally, the amendment included a modification to the landscaping in the 50-foot buffer 
required along Rockaway Road. The property has a 100-foot power easement located 
along the Rockaway Road frontage. The easement does not allow the planting of trees 
or other vegetation that could hinder vehicular access to the utilities. In addition, the 
property owner is not permitted to raise the ground level with berms, thereby reducing 
the ground clearance required for high-tension power lines. 
 
The original concept plat for Rockaway Townhomes was approved in October of 2020 
with the following approval conditions: 
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• The final design and location of the subdivision entrance shall be reviewed and 
approved by the city engineer as the site plan development progresses. 

• A landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the Planning 
Commission prior to issuing any Certificates of Occupancy for the residential 
units. 

 
The curb cut shown on the concept plat was shown to the north of the Somerby 
entrance. The engineering department still had concerns about the curb cut location 
and had approved the plan with the condition that the final location would be 
determined during the construction plan process. 
 
Since the approval of the conceptual plat, the project has been slow to move forward. 
The developer met with the City Manager and the City Engineer to discuss a proposal 
for a new access road from Rockaway Road to Meade Field that would include a curb 
cut into the new subdivision. The road will be located to the south of the proposed 
development on a parcel that the City gained through a land swap with the developer. 
 
The City Engineer prefers the re-design of the development access due to the fact it will 
eliminate a curb cut on Rockaway Road. Access to Meade Field and access for the 
townhomes are combined into one vs. two separate cuts and the new road will be close 
to aligning with the entrance to Somerby across Rockaway Road, both of which are a 
positive change from a traffic perspective. 
 
Since this is a significant change to the approved concept plat, staff felt the revised plan 
should be presented to the Planning Commission for a new approval. Aside from the 
change in site access, the remaining site layout is very similar to the original plat. 
  
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impacts associated with this request. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Zoning Map 
2. Approved Conceptual Plat 
3. Revised Site Plan 
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The Drawings, Specifications and other documents

prepared by Moore Bass Consulting, Inc. (MB) for

this Project are instruments of MB for use solely

with respect to this Project and, unless  otherwise

provided, MB shall be deemed the author of these

documents and  shall retain all common law,

statutory and other reserved rights, including the

copyright.
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SITE LEGEND

24" CURB AND GUTTER

SITE SUMMARY
27.8± AC (1,210,968.00± S.F.)TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

NUMBER OF LOTS
DENSITY
VEHICULAR USE AREAS
POWERLINE EASEMENT AREA
TOTAL OPEN SPACE

30 LOTS
1.08 UNITS/AC
0.75 AC (32,547 SF)

25.95 AC (1,130,655 SF)
3.01 AC (131,052 SF)

SWM AREA
MINIMUM FLOOR AREA
MAX BLDG HEIGHT

0.67 AC (29,328 SF)

4 STORIES (3 + GARAGE)
1,500 SF

PARKING REQUIRED 60 SPACES (2 PER LOT)
PARKING PROVIDED 95 SPACES (3/UNIT + 5 GUEST)

SITE NOTES:
1. ON SITE STRIPING AND OTHER PAVEMENT MARKINGS WILL BE PAINTED WITH TWO COATS OF PAINT,

NON-THERMOPLASTIC. STRIPE WIDTHS WILL BE 5 INCHES, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS IN
GDOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL BE THERMOPLASTIC. PAVEMENT MARKINGS WITHIN CITY ROW SHALL CONFORM TO CITY OF
PEACHTREE CITY SPECS.

2. ALL DIMENSIONS AND RADII ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO
BUILDINGS ARE TO THE OUTSIDE  FACE OF THE BUILDING.

3. ALL HANDICAP ACCESSIBLE RAMPS, WALKS, SIGNAGE, AND STRIPING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AMERICANS
WITH DISABILITY ACT (ADA) REQUIREMENTS AND THE STATE OF GEORGIA BARRIER FREE CODE.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH PROPOSED PAVEMENTS TO EXISTING PAVEMENT IN BOTH GRADE AND ALIGNMENT.
GRADE TRANSITIONS WHERE PAVEMENT JOINS WILL BE AT A RATE OF NO MORE THAN 2% PER 5 FEET.

5. SHOULDER CROSS SLOPES BEHIND CURB & GUTTER SHALL NOT EXCEED 14 INCH PER FOOT OR 2.00% FOR MIN 2'.
6. TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES ARE REQUIRED TO BE INSTALLED FOR ALL CITY AND COUNTY ROAD INTERSECTIONS AND FOR

DEVELOPMENTS WHICH ARE LOCATED IN AREAS OF HIGH TRAFFIC VOLUME.
7. RADII ARE TO BE 5' UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

PAVING NOTE:
1. PAVING WITHIN CITY-OWNED ROAD SHALL CONFORM TO

CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS. SEE SHEET C702

GEORGIA POWER EASEMENT

MULTI-USE PAVING

Page 18 of 18


	1. Call to Order
	2. Pledge of Allegiance
	3. Announcements
	4. Presentations - None
	5. Public Comment
	1. Public Comment is Postponed

	6. Agenda Changes
	7. Minutes
	1. Planning Commission Meeting August 11, 2025
	08-11-25 PC Minutes


	8. Old Agenda Items
	1. Consider a Text Amendment to the Sign Ordinance, C
	2. Consider a Text Amendment to revise land use regul
	3. Consider a Text Amendment to the Land Development 
	Memorandum


	9. New Agenda Items
	1. Concept Plat Modifications, Rockaway Townhomes, 20
	Memorandum
	Zoning Map
	Approved Conceptual Plat
	Revised Site Plan


	10. Public Hearings - None
	11. Member/Staff Topics
	12. Adjourn



