
AGENDA 
 

PEACHTREE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
November 11, 2019 

7:00 P.M. 
 

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

 
I. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

II. Additions or Deletions 
 

III. Announcements and Reports 
 

IV. Approval of Minutes 
Planning Commission Meeting Oct. 21, 2019 

 
V. Public Hearings 

None 
 

VI. Old Agenda Items 
 10-19-01 Consider Hampton Inn elevations (300 Westpark Drive) 
   

VII. New Agenda Items 
11-19-01 Consider South-Tree office/warehouse landscape plan (201 Prospect 

Park) 
 
11-19-02 Consider South 74 Complex Building 300 landscape plan (629 S 

Highway 74) 
 
11-19-03 Consider medical office building conceptual site plan (117 Lexington 

Circle) 
 
11-19-04 Consider Everton Phase 7 - Creekside subdivision conceptual plat 

(MacDuff Parkway) 
 
11-19-05 Consider Laurel Brooke mixed use development conceptual plat & 

plan (Petrol Point & Tivoli Gardens) 
 

VIII. Workshop Items 
None scheduled 

 
 

NOTE:  This agenda may change at any time up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. 
To automatically receive notices of future Planning Commission meetings and workshops,  

please visit the City’s website at www.peachtree-city.org and access Online Services. 

http://www.peachtree-city.org/
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Peachtree City Planning Commission  
Meeting Minutes  
October 21, 2019 

7:00 p.m.  
 
The Peachtree City Planning Commission met Monday, October 21, 2019, at City Hall for a special 
called meeting. Chairman  Frank Destadio presided. Other Planning Commissioners present were Paul 
Gresham, Michael Link, and Scott Ritenour.  Planning and Development Director Robin Cailloux, 
Planner Chandra Wright, and Recording Secretary Martha Barksdale also attended.  
 
Announcements and Reports 
Destadio noted that Mayor Vanessa Fleisch was present. 
 
Destadio commended former Planning Commissioners Lisa Ann Curtis and JT Rabun, whose terms had 
just expired. He said he appreciated their expertise and contributions to the Planning Commission's 
work. Destadio went on to congratulate Ritenour, formerly the alternate member, on being appointed 
as a voting member to the Planning Commission.  Destadio noted there were still two vacancies, for a 
voting member and an alternate member, but he anticipated those positions being filled by the 
Planning Commission's November meeting.   
 
Gresham nominated Destadio to serve another year as Planning Commission Chairman. Link 
seconded. Motion carried 3-0, with Gresham abstaining. 
 
Destadio nominated Gresham to serve as Vice Chairman. Link seconded. Motion carried 4-0.  
 
Approval of Minutes  
Planning Commission Meeting  September 9, 2019  
Both Destadio and Link were absent from this meeting, which meant there was no quorum present that 
could vote on the minutes. Destadio tabled action until the next meeting.   
 
Public Hearings 
PH-19-07 Consider rezoning of 9.86 acres, undeveloped property on Petrol Point and                         
  Tivoli Garden, Tax Parcels 071816002 and 0718083, from GC (General Commercial), and 
  OI, (Office Institutional), to LUC, (Limited Use Commercial)   
Destadio opened the public hearing.  
 
Cailloux explained that this property was a combination of parcels and presented a zoning map with 
the property outlined in yellow. She pointed to SR 54, Robinson Road, and Peachtree Parkway, as well 
as Stevens Entry and Petrol Point, which became Tivoli Gardens at the curve. The 1.5 acres of 
commercial property was zoned GC on Petrol Point. The remaining property was zoned OI, and it 
surrounded a two-story, older office building, and was adjacent to The Campus, which was a private 
school, and a former day care building that had been converted to office use. A NAPA Auto Parts 
store was next to the property on Petrol Point, and Brandon's Package Store was at the corner of Petrol 
Point and SR 54. The property backed up to commercial property on Shakerag Hill that was zoned LUC-
27, but was mostly office, Cailloux explained. Also nearby was the development on SR 54 with Waffle 
House and Chin Chin, among other businesses. This property also backed up to a City greenbelt. 
Cailloux pointed to Robinson Wood Estates and Whitfield Farms subdivisions in the vicinity.  
 
Destadio asked about the width of the green space between the commercial and residential, and 
Cailloux told him, based on a rough estimate, it was about 50 to 75 feet.  
 
The Future Land Use map called for commercial use in the front, and office in the rear, Cailloux related.    
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The applicant's Master Plan called for 11 mixed-use commercial lots on the commercially zoned parcel 
and up to 35 single-family lots and a Bed and Breakfast on the property now zoned for office use. 
Cailloux presented photographs provided by the applicant that showed the types of buildings 
proposed for the commercial area. The office buildings would have the possibility of having residential 
space on the second floor. These 10 buildings would be about 1,500 to 2.000 square feet total. The 11th 
building would be about 5,000 square feet, with a coffee shop or deli on the ground floor, and offices 
on the second floor.  
 
The residential area would include narrow single-family home lots, similar to those at the entrance to 
the North Cove development, and the applicant had said they would mimic some of the homes in 
North Cove. There would also be some wider lots with larger homes.  
 
Cailloux noted that the topography along the greenbelt was rather steep, with grades of 8% to 12%.  
She said the intent was to get the maximum grade to 8% because that was the most large trucks could 
handle. The wider lots would be along the part of the street with this steep grade.  
 
The applicant proposed a bed and breakfast as part of the development, and Cailloux pointed out 
the location, in a rear corner. It would not be like a typical bed and breakfast in an older home, but a 
group of six cottages between 400 to 600 square feet, perhaps with kitchenettes, but not full kitchens. 
The kitchen for the breakfast part of the business would be in a community hall. The community hall 
would be available to the remainder of the development for their use, such as for meetings or parties.  
 
Destadio noted that this was an interesting approach, and Cailloux replied that it reminded her of 
Barnsley Gardens or Serenbe. 
 
Staff considered six criteria when looking at rezoning applications, Cailloux explained, using them to 
help guide the process. The first asked if the proposal was in conformity with the policy and intent of 
the land use plan. The City’s Future Land Use map did not include a mixed-use category, although 
Cailloux said she hoped they could look at adding one in the future. She said she tried to compare it to 
the predominant uses. Commercial was proposed for the front part of this property, which did conform 
with the Future Land Use. The rear portion was mostly residential, except for the bed and breakfast, 
and not office uses, so it did not comply.  
 
Staff  identified seven applicable Comprehensive Plan policies:  
 
• Discourage any “strip-type” commercial development, which Cailloux said they were doing by 
proposing this unique office/commercial park. 
 
• Develop based on the village concept and utilize the “step down” practice in which there was a 
regression from higher density [housing] close to the village center to lower density farther away from 
the center 
This property was in the original Glenloch Village center. Staff had reviewed the zoning and plans 
dating back to the 1970s, she related, and this area was zoned commercial since before 1972 and 
intended to be the commercial center. The zoning stepped down to office use, which ringed the 
commercial area. From that, you would want to step down to more intense residential, which would 
be the General Residential (GR) zoning district. This district was unique in that it could allow for 
development of duplexes, single family homes, or even multi-family apartments. If a number followed 
the GR, it meant that was the maximum number of units allowed per acre. If no number followed the 
GR, the maximum number of units per acre was 25. In this area, some GR had been developed into 
multi-family residential, while other portions were zoned that way, but had not been developed that 
way. There were duplexes, smaller lot residential, as well as standard residential development. From 
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there, the zoning should move on to allow smaller lot residential, with residential development on larger 
lots encircling the entire area. Here, Cailloux pointed out, a greenbelt separated the office area from 
the residential. She noted that access to the existing residential was from Robinson Road and not 
through the road network on the property they were discussing. She said the greenbelt was probably 
why the intensity of use dropped so dramatically from office to single-family residential. It skipped 
several steps.  
 
Destadio asked if this property should have been zoned commercial because it was the village center, 
and Cailloux said it was zoned that way originally. She noted that this property appeared annually on 
her list of the city's undeveloped commercial and office properties. All of those properties had 
something so challenging about them that kept them from being developed according to their 
zonings. The reasons here were the challenging topography and the lack of visibility from a major road. 
  
• Work towards reducing the tax burden on the residents by shifting the tax base towards industrial and 
commercial users 
This proposal complied with this policy in some areas, such as the hotel/motel tax that would be 
brought in through the bed and breakfast, but in some areas, it did not comply. Therefore, Cailloux 
stated, Staff did not offer an opinion because the split was 50/50.  
 
• Provide a broad range of housing opportunities for size, price point, and intended users 
This proposal introduced a different type of housing style than was currently available in the immediate 
area, Cailloux reported. 
 
• Encourage alternative modes through the multi-use path system and connections 
The applicant proposed to connect to the existing multi-use path in the greenbelt at two or three 
locations. Cailloux added that there was a path system that connected the Shakerag Hill area through 
the greenbelt and this property to get to the street system. If you were in Shakerag, the church, or 
Robinson Woods Estates, in order to get to Eastbrook, you currently had to go down to come back up. 
This would provide a new connection that shortened the distance.  
 
• Continue to require developers to provide necessary infrastructure in their developments, which 
Cailloux said the developer would do.    
  
The second and third criteria asked if the proposed use would be negatively impacted by or have 
negative impacts on surrounding uses. The commercial uses would have no negative impacts on or 
from the proposed uses, she noted, and residential uses were typically considered compatible with 
residential. None of the proposed uses would affect the surrounding properties' ability to continue using 
their land.   
 
The fourth criteria asked them to consider it the land had reasonable economic use as currently zoned, 
and Cailloux pointed out that it had remained undeveloped for more than 30 years. Based on that, 
coupled with the steep topography and the lack of visibility, there could be a strong argument that 
the office zoning did not allow reasonable economic use.  
 
Would the proposal cause a burden to the public infrastructure and services? The traffic impact was 
one of the issues that came up during the Planning Commission's earlier charrette. Cailloux said she 
used her experience to predict what the impact would be if these properties were developed as 
proposed. The numbers came from a trip generation formula used by engineers, based on surveys 
from across the nation.  
 
Destadio clarified that no official traffic study had been done. Cailloux said the ordinance did not 
require a traffic study for something of this small scale. Destadio said it was not required at this point, 
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but would be if City Council approved it. Cailloux told him it was possible that Council could require a 
traffic study as a condition for rezoning, but the ordinance did not. They had seen traffic studies for 
other sites where there were concerns over traffic, Destadio remarked, but Cailloux pointed out that 
those were much larger impact developments than this, such as 400 apartment units versus 35 single-
family homes.  
 
Cailloux showed trip generation figures for the property as currently zoned and for it as proposed. She 
said she used an 8,000 square foot auto parts store as a business for  the 1.5 acres currently zoned 
General Commercial. That generated about 440 daily trips. For the office portion, she looked at an 
existing development on Shakerag Hill that contained seven one-story office buildings of 8,000 square 
feet, for a total of 56,000 square feet. She said she assumed half of it would be for medical use 
because that's what they were seeing in the community—medical offices going in commercial 
spaces.  That would generate around 1,260 daily trips. Therefore, if the land were developed as 
currently zoned, it would generate 1,700 daily trips.  
 
The proposed use included 10 small and one medium size commercial spaces, totaling 19,000 square 
feet. Using the formula of 10 trips per thousand square feet, that would generate the 190 daily trips. 
Cailloux remarked there was a much different trip generation between large and small scale retail 
development. The proposed coffee shop/deli would generate 224 daily trips, while the single-family 
homes and the bed and breakfast would have about 374 trips. Based on the formula, there would be 
about 788 daily trips for the entire development as proposed.  
 
Given the fact that the proposal generated about half the traffic that could potentially go on the 
property, and that did not consider that it could be something like assisted living which would result in 
a much higher trip generation, Staff concluded that it would be no greater than if the property was 
developed as currently zoned.  
 
The developer provided letters from the utilities that there would be capacity to handle this. In the 
charrette, one of the neighbors mentioned that low water pressure was a problem in the area, which 
had been confirmed by a water pressure test. They were proposing a loop system to improve not only 
the pressure for this property, but for the ones around it as well. Cailloux said it might not improve the 
resident's specific problem, but, in general, it should improve pressure on Stevens Entry and Petrol Point. 
Destadio asked if Fayette County Water did the water pressure test, and Cailloux said it did.  
 
They used the Board of Education's numbers from last year to determine the impact on schools and 
found that this development would have a low impact on the system, generating seven elementary 
students, four middle school students, and six high school students.  
 
The sixth criteria asked if there were other changing conditions that would impact this property, and 
Staff was not aware of any.  
 
Based on this, Cailloux summarized, Staff was of the opinion that the proposal met many of the criteria 
for rezoning and, should the Planning Commission recommend approval, Staff asked that they include 
a list of conditions to codify the proposal into an ordinance form. Those recommendations included a 
statement that the bed and breakfast cottages should be considered part of the bed and breakfast 
and could not be sold as individual residences. Another stipulated that there be adequate parking.  
 
Destadio said they would discuss those with the applicant.  
Attorney Tom Lacy represented the applicant, Doug Feller of Feller Holdings, who was present to 
answer any questions the Commissioners might have. Lacy said he couldn't improve on Cailloux's 
description, but added that they believed this was a good project and hoped the Commission would 
recommend approval to the City Council. Lacy stated that this was a local project that put  
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aesthetically pleasing and economically beneficial development on a piece of property that had lain 
dormant for the last 30 years.  
 
Destadio asked if anyone was present to speak in support of this development. Charlie Nelson, 
publisher of The Peachtree City Magazine and The Guide to Peachtree City, said his office was at 101 
Tivoli Gardens, across the street from one of the proposed development's entrances. This development 
would be a great addition to the area, he remarked, and he said he could not see that it would 
generate much additional traffic or cause other problems. No one else wished to speak in favor of the 
proposal, and Destadio asked who wished to speak in opposition.  
 
Fozia Khan Eskew, a Glenloch resident, said she appreciated the work that had been done to look into 
the water issue, but she was concerned about the traffic. Her home was on Hunter's Halt, off Stevens 
Entry. She said she just did not see where all the traffic would go. There was no connection proposed to 
Robinson Road, Eskew noted, adding that Robinson Road could not handle much additional traffic in 
any case. She also wondered about water runoff, considering the steep grade of the land. She 
commented that she didn't understand the concept of the bed and breakfast. Eskew also noted that 
the soccer fields at Glenloch generated a lot of traffic in the area on the weekends. She mentioned 
the need for affordable workforce housing in Peachtree City and said she was worried about the 
disparity between the homes in this proposal and the duplexes in the area. She concluded by saying 
this was a quiet, undeveloped area, and she would like to see it preserved in that state. 
 
A  resident of 204 Woodland Drive told the Commission she was concerned about tree cutting on the 
property. She also mentioned she had heard it would be a gated community and did not understand 
how the path could be used to cut across if access was limited.  
 
Geary Kent of 205 Woodland Drive commented that the watershed was important to consider. There 
were wet weather creeks on the property that had eroded, and there was also exposed sewer lines. 
These issues would need to be addressed, he stated. Kent noted that sewer would be available to this 
new development, but his neighborhood did not have access to sewer when it was built.  
 
Dave Colwell of 114 Forest View said they had been told there would be a three-story condo in this 
development, backing up to the cart path and greenbelt. He said he did not feel that would be 
appropriate for this parcel. No one else wished to speak, and Destadio closed the public hearing.  
 
Link asked Feller if he had been in touch with the community about this project. Feller told him they 
had talked with the neighbors whose property backed up to the development, but that he hadn't met 
with all of the surrounding property owners. He heard nothing against it from the homeowners he spoke 
with, and the commercial property owners also supported him.  
 
Link asked Cailloux if the City had heard from any of the neighbors, and she told him they hadn't heard 
from anyone, adding that they hoped this public hearing would allow them to voice their questions 
and concerns.  Destadio recalled that contacting the community was one of the issues raised during 
September's charrette. He told Feller he would have thought he would try to reach out to the 
community by perhaps posting a notice saying he would be available to meet at the Waffle House 
with anyone who was interested. Destadio asked Feller if he really felt reaching out to a handful of 
people at the back was sufficient. 
 
Feller told Destadio he did feel that was sufficient, adding that this public hearing was the appropriate 
time to talk to people and have an open discussion. He said he tried to talk to people who would have 
an immediate and direct impact, but he did not know how far Destadio wanted him to reach. Feller 
continued that he had done lots of rezonings and sometimes people came from 20 miles away to 
oppose things, even if they had no impact on them. 
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Ritenour noted that he once worked off Eastbrook Bend and was familiar with this area. He asked 
about signals at intersections with SR 54. Cailloux said there was a signal at Stevens Entry. There was not 
one at Petrol Point, but it was full access. The City had done an access management study on SR 54, 
and Petrol Point was identified as having a higher ratio of accidents to users, and the accidents that 
occurred there had a higher injury rate than at controlled intersections. The City was looking at 
installing an R-cut for the intersection, which would limit access.  
 
Ritenour asked Feller why there was no true greenspace, except for mini-parks, with room for only a 
bench. Was any planned? Feller told him that Glenloch was right down the street, plus, in 
developments such as North Cove, pools and tennis courts were not wanted by residents. Peachtree 
City had so many great areas of greenspace already, Feller pointed out, noting there was a 
renovated swimming pool and a new splash pad just down the way at Glenloch.  
 
Ritenour said he was concerned about golf carts cutting through the development because of the 
smaller streets and the incline. According to Feller, they developed one proposal where they added a 
cart path behind the detention area, which was flat, but then learned the City did not want any more 
cart paths that they would have to maintain. He said he still would be willing to build a path, but had 
been told the City wanted to utilize the streets where possible.   
 
Destadio asked about the condominium building, and Feller told him that had been removed from the 
plans for now, replaced with single-family homes. If they had wanted a condominium building, they 
would have had to come to the City and ask that the moratorium on multi-family development be 
lifted, Feller noted. Destadio said he believed the moratorium had a sundown clause and asked Feller 
if he intended to come back later and seek it. Feller said the condo plans would depend on the 
market. A change like that would have to come through rezoning, Cailloux pointed out. 
 
Destadio noted that he read in the minutes from the charrette that there was concern about clear 
cutting, which had been an issue in several other areas over the past few months, including in the 
MacDuff area. As a civil engineer, he said he understood the need for clear cutting trees at times. He 
noted that most of the trees on this site were pines, but said most people didn't understand that they 
would be replacing them with other trees.  
 
Feller and Destadio agreed that you couldn't build through the trees. Feller added that certain things 
with grading had to be done. The current plan, he continued, was not to clear cut the whole property 
at one time. The 1.5 acres next to NAPA Auto Parts, currently zoned GC, would be cut all at once, but 
they intended to just cut the land for the roads in the residential section, currently zoned OI. They 
would have to see if that would work out. They had an extensive landscape plan, and Feller told the 
Commissioners that Jim Strickland, the developer of North Cove, ended up cutting every tree off the 
site. He didn't start out with that intention, but it was required. What he planted back, Feller said, were 
large caliper trees, and they intended for this neighborhood to mimic North Cove. They did not intend 
to clear cut the whole area, but every pine tree would probably come out. They would be bringing in 
very large trees.  
 
How they would handle the steep grades on the property was next on Destadio's list of concerns. He 
said the minutes mentioned ''San Francisco-style'' homes on the steep streets. This all related to some of 
the comments about drainage and run-off, Destadio noted. Although they were not there to talk 
about the site, just the zoning, he asked Feller to explain a little about how they would handle the 
grades. 
 
Feller reported that only one section had a steep grade. It started at lot 19 and ran to lot 23 and was 
an 8% grade. The homes on those lots would have side walk-out basements. A flat grade could be 



Planning Commission Minutes 
October 21, 2019 

Page 7 

achieved on the remainder of the lots. The bottom part would have a slight grade, as well as the area 
of one of the retention ponds. That was a perfect area for the retention pond, since the land had a 
natural slope.  
 
Destadio asked Feller if he felt he had adequately covered all the water drainage issues that residents 
had addressed in their comments. Feller said he felt they had, and noted that if they developed the 
entire area as commercial, they would create more runoff that residential would. The runoff would be 
worse, and the traffic also would be worse, he remarked. 
 
Did this meet the City's standard of a 75/25 ratio?, Destadio asked, and Cailloux replied that it was 25% 
commercial and 75% residential.   
 
Replying to the citizen's comment, Feller told Destadio this development was never planned to be 
gated.  
 
Gresham clarified with Cailloux that the water system loop would be a developer expense, not the 
City's. He also noted that one of Staff's recommendations as a condition for approval stated that the 
developer would have to present a master sign program and have it approved by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Feller said they would comply with that. He also wanted to comment about the water issue, stating 
there was an 8-inch line along Stevens Entry, which was fed by a 20-inch line across SR 54. A six-inch 
line came off Stevens Entry onto Tivoli. It went to a four-inch line on Petrol Point and dead-ended at a 
fire hydrant by NAPA Auto Parts. The pressure was extremely low, he said, so low that if there was a fire 
in one of the buildings, the pressure would not be sufficient, according to the Fire Marshal. Feller said 
they were looking at putting in an eight-inch line all the way around. They might be able to tap into 
the six and go to the eight to loop around the entire development. That would add more pressure, he 
explained.  If the engineers and Fayette County water wanted an eight-inch line on Stevens Entry, they 
were willing to do that. This would improve the pressure on all the fire hydrants for everyone in the area. 
He noted that the lines were older and needed updating, as were the sewer lines. They were working 
with the Water and Sewer Authority (WASA) on improving those. All this work would be at the 
developer's expense, he noted.  
 
Destadio told Feller that he was on the water committee for the County, so he would bring this up. 
Feller said he had already talked with Matt Bergen. Destadio said this step down from eight to six to 
four was not uncommon in Fayette County. The County had a lot of water pressure issues, but he did 
not know they had it in Peachtree City.  
 
Destadio also noted that one of the main entrances would be off Petrol Point, and Cailloux added that 
the access management plan completed last year for SR 54 East called for an R-cut intersection there. 
Drivers who wanted to make a left onto SR 54 would have to circle around and go to the signal at 
Stevens Entry.  
 
The Planning Commissioners had no more comments or questions for Feller at that time.  
 
Destadio reopened the public hearing and asked Cailloux and the applicant if they wished to say 
anything else, and they declined. Nelson, who had spoken earlier, said he owned the building 
adjacent to the entrance on Tivoli Gardens and Prime Point. Golf cart traffic had been mentioned, 
and Nelson said he wanted to point out that more than 100 golf carts a day made trips to the school in 
the area. This would have much less impact than the school. 
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Lisa Miller of Robinson Woods Estates said their neighborhood held a meeting with one of the City 
Councilmen recently. The condominiums were their main concern, and she said she was glad to hear 
they were no longer part of the plan. Water runoff was a concern, and they wondered if an 
environmental study had been done. Miller mentioned that Cailloux said there would be a setback of 
50 to 75 feet along the bike path, but there were stakes within a foot of the bike path. She was 
concerned that the small homes would back right up to the path.  
 
Cailloux said it was not a 50- to 75-foot setback; that was how wide they believed the entire greenbelt 
was in that area. There was an ordinance prohibiting any structure, even a fence, from being five feet 
or less from the pavement. That was not the case everywhere, she acknowledged, but they enforced 
it on new construction. Here, they were looking at the rear yards for the proposed homes, with a 
setback of 10 feet from the property line, plus an additional distance to the path. 
 
Carol Colwell of Forest View showed where her home was, near the bed and breakfast, and said she 
was concerned that they could build within five feet of the cart path. Ten feet would be nothing, she 
said, noting that they enjoyed the greenspace. The golf cart traffic would be disruptive to those who 
lived there now. If it was not rezoned, she remarked, and a medical development came in, that would 
generate less traffic than a subdivision of families coming and going.   
 
Cailloux again said no one's house would be within five feet of the path. The path was close to the 
private property line. There would be no house backing up to the path. It would be similar to how the 
Centennial subdivision was after you crossed the SR 74 bridge. There might be someone's private fence 
near the path, but not their house or the bed and breakfast.  She said she didn't have an exact 
number of feet, but wanted to assure residents that it would be similar in feel to many parts of the City 
where the paths were behind people's houses, but a backyard was between the house and the path.  
 
Gresham and Cailloux again explained that there was a house, a backyard, then 50 to 75 feet of 
greenspace, with the path in that greenspace. The greenspace was public property and could not be 
disturbed. The path might not be exactly in the middle of the greenbelt, but it was in the greenbelt. 
 
Colwell said she couldn't understand the 50 feet. She and her husband walked along the path and 
had noticed that the underbrush and other plants had been removed. There was not 50 feet of 
greenspace. The white flags were about 10 feet from the path. They were painting a picture of a 
buffer, but that was not the case. 
 
Feller said they had done no clearing in the greenbelt. Cailloux noted there had been geo-technical 
testing, which required clearing in order to get the equipment in and move it around. There had been 
some underbrush thinning, but no soil disturbance. Feller said that was on their property, not in the 
greenbelt.   Most of the greenbelt, he added, was 75 to 100 feet, according to surveyors they had 
employed. Destadio asked if the stakes Colwell reported were part of the geo-tech survey, and Feller 
said they could be, but he did not know. He did know they had not cleared anything in the greenbelt.  
 
Another resident wanted to clarify for Colwell that the path in one spot came right up to Feller's 
property. Eskew returned to state that this showed the community had not had a chance to meet with 
the developer and learn about this project. Destadio said the developer seemed to have made an 
effort, and that was what this public hearing was for. She encouraged the developer to make more of 
an effort.  
 
Destadio pointed out that there would be another opportunity for the public voice their concerns. The 
Planning Commission would make a recommendation to the City Council, which would also hold a 
public hearing. He recommended that they talk to Feller that night and ask that someone visit their 
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home to talk to them. That way, when Feller went before City Council, he could assure them that he 
had addressed as many issues as possible. Destadio closed the public hearing.  
 
Gresham commended Feller for a well-developed plan and said he was glad he removed the large 
condominium building. The City needed more mixed-use developments such as this, and this was 
good use of this property. Ritenour said he would echo Gresham's comments. The condominiums were 
one of things that disturbed him in their previous conversations, so he was glad it was back to single-
family residences. This was an unusual and difficult area, so it was good to see development. 
 
Link said he was not crazy about the B&B, but he hoped it was successful. He added that he like most 
of the concept. 
 
Destadio noted that he was not present at the workshop, but he was disappointed about a couple of 
things. They had seen several proposals for multi-family developments that were beautiful, but not in a 
good location. He thought the City could use a good multi-family site somewhere, and he had 
commented several times that the east side of SR 54 would be a prime spot. He was encouraged to 
see that this would be multi-family, but now that it was not, he would anticipate seeing what would 
happen with the moratorium. He said he liked the concept, although, like Link, he did not believe the 
B&B would be beneficial, but he wished Feller luck. He noted that Peachtree City was a city of unique 
character, remarking that the restaurants were crowded all the time, so maybe they would use the 
B&B, too.  
 
He told Feller some of the citizens' concerns would come up again before the City Council, so he 
recommended again that he meet with the neighbors, so the City Council didn't have as much to go 
over as they had. He congratulated Feller and stated this was a good use of a piece of property that 
had been available for 30 years. It had some challenges, but good engineering and good 
development could turn around some of those issues.  
 
Gresham moved that they recommend to City Council that New Agenda item PH-19-07 be approved 
with the Staff recommendations.  Destadio then said he wanted to read the recommendations to 
ensure Feller's understanding. Feller stated that he was fine with the recommendations. 
 
Link seconded Gresham's motion. Motion carried unanimously.   
 
New Agenda Items 
10-19-01 Consider Hampton Inn elevations (300 Westpark Drive)  
Cailloux said this property was in the Westpark/Commerce Drive area. It was a two-story hotel built in 
1994, and the owners wanted to modernize the facade. The applicant had provided photos of the 
existing facade that showed a long, narrow building with a drive-under canopy at the main entrance, 
with other entrances indicated by red awnings. It had a stucco facade and a mansard roof that they 
were requesting to change.  
 
Using elevations provided by the applicant,  Cailloux pointed out that the sloped roof would be 
replaced and parapets added. The sloped roof over the canopy would be replaced with a flatter 
roof. They were adding an architectural element in a cobalt/navy blue color. There would be wood-
appearing panels to emphasize the main entrance and to accentuate the pedestrian entrances. Their 
paint color selection was a combination of neutral tones with an accent of a navy blue color. She said 
she hoped the applicant could point out where stone veneer would be utilized.  
 
Samir Shah said he purchased the hotel in 2010, with several other owners, and they were doing these 
renovations as part of their re-licensing effort with Hilton Hotels.  
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Architect Ranjit Banerjee said the main thrust of the renovation was to bring this hotel in line with the 
brand standard. Destadio asked if these were standard branding colors, and Banerjee said they were, 
adding they were designed to be fairly neutral. Hilton liked to set up what was called a ''blade wall'' 
with the darker blue, so anyone could recognize that was a Hampton Inn, he explained, The darker 
brown on the elevations indicated a wood panel that would be around all the entrances. Along the 
base, about three or four feet, would be a wainscot of stone veneer.  
 
Destadio asked what the veneer was made of, and Banerjee presented a sample for the 
Commissioners to examine. Destadio reminded them of the discussions in the past about faux 
materials.  
 
Banerjee explained that the stone veneer would be used in alternating bays around the facility and 
designed to match the bottom of the window sill as a decorative feature. Destadio asked what ran up 
to the facility now, just earth? Banerjee said the landscaping would be updated. There was a small 
landscaping strip around the building, and in some areas there would be sidewalk. Destadio wanted 
to know if water could splash up and dirty the building or if there was river rock in the areas that 
weren't landscaped. Banerjee said some areas had pine straw and mulch up against the building.  
Destadio confirmed that the wainscoting wouldn't be muddied up and asked about the height. 
Banerjee said it would be about three feet.  
 
Destadio mentioned the City's requirement that new structures visible from a major road be at least 
80% stone or brick on the front and 50% on the sides. He wondered if that applied here or would it be 
grandfathered in as originally built?  
 
Cailloux said that requirement was a ''should'' statement, and this board had made it clear that they 
would consider projects that did not meet that criteria, but they had to make a very good case. She 
normally told applicants they needed to have a strong case why they were not proposing that, and 
an existing facility would be a good case, in her opinion.  
 
Destadio asked why this was not mentioned in the Staff's report, and Cailloux said she thought she 
brought it up, then found the statement. Destadio apologized, saying he missed that.  
Did they know the percentage of stone being used on this building?, Gresham wondered. Cailloux 
said it was far less than the 50%, probably around 5% to 10%, considering you were looking at just three 
feet of the total height. The stone was not on every bay, either, Destadio pointed out.  
 
Shah agreed that it was less than 10%, but stated this was a prototype that Hilton Hotels had created, 
and they were not creating a new design. This was what was presented to all franchisees in cases of 
re-licensing.  
 
Gresham stated that he did a lot of work with prototypes around the country, so he understood that, 
but he often had to modify the prototype as required by the city. He acknowledged that it was a 
challenge, but since this was a ''shall'' and part of Peachtree City's restrictions, which called for at least 
80% stone, there should be an effort to conform. He said there was a small effort, but more was 
needed to meet the challenge of having a building that blended in. Requiring additional stone would 
have to be a condition to get his approval, Gresham noted.  
 
Cailloux asked if there was a percentage he was interested in trying to achieve, and Gresham replied 
that you needed to be able to see the stone or brick on a building in order for it to to look more 
substantial. He said he was not sure what the percentage would be. If all of the inset panels were stone 
or brick, he commented, it would be hard to meet the 80% requirement, but he would be content with 
half that, or about 40%. He wanted enough so you would see the stone or brick.  
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Shah said he was encountering a similar situation with a hotel he was building in Cartersville. It was 
achievable to meet a city's standards when you were building a brand new hotel, but more difficult in 
the case here, when they were doing what was called a ''product improvement plan'' required by 
Hilton for re-licensing. Their goal was to do as little as possible while creating the impression that the 
building was brand new. He said Fairfield Inn Suites on SR 54 had a similar concept to what they were 
proposing. 
 
Destadio said he brought this up because, while the ordinance said ''shall,'' he did not know the 
wainscoting was stone until the board's discussion. He said he encountered similar situations on Air 
Force bases where they didn't go by the branding requirements. He recalled one instance where 
McDonald's would not budge from their branding requirements, so they were not allowed to build. 
Burger King was more flexible and worked with the Air Force on a design. The Burger King that was built 
was successful. He appreciated that Shah was trying to meet the minimum requirements to do what 
Hilton wanted, but they were doing it in Peachtree City. He might have to go back to Hilton and tell 
them Peachtree City wanted more than just wainscoting  
 
Destadio asked Gresham if he saw any vertical elements that could be used to incorporate more 
stone. Gresham said the challenge of adding stone in a renovation were the weight and support 
issues. Destadio noted that this was just a veneer, but Gresham said it still had to attach. On this 
building there were a lot of horizontal areas that could be utilized, maybe even up to the top of the 
windows on the first floor as a continuous level of stone.  
 
Shah stated that putting stone all the way around would not add value. It only needed to be on the 
side with the main entrance. 
 
Gresham told him the recommendation read that it needed to be 80% on the front facade and 50% 
on the side. It did not address the back. Cailloux confirmed with him that stone on only the south 
facade, with the main entrance, would be fine. Gresham said the west side had high visibility, as well, 
so the south and west sides needed higher levels of stone. Shah said the west side was covered with 
trees, as was the east side. The value could be added, he stated, by looking at the south side.  
 
Gresham said he disagreed, based on driving by the building. You did see mainly the south facade, 
but you could see the west and east, too, from the side streets. As you approached the building, the 
facades blended into one another. He stated that this was more of a design decision. The Planning 
Commission could table this and ask Shah to bring back a new proposal after consulting with Staff to 
find a balance point. 
 
The key issue, Shah stated, was that the hotel was built in 1994; there were risk elements associated 
with adding the weight on the outer skin of the building. Those issues had to be considered from a 
design standpoint, he pointed out.  
 
Destadio asked if the color palette met the standards, and Cailloux said it did, using neutral or earth-
tone colors with no more than three predominant accent colors. Cailloux said she had pulled these 
colors up on her computer and found them acceptable. Banerjee showed samples of the colors to the 
Commissioners.  
 
Gresham said he always tended to go with the branded colors as much as possible.  
 
Gresham moved to table New Agenda item 10-19-01, Hampton Inn elevations, and have the 
applicant work with Staff to increase the amount of stone on the building in order to get closer to half 
the recommended amount. Ritenour seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  
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Destadio explained to Shah that by their tabling, not denying, his request, he could return to the 
Planning Commission more quickly with revised elevations.   
 
10-19-02 Consider Heritage Bank renderings (300 Finance Avenue)  
Cailloux said this was an unusual situation because other areas of the City had no restrictions on roof 
colors. She explained that Heritage Bank had just purchased this building in the Lexington Circle 
development. They wanted to replace the faded green roof. A condition of zoning for this property 
required that the owner obtain approval from the Planning Commission for a roof color not listed in the 
Lexington Circle Design Guidelines, which allowed for three metal roof colors:  Aged Bronze, Hartford 
Green, or Burgundy. The applicant provided a photo of another Heritage Bank with the roof they 
wanted, and Cailloux noted that it was not burgundy; it was bright red that matched the red in their 
logo. She said Staff had nothing upon which to evaluate this request; it was at the Planning 
Commission's discretion. 
 
Chris Thompson, a commercial lender with Heritage Bank, said Heritage had been busy with 
renovations since purchasing the building more than a year ago and hoped to open by the end of the 
year.  
 
Operations Manager Dondra Clark said the photo they submitted was of a Heritage Bank in 
McDonough. Red was their signature color, and Destadio asked if it was their brand. Clark pointed out 
the red flame that was above the letter ''I'' in their logo.  
 
Destadio noted that Lexington Circle had two or three different developers, adding that he thought 
there were different guidelines for different areas. Cailloux said the design guidelines applied to the 
zoning, so it didn't matter who owned which property. Cailloux recalled that when she first came to 
work for the City, the Mexican restaurant in Lexington Circle wanted to paint its building a chili red, but 
could not, due to the restrictions in paint colors.  She said Staff tried to hold to the ordinances when 
they existed. She was aware that one of the buildings in the development did not have a roof in a  
designated color. It was not a hunter green, but more of an olive green.  
 
Destadio mentioned the red awning at Bruster's. Cailloux said the color scheme was supposed to 
apply to the awnings as well as the roofs, according to the design guidelines.  
  
Since there was already red being used in the development, Destadio said he would recommend they 
allow them to go with the branding color for the roof. He said he liked the burgundy, but would not 
want to change the branding color, especially since there were already deviations from the 
guidelines. Guidelines were important, he went on, and they had had a number of issues arise while 
upholding them in various parts of the City. He mentioned Taco Mac, which painted its restaurant in 
non-compliant colors and had to re-do it.  
 
Gresham recused himself from the vote because his architectural firm was involved in this project.  
 
Link and Ritenour had no comments. Destadio moved that they approve use of the red color for the 
roof in New Agenda item 10-19-02,   Heritage Bank renderings. Link seconded. Motion carried 3-0-1, 
with Gresham abstaining. Cailloux informed the applicants that they did not need a permit for this roof. 
 
10-19-03 Consider McDonald’s restaurant landscape plan (709 Highway 54)  
Wright explained that the Axis Companies had submitted a landscape plan for the newly-renovated 
McDonald's on SR 54 East. The ordinance called for a 60-foot buffer along an arterial road, but this 
building was constructed in the 1980s, prior to that requirement, and the parcel was deemed legally 
non-conforming. They had about 20 to 30 feet of landscape buffer in front of the restaurant.  
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The amount of disturbed impervious surface was fairly small, Wright went on, about 6,300 square feet, 
so you didn't have a lot of trees that needed to be added. The calculations determined that about 19 
caliper inches of canopy trees must be provided, along with 13 caliper inches of understory trees. The 
plan designated about 3,300 square feet in the northeast quadrant for a tree save area. There were 
several specimen trees in that area, and they wanted to use that to reduce their requirements by 
about 3.6%. After that reduction, they would be required to have about 18 caliper inches of canopy 
trees and 12 inches of understory.   
 
The landscape plan showed four 2½-inch magnolias and about 39 dwarf Burford hollies to screen a 
bare area on the east side of the property. They wanted to keep the evergreen screen in the buffer 
area and provide no additional plantings. They intended to add some emerald arborvitaes and 
ornamental grasses where the playground formerly stood. There would be three crepe myrtles 
surrounded by heavenly bamboo, which Wright described as an interesting plant with four seasons of 
color. The remainder of the landscaping was primarily evergreen material. 
 
Given the amount of understory and canopy trees provided, this plan exceeded the City's 
requirements, with no alternatives for compliance needed. Wright said Staff recommended approval 
for this plan.  
 
A representative of Axis Companies, which was the engineering company for McDonald's, spoke on 
behalf of the applicant. The majority of the impervious area they replaced was in order to bring the 
property into compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and to replace an undersized 
grease trap. The front buffer served as a drainage area, he explained, and a good portion of it was 
covered in riprap. There was little area in which to add plantings.  
 
Destadio asked him if he was a landscape architect, and he replied that he was an engineer. 
Destadio asked if he was present for the property's last renovation, about five or so years ago, and he 
said he was and worked with the landscaping at that time. Destadio went to describe how he was 
dismayed to see crews cutting down four cherry trees on SR 54, just weeks after McDonald's had 
submitted an inadequate landscape plan to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission 
couldn't understand what was planned, so they tabled it and sent it back for further work with Staff. A 
short time later, Destadio said he was sitting in McDonald's and saw the crew begin to cut the beautiful 
trees, which were in bloom. Destadio described how he went out to try and stop them from cutting the 
last two, and the crew leader told him there was an approved landscape plan. Destadio told him that 
was not correct, but the crew kept on with their work. Destadio said there was some confusion if they 
had been given approval from the City or not.   
 
Destadio's point was that Chick-fil-A, next door to McDonald's, had four beautiful cherry trees on the 
side. He said McDonald's did the City a great disservice by cutting those cherry trees in front of its 
restaurant. If they wanted his recommendation, he would ask that they plant four cherry trees.  
 
Gresham asked where he wanted the cherry trees, and Destadio said along SR 54 in front, near the 
riprap that he said was difficult to plant trees in. Destadio said he liked the landscape plan. He 
approved of the way they were handling Dan Lakly Drive and thought the heavenly bamboo would 
be good. However, he would like to see those trees added, but they could get it approved without 
that if the other Commissioners agreed.  
 
Gresham said that in light of what happened previously, he would like to see the cherry trees 
replaced. He did understand the brand's desire to have a lot of visibility in the front, so he proposed 
that a couple of cherry trees be added to the planting area at the side. Ritenour said if they were in 
the corner, it would match the location of Chick-fil-A's trees on the other side.  
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Cailloux clarified the area they were talking about, suggesting they could substitute a cherry tree for 
the crepe myrtle planned there, then add a couple of cherry trees nearby.  
 
Ritenour stated that the cherry trees at Chick-fil-A were not in front of the building. Cailloux noted that 
Chick-fil-A had planted some overstory trees in an area where there was an evergreen hedge, and 
she would prefer that they not remove the hedge because it blocked the view of the grills of the cars  
parked there. If McDonald's mimicked Chick-fil-A's, that evergreen hedge would be lost. The 
suggestion of moving the cherries to the side was a nice solution. 
 
There was a difference in elevation between the two also, Ritenour commented. He said moving the 
trees to the side would match what was on the other side of the street. Destadio said he was willing to 
accept the Commissioners' comments. He just wanted the situation rectified.  
 
Wright asked if they were talking about one corner or both? Cailloux said just one. She said she would 
hesitate to add landscaping on the other side because the Georgia Department of Transportation 
(GDOT) would be altering the intersection. Ritenour said he was talking about the right-hand side 
where it would add some color back in, but not impact the sight line of the new building. 
 
Link said he liked the concept. Gresham moved to approve New Agenda item 10-19-03, McDonald's 
landscaping plan, contingent upon the addition of three cherry trees in the plan southeast corner of 
the lot. Link seconded. Motion carried 4-0.    
 
The applicant clarified that they could swap one crepe myrtle for a cherry tree, and Destadio said 
there would be three, not four, cherry trees to be added. 
 
 
10-19-04 Consider Chipotle restaurant landscape plan (102 City Circle)  
This plan was submitted by Gonzalez-Strength & Associates for the new Chipotle Mexican Grill. This 
parcel was in an LUC zone, so there were some specifics that differed from a General Commercial 
(GC) zoning, Wright noted. This parcel was along SR 54 and, typically, parcels along a main arterial 
road required a 60-foot landscape buffer. However, in this LUC zone, only 30 feet were required. This 
was the landscape plan for the second half of this parcel, which would house Chipotle. A Starbucks 
would be on the other half of the parcel.  
 
The buffer had to be disturbed because of an underground detention pond, but they had agreed to 
do some replanting, including replacing cherry trees and oaks. This was in line with the amendment to 
the ordinance, Wright noted. The total amount of impervious surface for this project gave them 82 
caliper inches of canopy trees and 55 caliper inches of understory trees. The applicant requested to 
use the Tree Fund alternative compliance option. They were providing 56% of the required caliper 
inches and wanted to make a donation to the Tree Fund equivalent to 15 understory trees and 11 
canopy trees.  
 
Wright said there were some maples in the landscape plan along the east side, and oaks on the north 
and south ends. They would provide some crepe myrtles in the corners and would screen the parking 
with evergreens.  
 
Given that the plan provided 56% of the required inches, along with their willingness to deposit the 
required amount in the Tree Fund, and that they were meeting the sections of the ordinance requiring 
screening the parking lot, Staff recommended the landscape plan be approved as presented.  
 
This was a tight site for two buildings, Destadio commented. Matt Sims, the project's civil engineer, 
represented the applicant. Destadio said he couldn't imagine how they would get a second building 
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on that site, and Sims joked that they were not the engineers for that. Destadio said he visited the site 
that day and noted the existing large trees.  
 
Ritenour said he liked the plan, as did Link and Gresham. Link moved to approved New Agenda item 
10-19-04 as presented. Ritenour seconded. Motion carried unanimously.   
 
Link asked if the next meeting was November 11. Ritenour said he would not be present. He asked 
Cailloux if the new members would be appointed by the City Council by then, and Cailloux said they 
would. Cailloux and Destadio talked with Ritenour about training for new members.  
 
Gresham pointed out that November 11 was Veteran's Day.  There being no further items to discuss, 
Destadio adjourned the meeting at  9:22 p.m. 
     
 

______________________________________________  
Frank Destadio, Chairman  

 
Attest: 
 
________________________________________ 
Martha Barksdale, Recording Secretary 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
     
FROM:  Robin Cailloux, AICP Director Planning & Development 
 
DATE:  October 20, 2019, Revised November 6, 2019 
 
REQUEST:  Building elevation approval 
  300 Westpark Drive, Hampton Inn 
 November 11, 2019 Planning Commission agenda   
 
 
The Hampton Inn at 300 Westpark Drive has submitted a revised set of building elevations 
for the existing hotel located at this site. The hotel was built in 1994, and the Applicant is 
requesting permission to update the façade.  
 
The previous submittal was tabled at the October 24th Planning Commission meeting to 
allow the applicant to revise the proposal to more closely meet the ordinance standards 
on an existing building. The applicant has revised the plans to increase the amount of 
stone on the south façade facing Westpark Drive, as well as the west elevation facing SR 
54, and the east elevation facing Commerce Drive. 
 
The proposal will eliminate the mansard roof at the top of the structure and replace it 
with a parapet. The existing canopy sloped roof will also be removed, and architectural 
elements added to the canopy area to emphasis the main entrance.  A wood-look panel 
and stone veneer around pedestrian entrances also provide visual cues to the main 
entrance.  An updated neutral paint selection with navy blue accents will complete the 
updated appearance.  
 
While the ordinance recommends at least 80 percent brick or stone on front facades and 
50 percent brick or stone on side facades, the existing building does not have any 
masonry or stone elements. The revised proposal to add stone accents to the front 
(estimated 50%) and side elevation (estimated 30%) brings the building closer to 
complying with the standard.  
 
The proposal includes the following Benjamin Moore color palette:  

• China White (OC-141) 
• Grey Owl (2137-60) 
• Coventry Gray (HC-169) 
• Galveston Gray (AC-27) 
• Champion Cobalt (2061-20) accent color   
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East Elevation Existing (above) 
 

East Elevation Proposed  

  
North Elevation Existing (above)  
  

 
North Elevation Proposed   
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South Elevation Existing (above)  

 
South Elevation Proposed 
 

 

 

 

West Elevation Existing (above) West Elevation Proposed 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff has worked with the applicant and the Planning Commission representative to 
increase the amount of masonry on the building. Staff is of the opinion that the revised 
proposal increases the amount of stone, thereby improving the existing conditions of the 
building and recommends approval.  
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
     
VIA:  Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP Planning and Development Director 
 
FROM:  Chandra Wright, Planner 
 
DATE:  November 05, 2019 
 
REQUEST: Landscape Plan staff report, 201 Prospect Park, South-Tree Champion  

Office and Millworks 
 November 11, 2019 Planning Commission agenda   
 
 
South-Tree Enterprises has submitted a landscape plan for the building under 
construction at 201 Prospect Park, commonly known as the South-Tree Champion office 
and millworks.   
 
The site is located along Dividend Drive, which is classified as a community collector. Per 
Section 723.1 of the Land Development Ordinance (LDO), a 50-foot landscape buffer is 
required along a community collector. This buffer is provided adjacent to Dividend Drive, 
with the applicant planting additional plant material in the buffer.  
 
Based on the total amount of impervious surface on the property (87,672 SF), the 
landscape ordinance requires at least 263 caliper inches of canopy trees and 175 caliper 
inches of understory trees. Per Section 1110(e), undisturbed tree-save areas may be used 
to offset the number of tree inches required on a site. This option was not requested by 
the applicant. (See table below). 
 

Tree Type Inches 
Req. 

Inches 
Req. 
w/ 

Credit 

Inches Provided Inches 
Balance 

Number 
of Trees 
to Fund 

Contribution  

UNDERSTORY 175 175 88 87 44 $10,918 
CANOPY 263 263 132 131 44 $21,836 

Total 438 438 50% 218 87 $32,754 

   *Must be at least 50%    
 
The applicant is requesting to use the Tree Fund alternative compliance option, which 
requires that at least 50% of the required tree inches be planted on the property. The plan 
proposes to plant 220” of the required 438”, meeting the 50% requirement.   
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The parking lots fronting Dividend Drive and Prospect Park are both surrounded by 
evergreen bushes that will grow to at least 24” in height, meeting the requirements of the 
LDO Section 1108. Staff is of the opinion that the proposed landscape plan meets the 
Landscape Plan requirements of the City ordinances and recommends approval with 
the following conditions: 
 
• All utility equipment must be screened with evergreen plant material. 
• All HVAC and other mechanical equipment must be screened by an opaque wall 

or fence and/or evergreen plant material. 
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South 74 Complex Phase 3  Landscape Plan Staff Report              Page 1 of 1 

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
     
VIA:   Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP Planning and Development Director 
 
FROM:  Chandra Wright, Planner 
 
DATE:  November 05, 2019 
 
REQUEST: Landscape Plan staff report, 629 Hwy 74 S, South 74 Complex Phase 3 
 November 11, 2019 Planning Commission agenda   
 
 
South-Tree Enterprises has submitted a landscape plan for the building under 
construction at 629 S Highway 74, commonly known as the South 74 Complex office 
Phase 3.   
 
The site is not adjacent to any major thoroughfares so landscape buffering is not required.  
 
Based on the total amount of impervious surface on the property (29,970 SF), the 
landscape ordinance requires at least 90 caliper inches of canopy trees and 60 caliper 
inches of understory trees. Per Section 1110(e), undisturbed tree-save areas may be used 
to offset the number of tree inches required on a site. This option was not requested by 
the applicant. (See table below). 
 

Tree Type Inches 
Req. 

Inches 
Req. 
w/ 

Credit 

Inches Provided Inches 
Balance 

Number 
of Trees 
to Fund 

Contribution  

UNDERSTORY 60 60 60 0 0 $0 
CANOPY 90 90 90 0 0 $0 

Total 150 150 100% 0 0 $0 

   *Must be at least 50%    
 
The plan proposes to plant on the property 90” of canopy trees and 60” of understory 
trees, meeting ordinance requirements.  
 
Landscape design for previous phases of this project was provided by another landscape 
architect. It is expected that design for this phase will be complimentary. Staff is of the 
opinion that the proposed landscape plan meets the Landscape Plan requirements of 
the City ordinances and recommends approval. 
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LIRIODENDRON TULIPIFERA

QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

C A N O P Y  T R E E S 

RED MAPLE

SCARLET OAK

RIVER BIRCH

TULIP POPLAR

8-10' HT.    3" CAL. B&B
8

7

8

7

SIZE/COMMENTS

TABLE 1.1

INCHES

TOTAL OVERSTORY INCHES PLANTED

8 X 3" = 24 INCHES

90 INCHES

LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA
CRAPE MYRTLE 6-8' HT.    2" CAL. 

10

U N D E R S T O R Y  T R E E S 

LIGUSTRUM JAPONICUM
WAX LEAF LIGUSTRUM 6-8' HT.    2" CAL. 

10

GREEN GIANT ARBORVITAE
GREEN GIANT 6-8' HT.    2" CAL. 

10

8-10' HT.    3" CAL. B&B

8-10' HT.    3" CAL. B&B

8-10' HT.    3" CAL. B&B

8 X 3" = 24 INCHES

7 X 3" = 21 INCHES

7 X 3" = 21 INCHES

10 X 2" = 20 INCHES

10 X 2" = 20 INCHES

10 X 2" = 20 INCHES

TOTAL UNDERSTORY INCHES PLANTED 60 INCHES

TULIP POPLAR

RED MAPLE

SCARLET OAK

CRAPE MYRTLE

WAX LEAF LIGUSTRUM

RIVER BIRCH

UNDERSTORY TREES

CANOPY TREES

GREEN GIANT ARBORVITAE

LANDSCAPE NOTES

1. ALL PLANT BEDS TO BE PINESTRAW 2-3" THICK

2. SOD OR HYDROSEED ALL DESTURBED ARES WITH TIFWAY 419

BERMUDA UNLESS OTHERWISE IDENTIFIED ON PLAN &

PERMANENT GRASSING SCHEDULE

3. NO EXISTING SPECIMEN TREES ON SITE.  SITE WAS

PREVIOUSLY MASS GRADED AND NO EXISTING TREES REMAIN

OUTSIDE OF THE ZONING BUFFERS.

PARKING LOT CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED 1 TREE PER 5 PARKING SPACES

PARKING SPACED PROVIDED =

15 SPACES / 5 TREES = 3 TREES REQUIRED

3 TREE PROVIDED

LANDSCAPE NOTES

a. CONTACT THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR OR HIS/HER DESIGNEE TO

ARRANGE A PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE PRIOR TO ANY LAND

DISTURBANCE.

b. ALL TREE PROTECTION MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED AND

INSPECTED PRIOR TO THE START OF ANY LAND DISTURBANCE AND

MAINTAINED UNTIL FINAL LANDSCAPING IS INSTALLED. CALL THE CITY

ADMINISTRATOR OR HIS/HER DESIGNEE FOR AN INSPECTION.

c. NO PARKING, STORAGE, OR ANY OTHER CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

ARE TO OCCUR WITHIN TREE PROTECTION AREAS.

d. A MAINTENANCE INSPECTION OF TREES WILL BE PERFORMED

AFTER TWO FULL GROWING SEASONS FROM THE DATE OF THE

FINAL CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION. PROJECT OWNERS AT THE TIME

OF THE MAINTENANCE INSPECTION ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR

ORDINANCE COMPLIANCE.

* NO EX. SPECIMEN TREES ON CONSTRUCTION SITE

SITE WAS PREVIOUSLY CLEARED, BUFFERS PLANTED

UPON SITE INSPECTION AS OF 10-1-19
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LOCATION MAP

GPS LOCATION OF 

N 33.362038 DEG.
W 84.562315 DEG.

CONSTRUCTION EXIT:

OWNER / 24 HR CONTACT:

SOUTH 74, LLC

1100 COMMERCE DRIVE, SUITE A

PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

CHUCK OGLETREE

404-557-6913

SITE ADDRESS:

629 HWY 74 SOUTH

PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
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117 Lexington Circle conceptual site plan staff report                                                 Page 1 of 1 

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
 
FROM:   Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP Planning and Development Director 
 
DATE:   November 6, 2019 
 
REQUEST:  Conceptual Site Plan Staff Report, 117 Lexington Circle 
   November 11, 2019 Planning Commission Agenda   
 
 
South-Tree has submitted a conceptual site plan for a new medical office to be 
located at 117 Lexington Circle, which is a 0.9-acre undeveloped parcel in the 
Lexington Park development at the intersection of Worth Court and Lexington Circle. 
The proposal is for a 3,600 square foot medical office and associated parking.  
 
Zoning Requirements 
The subject tract is zoned LUC-16, limited use commercial, which permits the use as 
proposed. The proposed site plan conforms to all zoning setbacks: 

• front building – 10 feet 
• side & rear setbacks - 0 feet  

 
Site Characteristics and Development Standards 
The property is not located along a major thoroughfare; however, the zoning ordinance 
for this LUC requires all buildings to comply with the Lexington Park Design Guidelines 
and to go through the planning commission for review. The applicant will be submitting 
building elevations at a later date.   
 
The property has frontage on Worth Court, Lexington Circle, and an internal drive, all of 
which are private roads. This lot is lower than the lot to the north so a retaining wall is 
used to address the grade change. Parking lot access is to the un-named private drive. 
 
The proposal includes 21 parking spaces, which meets minimum required parking. A 
landscape island will be required within the long parking row. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff is of the opinion that the proposal meets the City ordinances and standards and 
recommends approval of the conceptual site plan for 117 Lexington Circle with the 
condition that the parking lot design conform to the City ordinances.  



Sumner Rd

Petrol

Hid
de

n C
ree

k L
n

Pe
ac

htr
ee

 Ea
st

Governors Row
Peninsula Dr

Robinson Rd

Worth Ct

Prim
e P

oint

Th
orn

hill

Interlochen Dr

White Springs
                   Ct

Walt Banks Rd

Em
ba

ss
y C

t

N Peachtree Pkwy
Parkcrest 

Blvd

Ston
ingt

on 
Dr

Wingspread

Mi
dd

let
on

 D
r

Stagecoach Rd

Saybrook
Ct

Clear

Springs Ln

HiddenSpring s Ln

N Peachtree Pkwy

Hastings Dr

Marlbrook
Ln

St 
Ma

gn
us

 
    

    
    

 Ct

Williams Cir

Mickleton Ln

Lexington 
Village

Interlochen Dr

Finance Ave

Country Club 
Ct

Sumner Place Ct

Sh
ake

rag
 Hi

ll

Gr
ee

rs 
Tra

il

Ashley Way

Landaulet Ct

Co
llie

rsto
wn Way

To
lm

ou
nt 

Ct

Cornwall Brid ge

Whitc
om

b H
ill

So
uth

ern
 Tr

ac
e C

t

Go
ve

rno
rs Tr

Le
xin

gto
n C

ir

Maple Grove Terrace

ReddingRidge

White Springs Ln

Parkway Dr

Haddington Ln

Le
xin

gton Cir

Walt Banks Rd

Ma
jes

tic
 C

t

Stonewood Dr

Tuxedo Ln

So
nn

et 
Ct

Wellborn Rd

Vanderwall

Hancock Ln

Smokerise Point

Carriage Ln

Peachtree Ct

Robinson Ct

Stevens Entry

Graystone Ct

Wh
ite

 O
ak

 Tr
ail

Tantallon ____

117 Lexington Circle
Medical Office Building
Current Zoning: LUC-16

Peachtree City
Planning Commission

November 11, 2019

Vicinity Map

E

Site



10
/1

8/
19

XX
XX

.X
XX

X

11
7 

LE
XI

NG
TO

N 
CI

RC
LE

, P
EA

CH
TR

EE
 C

IT
Y,

 F
AY

ET
TE

 C
OU

NT
Y,

 G
EO

RG
IA

, 7
TH

 D
IS

TR
IC

T

BJ
K

JL
W

JL
W

JL
W

1.
IS

SU
ED

 C
ON

CE
PT

UA
L 

SI
TE

 P
LA

N
10

/1
8

JL
W

SI
TE

 D
EV

EL
O

PM
EN

T 
PL

A
N

S
FO

R
LE

X
IN

G
TO

N
 C

IR
C

LE
 M

O
B

C
O

N
C

EP
TU

A
L 

SI
TE

 P
LA

N

VICINITY MAP
nts

SITE

SITE PLAN NOTES:

1. OWNER/DEVELOPER:
SOUTH-TREE ENTERPRISES, L.L.C.
100 COMMERCE DRIIVE, SUITE A
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
CONTACT: CHUCK OGLETREE
PHONE:  770-631-0499

2. ARCHITECT:
JEFFERSON BROWNE GRESHAM ARCHITECTS
150 HUDDLESTON RD, SUITE 1000
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
CONTACT: JEFFERSON BROWNE
PHONE:  770-632-9545

3. ENGINEER / SURVEYOR:
INTEGRATED SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.
1039 SULLIVAN ROAD, STE. 200
NEWNAN, GA 30265
CONTACT: JASON WALLS, P.E.
PHONE:  678-552-2106

4. SITE DATA:
PARCEL ID NUMBER: 071905

          ZONING:  LUC-16  (LIMITED USE COMMERCIAL)
USE:  MEDICAL

5. SITE AREA: 0.91 ACRES
DISTURBED LIMITS: +/- 0.49 ACRES

6. SETBACKS:
10 FEET (FRONT BUILDING SETBACK AND BUFFER)
0 FEET (SIDE BUILDING SETBACK)
0 FEET (REAR BUILDING SETBACK)

7. BUILDING AREA:
        PROPOSED = 3,600 SF

8. PARKING SUMMARY 9NEW ADDITION ONLY):
TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED = 3,611 SF / 250 = 14 SPACES
TOTAL PARKING SPACES PROVIDED: 21 SPACES
TOTAL HANDICAP SPACES PROVIDED: 2 SPACES

9. NO PORTIONS OF THIS PROPERTY LIE WITHIN A FLOOD ZONE OF THE FLOOD
INSURANCE RATE MAP, COMMUNITY PANEL #13113C0089E DATED SEPTEMBER
26, 2008.

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

11. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT NARRATIVE:  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT TO BE
PROVIDED BY POND 2 AT LEXINGTON PARK PHASE 2 PER HYDROLOGICAL
STUDY DATED AUGUST 22, 2001. NO NEW DETENTION OR WATER QUALITY
FEATURES REQUIRED. ON SITE STORM DRAINAGE/PIPING WILL BE PROVIDED.

SINGLE-STORY
M.O.B.

3,611 SF

64
.2
1
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
     
FROM:  Robin Cailloux, AICP Planning and Development Director 
 
DATE:  November 6, 2019 
 
REQUEST:  Conceptual Plat, Everton Phase 7 
 November 11, 2019 Planning Commission agenda   
 
 
Pulte Homes has submitted a conceptual plat for Everton Phase 7 on the west side of 
MacDuff Parkway.   The plat is for 137 lots.  The total land area for Phase 7 is 101.5 acres. 
The property was rezoned to LUR-15 in 2007. 
 
Zoning Requirements 
The rezoning included a list of conditions that must be met by the developer.  Those that 
pertain to Phase 7 are: 

• Applicant shall coordinate with city staff to determine locations of multi-use paths 
throughout the development. 

• Setbacks: 
o Front: 15 feet provided that no part of the garage may be within 20 feet of 

the right-of-way 
o Side: 0 feet, provided at least 10 feet between dwellings and at least one 

20-foot separation between every 10 dwellings 
o Rear: 10 feet, provided that garages are at least 20 feet from rear alleys. 

• Provide a 50-foot greenbelt along MacDuff Parkway.  This buffer shall be 
enhanced with berming, fencing and landscaping. 

• The location of the floodplain shall be field located and surveyed prior to 
preparation of the engineering drawings. Absolutely no development shall be 
permitted within the floodplain. 

 
Multi-use paths 
During the Phase 8 conceptual plat review with the Planning Commission, the applicant 
committed to provide an unpaved path along the periphery of Phase 7.  Unpaved paths 
and other amenity details are not typically shown on a conceptual plat. Staff will ensure 
that this commitment is captured in the Construction Plan phase of development.   
 
Lot Number, Size, and Setbacks 
The proposed plat provides a breakdown of the number of single-family lots per phase, 
which total up to 475 and thereby satisfies the maximum lot count requirement.  
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The minimum lot size permitted is 55 feet by 125 feet.  The minimum lot size shown on the 
plat is 65 feet by 135 feet; the proposed plat meets this requirement. The proposed plat 
shows front setbacks of 15 feet, side setbacks of 5 feet and rear setbacks of 10 feet, 
meeting the setback requirements.  
 
Greenbelts 
The required 50-foot greenbelt along MacDuff Parkway is shown on the conceptual plat. 
The buffer was significantly altered during construction of the road and the multi-use 
path, and all of the existing vegetation was removed from the portion in this phase. Staff 
recommends that a landscape plan be required prior to the approval of a final plat. The 
plan should show re-vegetation of the greenbelt and other landscaping to provide a 
visual buffer between the multi-use path and the back of new homes.  
 
Floodplain 
The floodplain is shown on the plat, and no development is proposed within the 
floodplain.  
 
Watershed Protection Buffers, Floodplains, and Wetlands 
The Land Disturbance Ordinance (LDO) establishes no-disturb and non-impervious 
surface buffers along various stream types, wetlands, and floodplains.  The City Engineer 
has reviewed the plat and found that all the required setbacks are shown, and that no 
more than 70% of any lot is encumbered with one of these buffers.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff is of the opinion that the conceptual plat meets the zoning conditions and 
development standards.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider 
approving the plat with the following condition: 
 

1. A landscape plan for the greenbelt along MacDuff Parkway shall be required prior 
to final plat approval. The plan shall show revegetation of the greenbelt and 
landscaping to provide improved visual buffer from the multi-use path to the rear 
of new homes. 

2. An unpaved path along the periphery of Phase 7 as volunteered by the applicant 
shall be required during the construction phase of development.  
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CP101

·

·

·

PARCEL ID NUMBERS - 0746 004

VICINITY MAP

FEMA MAP
SCALE: NTS

·

PHASE 7

PHASE 4

PHASE 3

PHASE 8

PHASE 6

PHASE 2

PHASE LINE

THE ESCAPE OF SEDIMENT FROM THE SITE SHALL BE PREVENTED BY THE

INSTALLATION OF EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES AND PRACTICES

PRIOR TO, OR CONCURRENT WITH, LAND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES.

EROSION CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES.  IF FULL

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APPROVED PLAN DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR EFFECTIVE

EROSION CONTROL, ADDITIONAL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES 

SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED TO CONTROL OR TREAT THE SEDIMENT SOURCE.

ANY DISTURBED AREA LEFT EXPOSED FOR A PERIOD GREATER THAN 14 DAYS 

SHALL BE STABILIZED WITH MULCH OR TEMPORARY SEEDING.

GPS LOCATION OF THE CONSTRUCTION EXIT FOR THE SITE:

LATITUDE N033°25'29"

LONGITUDE W084°36'43"

EVERTON

PHASE 7 - CREEKSIDE

LAND LOT LAND LOTS 165, 166, 184, 185

7TH DISTRICT

PEACHTREE CITY

DESIGNED BY:

RIDGE PLANNING AND ENGINEERING

1290 KENNESTONE CIRCLE-BLDG A, SUITE 200

MARIETTA, GA 30066

770.938.9000

CONTACT: MIKE HAPONSKI, P.E.

EMAIL: MIKE@RIDGEPE.COM

ZONED: LUR-15

PARCEL ID# 0746 004

TOTAL SITE ACREAGE:  101.15 ACRES

TOTAL DISTURBED ACREAGE: 48.54 ACRES

OWNER/DEVELOPER

PULTE HOME CORPORATION, A MICHIGAN CORPORATION

D/B/A JOHN WIELAND HOMES AND NEIGHBORHOODS

2475 NORTHWINDS PKWY #600

ALPHARETTA, GA 30009

PHONE: 770.381.3450

LOCATION MAP

SCALE: NTS

THIS TRACT OF LAND DOES LIE WITHIN THE 100 YEAR INTERMEDIATE

REGION FLOOD ZONE AS PER THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY

MANAGEMENT AGENCY AS SHOW ON COMMUNITY-PANEL NO.

13113C0086E  LAST REVISED SEPTEMBER 26, 2008.

SITE

SHEET INDEX

Sheet Number

Sheet Title

CP000 COVER SHEET

CP101 CONCEPT PLAT

CP102

CONCEPT PLAT

24 HOUR CONTACT:

TIM POFF

770.616.2906

Tim.Poff@Pulte.com

PHASE 7 DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

CONCEPT PLAT

SITE
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
     
FROM:  Robin Cailloux, AICP Planning and Development Director 
 
DATE:  November 10, 2019 
 
REQUEST:  Conceptual Plat and Conceptual Site Plan approval, Laurel Brooke Phase 1,  

Petrol Point/ Tivoli Gardens 
  November 11, 2019 Planning Commission agenda   
 
 
Feller Holdings has submitted a conceptual plat and conceptual site plan for Laurel 
Brooke Phase 1 located on Petrol Point. Because the development consists of 
commercial development and subdivision of land, it must go through both the 
conceptual site plan review and the conceptual plat review.  These have been 
combined into one plan in order to ease the review process.  
 
The plat is for 25 single family lots, 11 commercial/mixed use lots, 1 commercial lot (bed 
and breakfast) and 1 lot for communal holdings (HOA/POA for retention ponds, 
landscape islands and parking).  The future Phase 2 of the residential development is 
outlined on the plans. The property was rezoned to LUC-32 on November 7, 2019. 
 
Zoning Requirements 
The rezoning included a list of conditions that must be met by the developer.   

• Conformance with the master plan (attached) 
• No more than 35 single family dwelling units 
• No more than 10 mixed-use commercial buildings maximum size 2,100 gsf 
• No more than 1 mixed-use commercial building maximum size 5,500 gsf.  
• Bed and breakfast cottages may not be on individually subdivided lots 
• Minimum setbacks: 

o Front- 10 feet 
o Side- 5 feet 
o Rear for single family lots – 10 feet; for commercial mixed use lots – 5 feet 

• Parking 
o Each single0family lot shall have parking for 2 vehicles 
o Bed and Breakfast parking shall be provided at a ratio of 1.5 space per 

cottage 
o Commercial parking shall be provided at a ratio of 1 per 275 square feet 

• Minimum 2 multi-use path connections to the western property line and an 
easement for potential third connection to the northern property line 
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Master Plan  
The conceptual plat and 
conceptual site plan are 
nearly identical to the 
master plan as approved in 
the rezoning. The street 
configuration on the 
northern portion of the 
residential area has been 
simplified and the single-
family lot layout has been  
regularized from the master 
plan (see Figure 1). This is 
not a significant change. 
 
Lots 
The Conceptual plat 
provides for 25 single family 
lots, 10 smaller commercial 
lots, 1 larger commercial 
lot, and 1 lot for the bed 
and breakfast, complying 
with the ordinance.   
 
Setbacks 
Residential lots are showing 
a 15 foot front setback, 6-
foot side setbacks, and 10-
foot rear setbacks, all 
exceeding the zoning 
minimums. The commercial 
lots are meeting all zoning 
setback requirements 
 

Parking 
The plan calls for up to 15,900 square feet of commercial space, which per the zoning 
ordinance would require 58 parking spaces. A total of 60 spaces is provided, meeting this 
minimum.  
 
Multi-use path connections 
The existing multi-use path encroaches onto the northern portion of this property. Two 
path connections are shown on the western property line. A third connection to the north 
is labeled on the as an easement or possible greenspace to be dedicated to the City for 
possible connections to the Shakerag Hill commercial office park in the future.   
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Land Development Standards 
The commercial portion must also comply with the conceptual site plan requirements 
provided for in the Land Development Ordinance (LDO). The site is not within 500 feet of 
a major thoroughfare, and therefore does not have to provide a landscape/tree-save 
buffer along Petrol Point. A commercial building elevation review step is not required by 
either the LDO or the zoning conditions.  Staff will ensure that commercial elevations 
comply with the architectural scheme during the building permit phase of development. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff is of the opinion that the proposal meets the zoning conditions and the Land 
Development Ordinance standards and therefore recommends approval of the Laurel 
Brooke Phase 1 conceptual plat and conceptual site plan.  
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