AGENDA
PEACHTREE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
May 10, 2021
6:30 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 March 08, 2021

V.

Old Agenda Items

VI.

New Agenda Items
05-21-01

VII.

Conceptual Site Plan (Guthrie’s Restaurant, 2025 N Commerce)

Workshop Items
Rezoning of 1211 Highway 74 S
Discuss request to remove two zoning conditions associated with the property: the
limitation on gas stations, and the architectural requirements.
Airport Protection Overlay Zoning Districts
Discuss revised Airport zoning overlay district text amendments and review proposed
zoning map.

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.
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Peachtree City Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
March 8, 2021
7:00 p.m.
The Peachtree City Planning Commission met Monday, March 8, 2021 at City Hall. Chairman Michael
Link presided. Also present were Vice Chairman Paul Gresham, Commissioner Frank Destadio,
Commissioner Kenneth Hamner, and Commissioner Scott Ritenour, along with Alternate Rick
Mendenhall. Planning and Development Director Robin Cailloux, Senior Planner Lora Hooks, Planner
Chandra Wright, Recording Secretary Martha Barksdale, and IT Specialist Todd Baugh also were
present.
Additions or Deletions
There were no additions or deletions to the agenda.
Announcements and Reports
Cailloux introduced Justin Strickland, who had just come on board as Assistant City Manager.
Approval of Minutes
Planning Commission Meeting February 2, 2021
Destadio said he would like the word ''minor'' removed from page 2 and that a statement he made
about apartments should be clarified on page 8. He told Cailloux he would send her the wording he
would like. Destadio also asked if there was a way the Planning Commission could view comments
from people who joined the meeting via Webex? Cailloux said a text document was created that was
passed on to City Council, and it could be shared with the Planning Commissioners, as well.
Gresham moved to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes from February 22, 2021, with
changes. Ritenour seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
Old Agenda Items
None
New Agenda Items

03-21-01

Conceptual Plat, 2443 Redwine Road (Mill Farms Subdivision)

There were technical difficulties with the projection system, but the Commissioners said they would
have no problem moving ahead and relying on the documents in their meeting packet.
This development was on Redwine Road near Starr's Mill High School, Hooks explained, on property
had recently been annexed into the City. Conditions of the annexation included requiring a 50-foot
landscape/tree-save buffer along Redwine Road, dedicated to the City, along with a 25-foot
landscape buffer on the western and northern property line between the proposed development and
the adjacent single-family development, and a 75-foot landscape buffer along the southern property
line. The annexation also required multi-use path connections from the internal road network. Two
were provided. One was at the south end of the property and would continue to the property line for
a future connection to the adjacent parcel to the south, while the other was at the northeast corner. It
would leave the internal road, head toward Redwine and turn north to Foreston Place. As they left the
internal streets and passed the between the residential lots, the paths were required to be on a
minimum 50-foot wide greenbelt that would be dedicated to the City.
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All new subdivisions were required to have a centralized mailbox location, and the developers had
located this near the entry point off Redwine Road. There was room for three cars to pull off and a
parking space for the mail truck during deliveries. The ordinance required 2.2 acres of park and
recreation area, Hooks noted. The development consisted of 39 acres with 74 lots with a minimum size
of .28 acres, or 12,000 square feet. The applicant was proposing walking paths in the area of the
existing lake and proposed stormwater ponds. One path would leave the internal road about 200 feet
into the property and make a loop in the area of the existing lake, while the other path could be
accessed from the cart path on the southwest corner.
Staff was of the opinion that the conceptual plat met the requirements of the ordinances and the
conditions of annexation and recommended approval with a condition that the park and recreation
areas should be owned and maintained by the homeowners association (HOA).
Sean Shanks of Moore Bass Consulting, the engineering and consulting firm for this project, represented
the developer and joined the meeting via Webex. He told the Planners they were proposing 74 singlefamily lots. This parcel was nearly 39 acres and had been rezoned to R-12, and they were following the
requirements of that zoning category. They had no problems with any of the conditions imposed
during the annexation. Shanks noted the County had imposed some conditions for right-of-way
improvements contingent on a traffic study, and they planned to hire a traffic consultant soon,
although they might not have the results of the study prior to presenting the preliminary plat. The
information would be incorporated into the final plat, he stated.
Link asked if any Commissioners had questions. Gresham asked if they were talking with the County
about turn lanes? Shanks said turn lanes and a mid-block for a multi-use path crossing. Gresham said
he was concerned about the mailbox pull off being only about 50 feet from the entrance and there
being only three parking spaces. That was close to the main road and seemed like it could cause a
back-up in a community of this size.
Shanks said Staff asked them to provide three spaces, but he didn't recall a conversation about the
location of the boxes. There were other places they could locate it.
Cailloux said she recalled the discussion as being to keep those spaces at least 150 feet from the
Redwine right-of-way. It looked like the spaces were about 50 feet from there, Gresham remarked,
and the mailboxes might be 100. Cailloux said they could flip those, but Gresham said it might be
better deeper into the subdivision. He was worried about cars backing up onto the main road,
especially coming home from work. It was like a restaurant, he commented; you needed some stack.
Destadio asked Cailloux about the usual size for lots in R-12. He said it seemed like every new
development they got had lot sizes of .2 acres. This was not a 55 or older community, so what was the
reason for such small lots? What was the normal for R-12?
It was 12,000 square feet, Cailloux replied, which was the same lot size as Wilshire Estates right behind
this development with the same zoning.
That hadn't changed over the years? Destadio asked. No, Cailloux said, adding that Foreston was also
R-12, but was developed with lots larger than 12,000 square feet. It was an older subdivision than
Wilshire Estates. The zoning ordinance was updated in 1985, Cailloux commented, when they got rid of
the old designations and went to the R designations.
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Destadio told Shanks he was concerned about having only one access point off Redwine. He recalled
a proposed development off SR 54 East where this was a concern, so the developer agreed to add
another access point. One way in and out here could create a similar bottleneck. What would the
traffic study look at?
Shanks said the instructions from the County were to study the area on Joel Cowan past Foreston
Place to the next road that intersected Redwine. It wasn't just in the area immediately surrounding their
entrance; it extended to the intersections to the south and to the north.
Destadio told him he would be interested in seeing how they would resolve the queuing problem
before they returned to the Planning Commission. There would be people going in and out to work. He
believed this was across from Jefferson Woods, and he had received calls from several residents there
about traffic.
This development was right near the Starr's Mill complex, Ritenour remarked, and traffic was a concern.
There were a lot of cars going in and out, in addition to many golf carts. They needed to consider the
impact from that traffic as well as the impact of the neighborhood on the traffic.
Cailloux pointed out that this was an unusual case where the City subdivision had access only to a
County road. The County would be managing access and had laid out a list of conditions for this
property in order to get access to the road. This included the traffic study, paying specific attention to
the school complex's peak hours instead of the typical subdivision's peak hours.
Mendenhall said he had no questions. Having only one way in and one way did concern him, as did
the number of homes planned for the development. He said he never realized the lots in Wilshire
Estates were a similar size. The lot for his own house was .9 acres, and he couldn't imagine putting three
houses on it.
The Gates had 88 homes, Cailloux brought up, so it was of a comparable size and also had a one way
in, one way out configuration. Destadio said he had seen congestion at the access point for The
Gates. Link said traffic was his only concern.
Hamner said he lived in this area and took his kids to school in that complex where there was an
elementary, middle, and high school, so he was very familiar with the traffic. Nesmith Court had
multiple roads and houses across from it. It was a mess in the mornings and afternoons. Traffic was a
concern. As for the plat, he continued, there were a lot of houses, but it met the zoning standards. He
said he had no questions about the plat itself. Traffic would be messy at certain times, though.
Destadio asked Cailloux why, if the applicant was required by the County to conduct a traffic study,
were they reviewing this plat now? Cailloux said that traffic study would impact only the right-of-way
on Redwine. Any decel lanes or turning lanes that might be required would be in that right-of-way for
the road, not in the 50-foot buffer. If the mid-block crossing was required, it would be in the right-ofway. Nothing the City would look at would change. The City's rule of thumb for requiring multiple
access was 100 units, she continued. They would not normally require a traffic study in the City for a
project of this size; but the County had set it as a requirement.
If anything did show up, Destadio queried, could they come back to the Planning Commission? Yes,
Cailloux responded, if the County said they needed multiple access points, they would have to come
back because that would be a significant change.
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Gresham said he did not see any park or recreation areas, although they were mentioned as a
condition. Were there plans for them? Hooks pointed out walking trails and the pond. There wouldn't
be amenities like a pool or clubhouse. There was a note about walking trails, benches, etc., on their
plans.
Hamner said drivers on Robinson Road would take Holly Grove Road to avoid the traffic snarls in this
area, bringing increased traffic to Holly Grove, which had many homes on it.There were no other
comments, and Link asked for a motion.
Destadio moved to disapprove this item, and Hamner seconded. Cailloux asked on what grounds they
were denying the plat since it met the City ordinances? She said she wanted to make sure they were
on solid ground.
Destadio said he felt it did not meet the requirement for traffic. He was concerned about traffic.
Cailloux said this was an unusual situation because this was not a City road. They did not have the
ability to control that right-of-way. They only had the platting authority. What they had to look at was if
the plat met the Land Development Ordinance requirements. They did not have an ordinance that
required a traffic study or an ordinance that required multiple access points. The County was the only
one with power to regulate access to the road. If they denied this based on something they didn't
have power to control, they were putting themselves in a position where they were not upholding their
own ordinances. If there was something this applicant could remedy with the City, they could discuss
that as a condition of approval.
Destadio said his remedy would be to change the conceptual site plat to have two ways in and out in
order to prevent traffic from backing up in one area. He agreed that it was unusual, but stated that he
thought the Planning Commission had the opportunity to voice their opinion.
Cailloux told him she did not disagree, but was trying to make sure they had solid ground to stand on if
the Planning Commission denied the plat and there was an appeal. She was trying to do her job and
advise them.
Link said he liked Destadio's suggestion. Perhaps they could approve it with the condition that the
applicant look into creating a second entrance. The additional entrance would need to meet the
traffic study standards, Cailloux added, but that they could stand on. Destadio said he agreed with
that. They were trying to do something that satisfied their concerns.
Destadio moved to approve New Agenda item 03-21-01contingent on the plat being modified for two
entrances in accordance with the traffic study findings and also for relocation of the mailbox area.
Gresham seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
Workshop Items

Workshop Format Discussion
Link said they should discuss the format for the workshops that had replaced the former public
hearings, building on what took place at the previous meeting. He thanked Staff for its research
on how other governments handled public workshops.
At the last meeting, Link reminded the Commissioners, they heard the Staff report, the applicant
report, then had comments from the public, followed by questions from the Commissioners and
the public. The meeting ended with a summary from the Commission. There wasn't a right or
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wrong way to do it, Link continued, but they needed to figure out a format that suited the needs
of everyone involved.
They always started with the Staff's presentation of the request, followed by the applicant, who
could add any information they felt was important. Did they Commissioners have any
recommendations for this part of the workshop? he asked. Link said the applicant presentation
was unusually long at the last meeting, and did they want to impose a time limit on the applicants
in the future? He reported that Ritenour had suggested maybe the Staff and the applicant's
presentation could be combined.
Ritenour said he was looking at it from a standpoint of ''what do we really need?'' Staff did a
great job with their reports, he stated, but, many times, the applicant's presentation was made by
a representative, not the actual applicant and was more of a sales pitch. At the last meeting,
they really didn't get information they needed until the very end, when the true applicant
stepped forward. Ritenour stated the applicant should use this opportunity to be specific about
what they wanted to do and how they would do it.
They could ask the applicant to provide only new or additional information not presented in the
Staff report, Link remarked, noting that sometimes the applicant had made some last-minute
modifications.
Destadio commented that he had been on the Planning Commission for 10 years and had been
to a lot of workshops. Some were just back and forth conversations without a lot of structure.
Some structure was needed, but it was a matter of how much. Cailloux talked about the six
criteria they needed to consider when making decisions. Destadio said he believed the criteria
were useful because they helped the public understand the process. It was important that Staff
present what was required by the ordinance, the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the six policy
criteria.
For his other point, Destadio said he agreed with Ritenour that they did not need to have a dog
and pony show from an attorney selling the project for a developer. The Planning Commission
was there to determine only if the proposal complied with City standards. It might be important
for the citizens to hear some other information, so they might want to allow some time for a
presentation, but 45 minutes to an hour was not necessary, and he wanted to see the developer,
not a representative, although they could not mandate that.
Mendenhall said he believed a 10-minute time limit would be adequate for the developer's
presentation. They shouldn't repeat Staff, but add some things Staff missed.
And some things it wasn't appropriate for Staff to talk about, like rental rates and amenities,
Cailloux interjected; things that may be helpful information, but leaned towards advocacy. She
wasn't trying to sell the property, Destadio noted, and Cailloux agreed, saying that's why she liked
the idea of keeping the presentations separate.
Hamner said he would like to require that the applicant only present certain pieces of information,
but realized that would be hard to regulate. He supported limiting the applicant to five minutes,
which would require them to get to the meat of the presentation.
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Gresham's concern was that they were passing on positives and negatives about a proposal to
City Council, which would vote. They were influencing the fate of someone who was trying to
develop a piece of property. It was on the developer to communicate the idea. Gresham said he
would lean towards giving them more time—not a half hour, but enough time so they didn't feel
the Planning Commission had restricted their ability to communicate what they were trying to do.
Link said he knew Gresham had been involved in public workshops in other states, so he asked
him if 10 or 15 minutes would be sufficient? Gresham said it would, noting the developer would
also face questions and have other opportunities to convey information. He just wanted to make
sure they had adequate time to present.
Destadio told Gresham he understood what he was saying, but they were seeking information at
these workshops. They were not voting. They would hear questions from the public and have their
own questions. He did not see that there would be a benefit to giving the developer a longer
presentation time. The developer would make another presentation to City Council. The Planning
Commission could develop pros and cons from their own information, information from Staff,
questions for the public and themselves, so why did the developer need more time?
Gresham said he would support limiting it to 15 minutes max and encourage them to keep it at
10. He felt it was related to the question of time limits on the public. The developer was a member
of the public wanting to do some work on their property. In a sense, they were part of the
community, as well. It might be too restrictive to impose severe time limits. However, he
acknowledged that even in the long presentation at the last meeting, the applicant did not
touch on things they wanted to know.
Why didn't they make regulating the time the Chair's responsibility? Destadio asked. He told Link
perhaps they could start with 10 minutes, but if the developer needed more time, it could be
granted.
Link said the presentation at the last meeting was an anomaly; most developers finished in 10
minutes, then answered questions. They would start with 10 minutes and let the developer know
they wanted information not covered in the Staff presentation. They wanted to hear about
special things the developer felt the Planners needed to know.
Previously, Link related, after the applicant's presentation, the public could make comments. Did
that order still fit? The Commissioners agreed that was fine.
Should there be a time limit for speakers? At the last meeting, Link imposed a three-minute limit,
but said he was not opposed to changing that. The instructions read at the start of the public
hearings had said the speakers had up to five minutes, and he would like to keep that the same.
Speakers needed a limit, Destadio conceded, but they needed to make it feel more welcoming,
more informational, something that felt different than a formal proceeding.
Destadio said he favored setting a period of time for all the comments, not a person-by-person
limit. What if they had one speaker who wanted to take 15 or 20 minutes? Link queried. That's
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where Link would have to take control, Destadio replied. Link could start by asking how many
people wanted to speak, Destadio stated, and that would give him an idea of how to allocate
the time.
Ritenour said he liked the idea of not categorizing comments as pro or con, and it should be an
open discussion. Gresham wanted to know if Cailloux had found any mention of time limits while
doing her research on how other jurisdictions conducted workshops. None of the meetings she
listened to had long presentations at all, Cailloux said, noting they all had many items on their
agendas.
Hamner said he, too, approved of eliminating pro and con comments, but he thought there
should be a time limit per person rather than a collective time limit. It just set a fair standard for
everyone. Most people could say what they needed to say in five minutes, Link commented,
saying he agreed with having a per person time limit.
Saying everyone had five minutes reinforced the idea of ''get to the point,'' Hamner commented,
and someone could make a lot of points in five minutes, but they couldn't give 30 people five
minutes each or they would be there all night. He said Link should make clear that he would ask a
speaker to stop if they were repeating points that had already been made. If they set that
expectation prior to public comments, it should work.
When did they want to get the answers to the questions posed by the public? Cailloux wondered.
Should they be answered right away or would they make a list to be answered later?
Destadio warned against getting too structured. If they opened the meeting up to public
comments for a certain time period, and someone had a question, it should be answered then as
a way to keep the free flowing conversation moving. Everyone would be more relaxed, and they
could get something from it.
One of the things that came out of the last meeting was the feeling that it would be good for the
developer to answer the public's questions fairly quickly, Link noted. Did they want to capture the
questions and have the developer answer them at the end of the comment period or answer
them as they were raised?
Destadio said he felt they should be answered as they were raised. Ritenour agreed there should
be back and forth dialogue during the public comment, then the Commissioners could ask their
questions.
So there would be comments or questions from the public, Link summarized, and the developer
would answer questions immediately. Then, they would move to the Commissioners for questions
or comments. The other Commissioners agreed, but Destadio noted that it was a work in progress.
They might try this once, and if it didn't work out, they would try something else.
Link queried, was everyone okay with going back for a second round of questions if needed?
During the set time, everyone should speak as much as they want, Destadio stated. So if there
was a 30-minute limit, everyone could speak as much as they wanted in those 30 minutes? Link
asked.
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Hamner, who said he also liked structure, proposed two rounds. In round one, everyone could ask
questions. Round two would be for follow-up questions. Having 30 minutes just designated for
discussion could lead to one person dominating the time.
Destadio asked if the ''structure people'' would consider trying a more free flowing format? They
were only talking about a half hour of back and forth discussion. It was still structured as part of
the meeting, but let this section be a little more free-wheeling, he remarked. Let people say their
comments, then close it down and go back to structure.
Link said he was not opposed to trying it. Hamner added that he felt a structure could still
facilitate that. His point was to not let one person dominate.
Link noted that City Councilman Phil Prebor was present and asked if he had something to add.
Prebor said what the Commission was doing now was what citizens wanted to see—an open,
back and forth discussion. He recalled one Council meeting where the Mayor saw a large crowd
and asked how many people wanted to comment. If there were a lot of people, they might have
to cut the five-minute limit down to two or three. Prebor said he liked the idea of a second round,
and the Chair could ask the public if there was anything that hadn't been mentioned that they
would like to discuss. Also, Prebor noted, it was okay to extend the developer's time if they wanted
more information.
Link asked if they would allow public comments and questions, then have the Commissioners
speak, and then go back for a second round of comments from the public? Destadio said once
the public comments and questions had been closed, they should remain closed. Other
Commissioners agreed. Destadio said they could talk as much as they wanted during the allotted
30 minutes.
But what if there were a couple of people who still wanted to speak when the 30 minutes were
up? Link wondered. There shouldn't be more than a few speakers, except for controversial
projects, Destadio pointed out.
Prebor said Council had expanded their process so they could talk to the public if they wanted to
know more about a comment someone had made. There was no reason the Planning
Commission couldn't do the same thing.
Link said he understood the process to be: Staff presentation, developer's presentation, comment
and questions from the public, with questions for the applicant and Staff answered immediately,
then questions and comments from the Commissioners.
After the comments and questions from the Commissioners, there should be a summary or
something similar, Link said. Prebor said he wanted the consensus opinion, but also wanted to
know specific aspects of a proposal that the Commissioners thought of as pros or cons.
Destadio remarked that the Planning Commission looked at a lot of things, from zonings to
conceptual site plans and more, and only zonings had been changed. Had that been
addressed?
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Cal Beverly, editor of The Fayette Citizen, said he had a City ordinance that would answer
Destadio's question.
Destadio said Beverly was welcome to speak, but he had looked at the ordinance and at the City
charter, and zoning was the only thing he ever heard about that had been changed. He would
like to have someone with authority say that absolutely nothing else had changed or state what
had changed.
Cailloux said nothing else had changed. The Land Development Ordinance made the Planning
Commission the platting authority for the City. They were responsible for conceptual plats,
followed up with their signature on the preliminary plat. They were responsible for conceptual site
plans. They were also the architectural review committee and the landscape plan review
committee. The only change was to the public hearing ordinance for the Planning Commission.
Destadio thanked her.
Beverly stated that City Council had failed in its duty to follow proper process. He read from the
City Ordinance: ''The city planning commission shall make its own rules of procedure and determine its
time of meeting.'' It went on to say “Whenever justified for the public good, the city council may
undertake the necessary steps to amend this ordinance. However, no amendment shall become
effective unless it shall have been first submitted to the planning commission for review and
recommendation.'' When had that happened officially? Beverly asked. The City Council never put on
its agenda that it was about to strip the Planning Commission of its vote after public hearings, he said,

adding that it had not been brought as a proposal to the Planning Commission so they could give
their official opinion by vote. Beverly continued that someone on the Council told them they had
to do this, but it had to be voted on publicly. It had to be announced to the public, and the
public had to have some kind of say about it. Council made this change out of an abundance of
legal caution, Beverly remarked, but it must go through the process.

Cailloux clarified that the Planning Commission has adopted bylaws that allowed them to
regulate their procedures. Destadio said the bylaws just talked about how long they held office
and how the chair was chosen. Yes, Cailloux confirmed, and what they vote on was stipulated in
the City Ordinances.
Cailloux continued, the change in the public hearing procedure was advertised in the legal
organ as a text amendment. Beverly commented that it did not say anything to the public that
they were about to strip the voting power from the Planning Commission.
Prebor told him he felt this was a better process. Link confirmed with Cailloux that the City
Attorney had reviewed the text amendment. Cailloux said the procedures and requirements were
vetted by the City Attorney on whether or not it met State law.
Did the City Attorney review the text amendment or the City ordinance regarding the change?
Destadio asked. Cailloux said he reviewed whether they could legally make the text amendment.
Nothing was added to the ordinance.
Link asked Cailloux to have the attorney issue his opinion. Cailloux said she could ask the City
Manager if that legal finding could be made. Link said he would be glad to talk to the City
Manager if necessary.
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Cailloux acted as the Planning Commission's secretary, Destadio stated, and the bylaws said they
had the right to vote on their secretary. She was supposed to work for them, he continued.
Cailloux corrected him stating that she reported to the City Manager. Destadio acknowledged
that, but said there was also a Commission secretary and the rules for the secretary were not
spelled out in the ordinance. That's where the bylaws were needed, Cailloux commented.
Link stated that they seemed to have the makings of a process now and would follow this process
going forward, making changes as necessary. They needed to vote on it and make it part of the
minutes, Beverly interjected. Destadio agreed and asked if they could get the procedure written
down for a vote. Cailloux said they could certainly add it to the bylaws, probably by adding a
subsection on workshops.
The agreed upon procedure, Destadio listed, would be that Staff would make a presentation to
include the six criteria and/or the Land Use Plan, followed by the applicant's presentation of no
more than 15 minutes. Then the Chair would ask how many members of the public would like to
ask questions or make comments and set a time period for that. During that discussion period, the
applicant or Staff would answer questions about the proposal. When the Chair was satisfied, the
Commissioners would get to comment and ask questions, although if someone from the public
had a question, the Chair could allow it. Each Commissioner would state their opinions, then the
Chair would summarize how their overall views.
Cailloux said she would distribute the draft bylaws with that procedure and bring it to the next
meeting. A four out of five positive vote was required to change the bylaws. Destadio said he still
wanted an opinion from the City Attorney about the change in public hearings without a
Planning Commission vote. Cailloux said the City Attorney did not work for her, so she could not
promise this, but she would make that request to the City Manager.
Link mentioned that he forgot to ask if there were any comments from online participants during
the conceptual plat discussion, but Wright said only the applicant was participating online. Was
this now a standard way to participate? Destadio asked. Cailloux said the goal was to encourage
all types of participation, and they were putting a lot of effort into it. How could they get the
word out to the public? Destadio asked. Cailloux said it was on the Planning Commission website,
the City blog, and the City Facebook page. Link asked Beverly to put it in The Citizen.
Cailloux mentioned they had no items that met the deadline for submittal for the next meeting, so
Link said that meeting would be canceled. Link thanked everyone for their participation.
Destadio moved to adjourn at 8:50 p.m. Ritenour seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
______________________________________________
Michael Link, Chairman
Attest:
________________________________________
Martha Barksdale, Recording Secretary

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commission

VIA:

Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP Director of Planning & Development

FROM:

Chandra Wright, Planner

DATE:

May 3, 2021

REQUEST:

Conceptual Site Plan Staff Report,
Guthrie’s Restaurant, 2025 N. Commerce Dr.
May 10, 2021 Planning Commission Agenda

Freeland and Kauffman, INC. has submitted a conceptual site plan and
application for a new building for restaurant use on the southeast quadrant of
2025 Commerce Drive North. The proposed building will be a 2092 square foot
structure for a Guthrie’s restaurant.
Zoning Requirements
The subject tract is 1.65 acres and zoned GC, general commercial, which permits
the use as proposed. The proposed site plan conforms to all zoning setbacks:
• front building - 40 feet
• front parking setbacks - 20 feet
• side setbacks - 10 feet
• rear setbacks - 20 feet
Site Characteristics and Development Standards
The property was graded as part of McAlister’s Deli development. Adjacent
properties include an undeveloped lot to the northwest, the Hilton Garden Inn to
the north, and the Aberdeen Corners shopping center to the southeast.
The high point of the site is on the north side of the property, and it drops off
toward the south. The proposal includes use of a retaining wall adjacent to the
Aberdeen Corners shopping center in order to provide level driving lanes and
parking.
The plan proposes the replacement of the dumpster with an underground Sutera
Waste System.
Guthrie’s Restaurant conceptual site plan staff report
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The property is located along SR 74, a major arterial, and therefore triggers the
additional building architectural review from the Planning Commission.
Access, Circulation, and Parking Standards
Vehicular access is currently provided to Commerce Drive North from the
northwest quadrant of the parcel. This conceptual site plan proposal adds an
additional access point in the northeast quadrant. The proposal includes 60
automobile parking spaces between the two restaurants and 3 golf-cart spaces,
which meets the minimum required parking of 55 spaces. The table below
summarizes the parking requirements for the development and the proposed
uses.
PARKING CALCULATIONS
REQUIRED RATIO
AREA
REQUIRED PROVIDED
Automobile parking - 1 space per 100 gross SF 5,954 SF
60
60
combined
eating establishments plus any outdoor dining
with seating, high
area
turnover
None
n/a
0
3
Golf cart parking
TOTAL

60

63

Adequate drive-thru stacking space must be provided. The proposal indicates a
stacking capacity of up to seven (7) cars.
Staff Recommendation
Staff is of the opinion that the proposed plan meets the City ordinances and
recommends approval of the conceptual site plan 2025 N Commerce with
conditions.
Should the Planning Commission approve the conceptual site plan, Staff
recommends the following understandings and conditions be considered for
adoption:
1. The outer perimeter lanes be one way only with the center lane being the only
two-way aisle.
2. Installation of a sign prohibiting full sized cars from parking in golf cart spaces.

Guthrie’s Restaurant conceptual site plan staff report
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commissioners

VIA:

Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP Director Planning & Development

FROM:

Chandra Wright, Planner

DATE:

May 3, 2021

SUBJECT: GC-C Sec. 1006C amendment, removal of 1006C.1.2(g) and 1006C.1.4(f)
1211 S HWY 74, Outlot #5
May 10, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting
Request
Darrell Baker, the Applicant, is requesting the removal of conditions 1006C.1.2.g, which
prohibits “establishments whose primary business is the sale of gasoline or diesel”, and
condition 1006C.1.4.f, which requires buildings to comply with the Wilshire Pavilion design
standards. The proposal is for a multi-tenant building consisting of a 3,000 sf convenience
store with four (4) gas pumps and 6,000 sf of restaurant/retail space with a drive thru.
Location
The subject property, currently undeveloped, is located on the southwest corner of Hwy
74 S and Rockaway Road and is the final frontage lot within the Wilshire Village
development. The 2.186 acres tract abuts a Waffle House restaurant on the north side.
The property is generally flat and cleared of mature vegetation. Two overhead utility lines
run along Highway 74 at the front of this property.
Proposed Development
The proposed development plan shows a 9,000 sf building with the gas pumps canopy
facing Hwy 74 S. Access to the site is provided by Wilshire Village Drive, an existing internal
street for the development that currently connects to both Hwy 74 S and Rockaway
Road.
The applicant is also requesting to create an iconic building. The proposed structures
meet the City’s architectural standards for materials, but does not satisfy the zoning
condition requiring the property to conform to the Wilshire Pavilion Design Guidelines,
which only allow for brick and stucco. Removal of the zoning condition would allow the
Planning Commission to consider the proposed design as part of their required
architectural review process step.
Evaluation Criteria:
Staff has reviewed the proposal based on the criteria established in Section 1304(d) of
the City’s Zoning Ordinance:

1211 S Hwy 74, Outlot #5 Rezoning Request
Page 2
(1)

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the land
use plan;
The proposal does conform with the future land use plan. The future land use category
for this GC-zoned property is COM Commercial, which include retail sales such as
gasoline stations. Staff is of the opinion that the proposal complies with the
Comprehensive Plan policy to promote the location of commercial uses in the village
centers.
The Comprehensive Plan defines village centers as being places of high community
activity and can be a collection of commercial developments, school campuses, large
institutional uses and regional parks. The addition of the proposed three new businesses
to the existing Wilshire Village development contributes to number of commercial uses
provided in Braelinn Village.
(2)

Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use and
development of adjacent and nearby property;
The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding commercial development.
(3)

Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent or nearby property;
The proposed commercial use will not adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent properties, which include restaurants, vacant lots, banks, a 55+ residential
development, retail stores and professional offices.
(4)

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

The property appears to have a reasonable economic use as currently zoned.
(5)

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

Fayette County Water System, Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority and
Coweta-Fayette Electric Membership Corporation will provide utilities. All utilities have
provided letters stating that there is adequate capacity to service the proposed uses.
The Applicant’s rezoning narrative states that the proposed development will provide no
burdensome impact to services (i.e., police, fire).
(6)

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

Staff is unaware of any changing conditions that impact the applicant’s request.

1211 S Hwy 74, Outlot #5 Rezoning Request
Page 3
Staff is of the opinion that the proposed amendment meets a majority of the criteria for
rezoning.
Workshop Format
During the workshop, staff will provide a general overview of the proposal. The applicant
will then be able to present their project. The Chairperson will open up discussion to the
general public asking for comments, suggestions, and questions. Afterward, the Chair will
ask the applicant or staff to respond to the questions, and allow Commissioners to make
their comments. A summary of these comments will be provided to City Council for their
review prior to the public hearing, which will be held on June 3, 2021 at 6:30 pm in City
Hall.
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to allow Gas Station and different architecture

© COPYRIGHT 2020
JEFFERSON BROWNE GRESHAM ARCHITECTS THIS DOCUMENT AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE REMAINS THE
PROPERTY OF JEFFERSON BROWNE GRESHAM ARCHITECTS AND NO PART THEREOF MAY BE REPRODUCED IN
ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM JEFFERSON BROWNE GRESHAM ARCHITECTS.

NARRATIVE
PARCEL #:

0609021

ADDRESS:

1211 S 74 HWY, OUTLOT #5
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

SCOPE:

REZONING TO REMOVE A CURRENT CONDITION

OVERVIEW:

The subject property is located on the southwest corner of Hwy 74 S and Rockaway
Road and is the final frontage lot within the Wilshire Village Development. The property
is already zoned CG, with a Land Use Map designation of COM. The purpose of the
rezoning, after meeting with staff, is to remove two (2) conditions, 1006C.1.2.g and
1006C.1.4.f which eliminates uses not permitted. Condition 1006C.1.2.g deals with:
“Establishments whose primary business is the sale of gasoline or diesel.” Condition
1006C.1.4.f deals with architectural concept and design standards established for the
City and Wilshire Pavilion Development specifically. Since the building will be reviewed
in this process and again at Concept Approval with the City, we are requesting removal
of this specific condition. The proposed project for this site is one multi-tenant building
consisting of 9,000 sf – a 3,000 sf convenience store with 4 gas pumps (8 actual fueling
stations) and 6,000 sf of restaurant / retail space with a drive through on the end of the
farthest space from HWY 74 S. The developers want the building to be iconic in design
and have asked Jefferson Brown Gresham Architects to design the facility to this end.
The contracted users purchasing the land for this development have existing locations
already in Peachtree City and have owned said locations and been merchants in
Peachtree City for many years. The building will be oriented predominately towards
Rockaway Road with key design features for the convenience store and gas pumps with
canopy on the Hwy 74 S end of the building (see attached engineered Concept Site Plan
and Elevation Concept Drawings).

EVALUATION CRITERIA FROM SECTION 1304(d):
(1) Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and intent of the land
use plan:
The zoning proposal is in conformity and currently zoned GC. It also conforms to
uses within the future land use designation of COM. Regarding community design,
the proposed building will conform to City requirements with the owner’s desiring
an iconic design that will blend well with the existing area, while fitting in with the
overall village concept of the City (concept elevation drawings are attached). The
overall development is already joined to the multi-use path system and will
accommodate golf cart and pedestrian path traffic. All design criteria, once the

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

design condition is removed, will meet or exceed the code requirements for
Peachtree City. All design consultants are local and already work closely with the
City and its staff.
Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use
and development of adjacent and nearby property:
The use is suitable and is part of an already master planned area and development.
Similar uses exist in the various villages across Peachtree City. Uses are similar to
what is existing in the balance of this development and the Wilshire Pavilion
development across HWY 74. The introduction of the fuel component is needed in
the Wilshire Village since the closest fuel for the local residents is as far as the
intersection of Barnard Rd and HWY 85 S in Fayetteville, Hwy 16 and HWY 85 S in
Senoia, HWY 74 and Crosstown Rd in Peachtree City and Robinson Rd and Peachtree
Parkway. The design of the fuel use here is more residential in nature with only four
pumps proposed and is not designed as a national gas retailer. The operator /
owners are existing business owners in Peachtree City as previously stated.
Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent or nearby property:
No, once this parcel is developed, there are only two remaining parcels within the
Wilshire Village remaining and they are located on the rear access road off of
Rockaway between the subject property and the Somerby Development. The uses
proposed are in keeping with the other village centers in Peachtree City.
Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal has a reasonable
economic use as currently zoned:
The property is already zoned GC and has a reasonable economic use. The proposed
addition of the fuel component will not negatively impact said reasonable economic
use but should enhance the retail environment that already exists and adds a use
component that doesn’t exists but provides a convenience for the local residents.
Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an
excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, transportation facilities, utilities,
or schools:
Existing Streets:
No burdensome impact in that the parcel / uses are part of an
existing development and entrances and exits to Hwy 74 S and Rockaway were
predetermined, approved and previously installed be the Master Developer,
Columbia Properties. Access to the proposed site are all cross access drives within
the balance of the existing development.
Transportation Facilities: There will be no burdensome impact to transportation
facilities and proposed development is part of a larger planned development almost
completely built out.
Utilities: There will be no burdensome impact to utilities. Storm is part of a
master detention program and was pre-planned and installed for the entire site
previously. Within this rezoning package there are service letters from the primary
utilizes (Fayette Co Water / WASA / EMC) stating that capacity for this site / use are
available and sufficient.

Schools: There will be no burdensome impact to the schools since the parcel
doesn’t require classroom capacity. The schools will however reap the benefit of
increased property and sales tax revenue.
Services: There will be no burdensome impact to services (police, fire). The
internal drives will confirm to standard fire code requirements and the building will
be sprinkled and constructed of primarily non-combustible components.
(6) Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and
development of the property which give supportive grounds for either approval or
disapproval of the zoning proposal:
Expansive and explosive residential growth has supported the continued expansion
of the commercial market in the area. The removal of the fuel condition will allow
for the final use component for this area consistent with the other villages in
Peachtree City.

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commissioners

FROM:

Robin Bechtel Cailloux, AICP
Director Planning & Development

DATE:

May 1, 2021

SUBJECT:

Airport overlay zones
May 10, 2021 Planning Commission Workshop

Background
Peachtree City has had airport zoning overlays since 1988. The city’s ordinance was
based on a model ordinance provided by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and
included definitions of the airport protection zones as they existed at that time. The FAA
updated the definitions of protected airspace around airports in the late 2000s; however,
the City’s ordinance was not updated at that time to reflect these changes.
The proposed airport overlay ordinance updates the definitions of the protected airport
zones and is based on the model ordinance provided by the FAA. The ordinance has
been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney and the Airport.
Location
Figure 1 depicts the location of the proposed airport overlays. Historically, the airport
overlays were not mapped on the Official Zoning Map. Because of this, city staff were
required to interpret the technical definitions of the zones and determine if a property
was impacted by the zone. This is very difficult. Therefore, the proposed ordinance will
be mapped on the city’s Official Zoning Map, which will assist both city staff and property
owners to understand which properties are affected by the airport zones.
The only airport zone that has changed definition between the city’s 1988 ordinance and
the proposed ordinance is the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). The RPZ size and area is
determined by the FAA dependent upon the type of aircraft using a runway. Since 1988,
the Airport has seen a change in the types of aircraft, and as a result, the RPZ on the north
side of the airport has changed. Figure 2 shows the previous 1988 RPZ and the current
RPZ.
Ordinance Summary
A zoning overlay is an additional layer of requirements placed on a property. The
proposed Airport overlay districts do not change the existing zoning category of any
property.

Airport Overlay Districts
Page 2
There are three types of airport overlay districts proposed:
• Approach/ Departure Overlay (ADO)
• Transitional Surface Overlay (TSO)
• Runway Protection Zone Overlay (RPZO)
The ADO adds height restricts based on proximity to the runway. The closer a property is
located to the runway, the more restrictive height limitations are. The ADO also limits the
concentration and above-ground storage of highly flammable and explosive materials.
The TSO only restricts height of structures. Similar to the ADO, the closer a property is
located to the runway, the more restrictive height limitations are on that property.
The RPZO is located at the very end of runways. All above-ground structures, including
trees and utility lines are prohibited. Public assembly is prohibited within the RPZO, but this
does not include uses where people may gather for a short period of time such as at
cemeteries, on golf courses, or in parking lots.
Evaluation:
Because the proposed zoning action does not change the underlying zoning category
of the property, the standard six (6) evaluation criteria for rezonings is not provided by
staff. However, the proposed ordinance does meet the stated purpose statements within
the city’s zoning ordinance (underlining added for emphasis):
The purpose of this ordinance is to promote the health, safety, convenience, order,
prosperity and general welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the city; and to
assure the development of the city in accordance with the land use and thoroughfare
plan as adopted, and as amended from time to time; to protect the population from
the danger and inconvenience of traffic congestion; to prevent overcrowding of the
land and the undue concentration of population; to facilitate the adequate provision
of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, recreation and other public requirements;
to regulate with reasonable consideration the character of existing and future uses of
the land in order to promote desirable living conditions and neighborhood stability,
protect property against blight and depreciation, secure economy in governmental
expenditures, and protect against floods and other natural hazards.
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Ordinance Number ______ (

)

AN ORDINANCE REGULATING AND RESTRICTING THE HEIGHT OF
STRUCTURES AND OBJECTS OF NATURAL GROWTH,
AND OTHERWISE REGULATING THE USE OF PROPERTY
IN THE VICINITY OF THE FALCON FIELD PEACHTREE CITY AIRPORT
BY CREATING THE AIRPORT ZONING DISTRICTS AND AMENDING
THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP TO INCLUDE THE
AIRPORT OVERLAY DISTRICTS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF PEACHTREE CITY, AND IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by authority of the same that:
I would consider adding a WHEREAS clause here about how the standards set forth in
this Ordinance are based upon regulations, guidance, etc. from the FAA (assuming that
is true).
Section 1.
The Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance Article X, Requirements by
District, Section 1012, Airport Zoning, be removed in its entirety and replaced with the
following:
Sec. 1012. – Airport overlay districts
(1012.1) Intent of district. The general purpose of this district is to protect the existing and
future operations of the Falcon Field Peachtree City Airport (the Airport) and the public
investment therein; and to promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the public
and aviation users. The specific purpose and intent of this district is to :
1) Impose additional overlay regulations, which are in addition to those underlying
zoning regulations, that will maintain a compatible relationship between airport
operations and existing and future land uses around the Airport.
2) Regulate and restrict the height of structures and objects of natural growth,
placement of buildings, visual obstructions (smoke, steam, dust, etc.) electrical and
navigational interference, noise sensitive land uses, and wildlife and bird attractants
around the Airport.
3) Regulate and restrict building sites, uses, and concentrations of people to protect life
and property in case of accident.
4) Provide a quality environment tor human habitation and for encouraging the most
appropriate land uses around the Airport.
(1012.2) Applicability
The Airport overlay districts shall apply only to those parcels of land shown on the Official
Zoning Map designated within or partially within the Airport overlay districts.
(1012.3) Definitions
1) Airport: Falcon Field Peachtree City Airport.

2) Airport elevation: The highest point of an airport’s usable landing area measured in
feet above mean sea level (msl) which, for under this Section 1012, shall be 808.0 msl.
3) Airport Hazard: Any structure, tree, or use of land that obstructs the air space required
for the flight of aircraft and landing or take-off at an airport, is otherwise hazardous to
such landing or taking off of aircraft, or places significant number of people or
property at risk from airport operations.
4) Airspace: the space lying above the earth or above a certain area of land or water
that is necessary to conduct aviation operations.
5) FAR Part 77: A regulation established by the Federal Aviation Administration entitled,
in full, “Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace – Part 77” that (a) establishes standards
for determining obstructions in navigable airspace; (b) defines the requirements for
notice to the FAA Administrator of certain proposed construction or alteration; (c)
provides for the aeronautical studies of obstructions to air navigation to determine
their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace; (d) provides for public hearings
on the hazardous effect of proposed construction or alteration on air navigation; and
(e) provides for establishing antenna farm areas.
6) Height: For the purpose of determining the height limits in all zones set forth in this
article and shown on the official zoning map, height shall be measured as the highest
point of a structure, tree, or other object of natural growth, measured from the mean
seal level elevation (msl) unless otherwise specified.
7) Imaginary surfaces. Those areas established in relation to the airport and to each
runway consistent with FAR Part 77, as amended time to time, in which any object
extending above these imaginary surfaces, by definition, is an obstruction.
a) Approach surface – longitudinally centered on the extended runway centerline
and extends outward and upward from the end of the runway primary surface.
The approach slope of a runway is a ratio of 20:1, 34:1, or 50:1/40:1 depending on
the approach type. The length of the approach surface varies from 5,000 to 50,000
feet and also depends upon the approach type.
b) Conical surface – extends upward and outward from the periphery of the
horizontal surface at a slope of 20 feet horizontally for every one foot vertically
(20:1) for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet.
c) Horizontal surface – a horizontal plane located 150 feet above the established
airport elevation and encompasses an area from the transitional surface to the
conical surface. The perimeter is constructed by generating arcs from the center
of each end of the primary surface and connecting the adjacent arcs by lines
tangent to those arcs.
d) Primary Surface: The surface longitudinally centered on a runway. Then the
runway has a specially prepared hard surface, the primary surface extends 200
feet beyond the end of that runway. The width of the primary surface is 1,000 ft.
at the Airport.
e) Transitional surface- extends outward and upward at right angles to the runway
centerline and extends at a slope of seven feet horizontally for each one foot
vertically (7:1) from the sides of the primary and approach surfaces. The
transitional surfaces extend to the point at which they intercept the horizontal
surface at a height of 150 feet above the established airport elevation (808.0 +
150 feet = 958 msl)

8) Incompatible Land Use: The use of land that is normally incompatible with the aircraft
and airport operations (such as, but not limited to, homes, schools, nursing homes,
hospitals, and libraries.)
9) Mean sea level: Abbreviated msl, the mean sea level is an average level of the
surface of one of more of Earth’s bodies of water from which heights are measured.
10) Noise Sensitive Land Use: A use where airport noise typically interferes with normal
activities associated with the use. Examples of noise sensitive land uses include, but
are not limited to, residential, educational, health, religious, wildlife refuges, and
cultural sites where a quiet setting is a recognized attribute.
11) Public Assembly Uses: This definition shall apply to this Section of the ordinance only.
An activity or daily use of a structure or outdoor facility where concentrations of
people gather for purposes such as deliberation, education, shopping, business,
entertainment, amusement, special events, sporting events, but excluding air shows.
A public assembly use does not include places where people congregate for
relatively short periods of time such as parking lots, cemeteries, golf courses, or uses
approved by the FAA in an adopted airport master plan.
12) Runway Protection Zone (RPZ): A trapezoidal-shaped area centered about the
extended runway centerline that is used to enhance the protection of people and
property on the ground. The RPZ dimensions are functions of the design aircraft, type
of operation, and visibility minimums, and therefore may be amended from time to
time.
13) Structure: This definition shall apply to this Section of the ordinance only. An object
anchored, constructed, attached, erected, gathered, located, placed, piled, or
installed by humans, either on the ground or in or over a body of water, either
moveable or immovable, and either temporary or permanent. The term structure
includes, but is not limited to, antennae, buildings, cranes, fences, overhead
transmission lines, patios and decks, man-made ponds, signs and sign structures,
smokestacks, towers, utility poles, wires, and anything attached to any of the
foregoing either temporarily or permanently.
14) Wildlife attractants: any human-made structure, land-use practice, or human-made
or natural geographic that can attract or sustain wildlife within the landing or
departure airspace or the airport’s air operations area. These attractants include, but
are not limited to, open bodies of water, surface mining, waste disposal sites,
wastewater treatment facilities, or wetlands.
(1012.4) Establishment and Delineation of Airport Overlay Districts. The following overlay
districts are created and mapped on the official zoning map, which may be updated as
determined by city council following the map amendment process stipulated in Article
XIII of the Zoning Ordinance:
1) Height Limitations Overlay (HLO): The boundary of the HLO zone shall be the full extent
of all the Imaginary Surfaces described in Part 77 of the FAA guidance and mapped
on the Peachtree City official zoning map. The HLO protected airspace on a property
begins at 150 feet over 808 msl (958 msl).
2) Approach/Departure Overlay (ADO): The boundary of the ADO shall be the full extent
of the Approach and Departure surfaces for the Airport, as described in FAR Part 77
of the FAA guidance and mapped on the Peachtree City official zoning map. The
protected airspace within the northern ADO follows a 34:1 slope for 10,000 feet. The

protected airspace within the southern ADO follows a slope of 50:1 for 10,000 feet,
then a slope of 40:1 for the remaining 40,000 feet.
3) Transitional Surface Overlay (TSO): The boundary of the TSO shall be the full extent of
the Transitional surface as described in FAR Part 77 of the FAA guidance and as
mapped on the Peachtree City official zoning map. The protected airspace within
the TSO follows a slope of 7:1 from the primary and approach surfaces to the point at
which it intercepts the HSO.
4) Runway Protection Zone Overlay (RPZO): The boundary of the RPZO shall be the full
extent of the RPZ for the Airport, as described in FAR Part 77 of the FAA guidance and
mapped on the Peachtree City official zoning map.
(1012.5) General Provisions for all airport overlay districts. The following restrictions apply
to all land within any of the airport overlay districts.
1) Applicability of regulations. If a single parcel is located in more than one Airport
overlay district, the applicable overlay district use restrictions shall apply only to the
portion of the property located in that overlay district. A parcel may be partially or
fully within two or more overlay districts.
2) Glare restrictions. No glare-producing materials or architectural design shall be used
that will result in glare that could impeded a pilot’s vision.
3) Lighting restrictions. No lighting shall project directly onto an existing runway or
taxiway or into existing airport approach and landing paths except where necessary
for safe and convenient air travel, as determined by the FAA or the Airport. Lighting
for any new or expanded use shall incorporate shielding in their designs to reflect light
away from airport approach and landing paths. No use shall imitate airport lighting
or impeded the ability of pilots to distinguish between airport lighting and other
lighting.
4) Communications Facilities and Electrical interference. No structure or use shall create
electrical or electronic interference with navigational signals, or radio or radar
communications between the aircraft and a ground station. Proposals for the
location of new or expanded radio, radio-telephone, and television transmission
facilities and electrical transmission lines shall be coordinated with FAA prior to
approval.
5) Visibility. No structure or use shall cause emissions of smoke, dust, or steam that could
obscure visibility of pilots. Nor shall any emissions be permitted that are injurious to the
public in use of the Airport.
6) Waste disposal facilities. No new waste disposal facilities shall be permitted within the
Airport Overlay Districts unless approval is obtained from the Federal Aviation
Administration.
7) Other hazards and aircraft operations. In addition to the specific prohibitions stated
in this article, no use or structure shall otherwise endanger the landing, taking off, or
maneuvering of aircraft.
(1012.6) Regulations by Districts.
1) Height Limitation Overlay (HLO)
a) No structure or tree shall be constructed, altered, maintained, or allowed to grow
into or project within the HLO, which is 958 msl or greater.

b) When the height limitations of the applicable zoning district are more restrictive
than those of imaginary surface restrictions, the applicable zoning district height
limitations shall apply and control.
c) Height exceptions to the HLO may be permitted only when supported in writing
by the airport sponsor and the FAA. Applications for height exceptions may be
approved administratively by the Planning Director subject to such conditions and
terms as recommended by the FAA, and other conditions as determined by the
Director. Applicants objecting to the finding of the Director may follow the
appeals process outlined in Article XII of the Zoning Ordinance.
2) Approach Departure Overlay (ADO). In addition to the requirements of the underlying
zoning district and the general provisions of the airport overlay districts, areas
designated within the ADO shall comply with the following restrictions. In the event of
a conflict between the following restrictions and the provisions of the underlying
zoning district for each parcel, the more restrictive provision shall control. The
provisions for the ADO are as follows:
a) No structure or tree shall be constructed, altered, maintained, or allowed to grow
into or project within the ADO protected airspace. All development applications
shall be required to provide proof that the proposed development will not project
within the ADO protected airspace. Documentation satisfying this section shall be
as determined by the Planning Director and or the Airport sponsor, and may
include an elevation certificate or other similar survey performed by a land
surveyor registered to work within the state of Georgia.
b) Uses that represent significant fire or explosion hazards, including fuel storage tank
farms, above-ground fuel tanks, and gasoline stations are prohibited.
3) Transitional Surface Overlay (TSO). In addition to the requirements of the underlying
zoning district and the general provisions of the airport overlay districts, areas
designated within the TSO shall comply with the following restrictions. In the event of
a conflict between the following restrictions and the provisions of the underlying
zoning district for each parcel, the more restrictive provision shall control. The
provisions of the TSO are as follows:
a) No structure or tree shall be constructed, altered, maintained, or allowed to grow
into or project within the TSO.
b) All development applications shall be required to provide proof that the proposed
development will not project within the TSO. Documentation satisfying this section
shall be as determined by the Planning Director and or the Airport sponsor, and
may include an elevation certificate or other similar survey performed by a land
surveyor registered to work within the state of Georgia.
4) Runway Protection Zone Overlay (RPZO). In addition to the requirements of the
underlying zoning district and the general provisions of the airport overlay districts,
areas designated as RPZO shall comply with the following use restrictions:
a) Above-ground structural hazards are prohibited, including buildings, temporary
structures, exposed transmission lines, and other similar above-ground structures.
No tree or shrub shall be maintained or allowed to grow within the RPZO.
b) Public assembly uses as defined by this ordinance are prohibited.
(1012.7) Nonconforming uses.
1) Regulations are not retroactive. The regulations prescribed by this section shall not be
construed to require the removal, lowering, or other change or alteration of any
structure, tree, or use of land not conforming to the regulations as of the effective

date of this section or otherwise interfere with the continuance of nonconforming use.
Nothing contained herein shall require any change in the construction, alteration, or
intended use of any structure, the construction or alteration of which was begun
proper to the effective date of this section, and is diligently prosecuted and
completed within two years of the construction or alteration start date.
2) Any lawfully existing nonconforming use may be continued subject to the conditions
of Section 906 of the Zoning Ordinance. The burden of establishing that a
nonconformity lawfully exists is on the owner.
(1012.8) Permits and Procedures.
1) All permits and procedures for building permits or zoning approvals within the airport
overlay districts shall comply with the Peachtree City code of ordinances.
2) Additional documentation may be required by the Planning Director before permits
can be issued or as a condition of permit approval. These may include elevation
certificates showing the structure does not violate the maximum height requirements,
statements of approval from the FAA or Airport, or other documents as required.
3) Any permit or variance granted may be conditioned as to require the owner of the
structure or tree in question to install, operate, and maintain, at the owner’s expense,
such markings and lights as may be necessary to indicate to pilots the presence of an
airport hazard.
(1012.9) Variances.
1) Any person desiring to erect or increase the height of any structure, permit the growth
of any tree, or use property not in accordance with the regulations prescribed in this
article may apply to the city council for a variance from such regulations. The
variance and public hearing process shall comply with Article XII of the Zoning
Ordinance.
2) The application for a variance shall be accompanied by a determination from the
Federal Aviation Administration as to the effect of the proposal on the operation or
air navigation facilities and the safe, efficient use of navigable airspace.
3) Upon determining the completeness of the application, the variance application
shall be referred to the Airport for review, comments, and recommendation prior to
the public hearing on the variance application.
Section 2.
The Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance Article VII Section 702, District
boundaries, shall be removed in its entirety and replaced with the following:
1) The location and boundaries of each zoning district are as shown on the “Official
Zoning Map of Peachtree City, Georgia.” The city zoning map, dated September 12,
1977, as amended is hereby updated and replaced by the city zoning map dated
June 3, 2021 attached to this ordinance number ____ as Exhibit “A” and incorporated
herein by express reference. The zoning map dated _____ is hereby adopted and by
such adoption all properties in the city are hereby zoned to the zoning classifications
indicated for such properties on said map until such time as said property may be
rezoned to some other zoning classification.
2) A copy of the zoning map shall be kept on file in the Planning and Development
offices, and preserved by the Director of Planning. It shall be the express duty of the
Planning Director or someone authorized by the Director, to update the zoning map
as it is amended by the city council. A copy of the zoning map shall be available for

all persons desiring to examine it and shall be considered the official zoning map of
the city.
Section 3.
The Peachtree City Zoning map is amended to show the Height Limitations
Overlay, the Approach/Departure Overlay, and the Runway Protection Zone Overlay.
Section 4.
All ordinances or parts thereof which conflict with the provisions of this
ordinance are, to the extent of such conflict and except as hereinafter provided, hereby
repealed.
Section 5.
Should any phrase, clause, sentence, section, or provision of this ordinance
be declared invalid by a Court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidation shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portion of this ordinance, which remaining portion
shall remain in full force and effect The City Council declares that it would have passed
this ordinance and each subsection, sentence, clause and phrase thereof, irrespective
of the fact that any one or more subsections, sentences, clauses or phrases may be
declared invalid.
Section 6.
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its official adoption by
the City Council.
Done, Ratified, and Passed this 3rd day of June, 2021.

___________________________
Vanessa Fleisch, Mayor
___________________________
Phil Prebor, Post 1
___________________________
Mike King, Post 2
__________________________
Kevin Madden, Post 3
___________________________
Terry Ernst, Post 4
Attest:

___________________________
City Clerk

