
AGENDA 
March 28, 2024 

5:00 p.m. 

Welcome to the meeting of your Fayette County Board of Commissioners. Your participation in County government is appreciated. All 
regularly scheduled Board meetings are open to the public and are held on the 2nd and 4th Thursday of each month at 5:00 p.m. 

OFFICIAL SESSION: 
Call to Order  
Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance by Vice Chairman Edward Gibbons 
Acceptance of Agenda 

PROCLAMATION/RECOGNITION: 

1. Update from Southern Crescent Technical College. 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

2. Consideration of Petition No.1338-24, Jerry Battle, Jr., and Melissa Battle, owners, Randy Boyd, agent, request to
rezone 2.14 acres from A-R to R-72 for the purposes of creating a legal, conforming lot to build a single-family home;
property located in Land Lot 252 of the 4th District and fronts on McBride Road. This item was tabled at the February 22,
2024 Board of Commissioners meeting.

3. Consideration of Petition No. 1344-24, Stephen Willoughby Homes, LLC, owner; Richard Lindsey, Attorney, agent;
request to rezone 41.10 acres from A-R to R-40 for the purposes of developing a single-family residential subdivision;
property located in Land Lot 230 of the 5th District and fronts on Kenwood Road and Longview Road.

PUBLIC COMMENT: 
Speakers will be given a five (5) minute maximum time limit to speak before the Board of Commissioners about various topics, issues, and concerns. Speakers must 
direct comments to the Board. Responses are reserved at the discretion of the Board. 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

4. Approval to add Paislee Park subdivision to Fayette County's Street Light Program.
5. Approval to accept a supplemental grant award for the DUI Accountability Court in the amount of $51,546 for Treatment

and Drug Testing.

6. Approval of the March 14, 2024 Board of Commissioners Meeting Minutes.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
Lee Hearn, Chairman 
Edward Gibbons, Vice Chairman 
Eric K. Maxwell 
Charles D. Rousseau 
Charles W. Oddo 

FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA 
Steve Rapson, County Administrator 

Dennis A. Davenport, County Attorney 
Tameca P. Smith, County Clerk 

Marlena Edwards, Chief Deputy County Clerk 

140 Stonewall Avenue West 
Public Meeting Room 

Fayetteville, GA 30214 
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In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, accommodations are available for those who are hearing impaired.  The Board of 
Commissioners Agenda and supporting material for each item is available on-line through the County’s website at www.fayettecountyga.gov. This 
meeting will be telecast on Comcast Cable Channel 23 and on the internet at https://vimeo.com/user133262656. 
 

OLD BUSINESS:  
NEW BUSINESS: 
 

7. Consideration of a request from Rod Wright, developer of Paislee Park, seeking authorization for the use of motorized 
cart travel on all streets within the subdivision in accordance with Fayette County Code; Chapter 26-Traffic and Vehicles; 
Article III.-Motorized Carts. 
 

8. Consideration of a request from United States Soccer Federation National Training and Headquarters to connect to the 
City of Fayetteville's sewer system. 
 

9. Request to award Bid #2357-B: 2017 SPLOST; Stormwater Category II, Tier II, 19SBM Ridge Way Culvert Replacement 
to the lowest responsive, responsible bidder, Piedmont Paving, Inc., in the amount of $300,958.14 and to transfer 
$141,286.00 from 19SBO - Davis Road. 
 

10. Request to award IFB #2358-B to Headley Construction Corporation in the amount of $299,977.68 for Kiwanis Park 
Pickleball Construction and approval to transfer $120,000.00 from Kiwanis Park Restroom Facility Budget 37560110 
541210 236AC to the Kiwanis Park Pickleball Construction budget 37560110 541210 226AE to fully fund the Pickleball 
Court Construction project.  

 
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORTS: 
A: Contract 2128-B: Annual Contract for Waterline Extension Task Order 24-07: Burch Rd. Vault Replacement  
B: Contract 2379-S: Public Health Camera Installation 
ATTORNEY’S REPORTS: 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS: 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: 
ADJOURNMENT: 
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 pg. 1 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

PETITION NO:  1338-24 
 
REQUESTED ACTION:  Rezone from A-R to R-72      
   
PARCEL NUMBER:  0449  061 

 
PROPOSED USE:  Single-Family Residential  
 
EXISTING USE:  Single-Family Residential 
 
LOCATION:  689 McBride Road  
 
DISTRICT/LAND LOT(S):  4th District, Land Lot 252  
 
ACREAGE: 2.14 acres  
 
OWNERS:  Jerry Battle, Jr. & Melissa Battle 
 
AGENT:  Randy M. Boyd 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:  February 1, 2024 
 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC HEARING: March 28, 2024 (tabled from February 22, 2024) 
 
 
APPLICANT'S INTENT 
 
Applicant proposes to rezone 2.14 acres from A-R to R-72 for the purposes of a single-family home 
and accessory structures.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On February 1, 2024, the Planning Commission voted 5-0 to recommend CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 
of the request to rezone from A-R to R-72. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
As defined in the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, Rural Residential - 2 is designated for this area, 
so the request for R-72 zoning is appropriate. However, at the last Board of Commissioners meeting, 
petitioner made a statement that triggered staff to conduct additional research into the 
parcel.  Following said research, staff has determined that this parcel is classified as an illegal parcel. 
It was a remnant parcel in a plat recorded 4 NOV 1987, Plat Book 18 Page 111 (please refer to plat on 
page 15 of this agenda package). As a result, staff recommends denial of the rezoning petition. The 
parcel should be presented to the Zoning Board of Appeals with a request to be deemed a 
nonconforming lot under Sec. 110-242. Once the illegal status has been corrected, the parcel will be 
eligible to be considered for rezoning. 
 
The two older accessory structures that exceeded the square footage allowed in R-72 have been 
removed.  
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 pg. 2 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

The unapproved business operation has ceased and the applicant understands that this will not be 
permitted at this location. 
 
The applicant has applied for a building permit for the shop.  The issuance and approval of this permit 
is pending the correction of the deficiencies of the existing house and parcel.  
 
If this rezoning is approved, staff recommends the following conditions: 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
1. The owner/developer shall dedicate right-of-way, as needed, to provide 40 feet of right of way as 

measured from the existing centerline of McBride Road. The required right-of-way donation shall 
be provided to the County within 60 days of the approval of the rezoning request. 

2. Applicant must, within 120 days of the rezoning, obtain a variance for the side yard setback 
encroachment of approximately 1 foot (1’) of the existing house or remove the structure. 

3. Applicant must, within 120 days of the rezoning,  obtain a variance for the front yard setback 
encroachment of approximately 33.8 feet (33.8’) of the existing house or remove the structure. 

4. If the setback variances are approved, the applicant must, within 60 days of that approval, obtain 
a building permit to expand the house to meet R-72 standards, or obtain a demolition permit and  
remove the structure.   

5. Expansion of the house, or its removal, must be completed within 6 months of obtaining the 
building permit. 

6. Applicant must obtain a variance for an additional 20 square feet for the remaining accessory 
structure (1820 SF shop) or remove the structure within 120 days of approval of rezoning 
request. 

7. Applicant must, within 60 days of approval of the accessory structure size variance, obtain a 
building permit for the accessory structure (1820 SF shop) or remove the structure. 

8. If the applicant does not obtain a building permit to expand the existing house, or alternatively, a 
permit to build a new house, then the accessory structure (1820 SF shop) shall be removed within 
90 days of the house setback variance approvals. 
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 pg. 3 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

INVESTIGATION 
 
A. GENERAL PROPERTY INFORMATION 
 

The property is an illegal lot because it has less than 5 acres created after Nov. 13, 1980. It is 
a remnant parcel from a subdivision plat by a previous owner. Rezoning to R-72 will create a 
lot that meets the acreage requirements of its zoning district.   
 
Because it was built in 1901, the existing house does not meet current building setbacks or 
square footage requirements.  Historic structures are generally considered to be legal 
nonconforming because they predate any ordinances but the rezoning requires that all issues 
be addressed. The applicants are aware of and have agreed to the recommended conditions. 
 
There were more accessory structures on the property than are allowed in the zoning district. 
The smaller structures have been removed, leaving a single accessory building, an 1820 SF 
shop. This structure was not permitted by the previous owner, so the applicant is aware that 
they must obtain a building permit for the shop. A principal dwelling, or an active permit for a 
principal dwelling, is required before an accessory structure may be permitted. Provisions 
requiring the permits are listed in the recommended conditions of zoning. 
 
This property is not located in an Overlay Zone. 

 
B. REZONING HISTORY:  

 
There is no record of a prior rezoning. 
 

C. CURRENT DEVELOPMENT HISTORY: 
 
The Battles purchased the property in April 2023.  At the time of purchase, there was an 
existing home constructed in 1901 with approximately 1,158 square feet, two (2) smaller 
sheds, one (1) 1,820 square foot metal building, and various debris.  The sheds have been 
removed and Mr. Battle is in the process of obtaining a building permit for the shop.  Mr. Battle 
applied for a building application for the 1,800 square foot shed in July 2023, however, staff 
was unable to approve the permit application because the lot was not a legal non-conforming 
lot.  Rezoning is the first step in restoring the property to conforming status.  The Battles 
understand variances and/or permits are also required if the existing structures are to remain.   
  

D. SURROUNDING ZONING AND USES 
 

Near the subject property is land which is zoned A-R, R-40, and R-72. See the following table 
and the attached Zoning Map. The subject property is bounded by the following adjacent 
zoning districts and uses: 

 

Direction Acreage Zoning Use Comprehensive Plan 

North 4.151 R-40 Single Family Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 

East 5.75 A-R Agricultural-Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 
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 pg. 4 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

South (across 
McBride Rd) 

5.0; 
19.55 

A-R Agricultural-Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 3 
acres 

West 2.49 R-72 Single Family Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 

 

E. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Future Land Use Plan: The subject property lies within an area designated for Rural 
Residential on the Future Land Use Plan map. This request conforms to the Fayette County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
F. ZONING/REGULATORY REVIEW 
           

Access & Right-of Way: The property has existing access on McBride Road. 
 
Site Plan: The applicant submitted a survey for the property. They do propose adding a new 
single-family home. 
 

G. DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 

 Water System - Water is not available in that area of McBride Rd.  The option to 
extend the waterline is available at the homeowner’s expense. 

 Public Works – No objections. Please refer to recommended conditions. 
o McBride Road is classified as a Collector and requires a 80’ Right of Way per the 

Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. Owner has agreed to dedicate necessary right-of-
way. 

 Environmental Management - No objections. 
o Floodplain Management -- The site DOES NOT contain floodplain per FEMA FIRM 

panel 13113C0114E dated September 26, 2008, and the FC Flood Study. 
o Wetlands -- The property DOES NOT contain wetlands per the U.S. Department of 

the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 National Wetland Inventory Map.  
o Watershed Protection -- There ARE NO state waters located on the subject property 

per Fayette County GIS.  
o Groundwater -- The property IS NOT within a groundwater recharge area. 
o Post Construction Stormwater Management  -- Single family home construction of 

existing lots does not apply. 
 Environmental Health Department – Dept. has no objections to proposed rezoning 

from A-R to R-72.  
 Fire – No objections to the requested rezoning.    
 GDOT – Not applicable, not on State Route. 
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 pg. 5 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

STANDARDS 
 

Sec. 110-300. - Standards for map amendment (rezoning) evaluation.  
All proposed map amendments shall be evaluated with special emphasis being placed on the 
relationship of the proposal to the land use plan and related development policies of the county The 
following factors shall be considered by the planning and zoning department, the planning 
commission and the board of commissioners when reviewing a request for rezoning: 
(1) Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the land use plan and policies contained 

therein; 
(2) Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or 

nearby property; 
(3) Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive or 

burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools; 
(4) Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and development of 

the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning 
proposal. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS 

 
1. The subject property lies within an area designated for Rural Residential-2 Uses. This request 

does conform to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan in terms of the use and proposed 
lot size. 

2. The area around the subject property is an area that already has various residential and 
agricultural uses. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal would not adversely affect the 
existing or future uses of nearby properties.  

3. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal will not have an excessive or burdensome 
impact on streets, utilities, or schools. 

4. The proposal is consistent in character and use with the surrounding uses as agricultural 
and low density residential. 

 
ZONING DISTRICT STANDARDS 

Sec. 110-132. R-72, Single-Family Residential District. 

(a) Description of district. This district is composed of certain lands and structures having a low 
density single-family residential character and designed to protect against the depreciating 
effects of small lot development and those uses incompatible with such a residential 
environment.  

(b) Permitted uses. The following permitted uses shall be allowed in the R-72 zoning district:  

(1) Single-family dwelling;  

(2) Residential accessory structures and uses (see article III of this chapter); and  

(3) Growing crops, gardens.  

(c) Conditional uses. The following conditional uses shall be allowed in the R-72 zoning district 
provided that all conditions specified in article V of this chapter are met:  

(1) Church and/or other place of worship;  

(2) Developed residential recreational/amenity areas;  

(3) Home occupation;  
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 pg. 6 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 (BOC - March 28, 2024) 

(4) Horse quarters; and  

(5) Private school, including, but not limited to: classrooms, administration, playground, 
housing, athletic fields, gymnasium, and stadium.  

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-72 zoning district 
shall be as follows:  

(1) Lot area per dwelling unit: 87,120 square feet (two acres).  

(2) Lot width:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 175 feet.  
2. Collector: 175 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 150 feet.  

(3) Floor area: 2,100 square feet.  

(4) Front yard setback:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 75 feet.  
2. Collector: 75 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 50 feet.  

(5) Rear yard setback: 50 feet.  

(6) Side yard setback: 25 feet.  

(7) Height limit: 35 feet.  

(Code 1992, § 20-6-8; Ord. No. 2012-09, § 4, 5-24-2012; Ord. No. 2018-03, § 13, 9-22-2018) 
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February 27, 2024: 

Nieber conducted an on-site mee�ng with the owners. 

The removal of the small shed-like structure and pole barn has been confirmed. Cer�ficate of 
Comple�on issued- see below.  

Remaining Structures on the property: 

Exis�ng Residen�al Home 1180 sq � Year Built: 1901. 

Unpermited Metal Building: 1800 sq �  

Well Cover Structure: 26 Sf

Discussed that approval from the Fayette County Board of Commissioners for the pending variance 
request was required before the submitted building permit for the metal structure could be 
considered by Planning and Zoning and Building Safety. 

Building Safety confirmed that no business services are occurring within the unpermited structure. 
Use of the building is restricted until compliance is reached.

If the variance approval is granted by the FCBOC, the home would need to be a minimum of 2100sf 
as required by Planning and Zoning and an addi�onal permit would need to be submitted to achieve 
this.  

Nieber and the homeowners discussed the extensive work that would be required for the exis�ng 
home, including lead and asbestos tes�ng, prior to the issue of any future home permits.  

The unpermited garage would require a stamped Georgia structural engineer design for the proper 
anchoring to the founda�on, repair/removal of charred wood, correct portal doors, and addi�onal 
noted framing deficiencies.  

Environmental Health approval is required for the garage structure to be permitted with a bathroom. 
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Report Summary: February 27, 2024

Building Safety confirms the two remaining structures on the property can be 
permitted to reach compliance if FCBOC approves the pending variance request by 
the owner. 

Owner understand that this would involve extensive work and cost is not 
considered by the Building Official when making this determination. All work 
including cost required to reach compliance would be the responsibility of the 
owner. 

Owner was advised of the ordinance requirements for land transfers including 
unresolved issues, unpermitted or future permitting requirements.  If property is 
ever sold the Building Official needs a notarized, signed disclosure by seller 
informing buyer the property has unresolved issues that may include enforcement 
items.   

Report by: Leslie Nieber- Building Official 
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Fayette County Department of Building Safety
Phone: 770-305-5403  Fax: 770-305-5212

NO:  RDMO-02-24-072339

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION
RESIDENTIAL

In accordance with Chapter 5, of the Fayette County Code, the building or structure described below has been inspected for
compliance with the requirements of the current state mandated version of the International Residential Code® in conjunction with the
Georgia State Amendments and no violations of the construction codes or other laws that are enforced by the Department of Building
Safety have been found.

Building Permit Number: RDMO-02-24-072339

Building/Structure Address: 689 MCBRIDE RD, Fayetteville, GA 30215

Owner Name: Jerry Battle

Owner Address: 455 MerryDale Dr - Fayetteville, Georgia - 30215

Description for which Certificate is issued: Demolition of existing 20x21 pole barn and 14x11 shed. Structures were put on
property from previous owner and never permitted-confirmed removed by Building Official. 

Special Stipulations and Conditions of the Building Permit:

Inspector: Leslie Nieber  Date & Time: 2/27/2024 

Leslie Nieber

 BUILDING OFFICIAL / DIRECTOR

FAYETTE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING SAFETY
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BOARD MEMBERS                    STAFF 
John H. Culbreth, Sr., Chairman  Deborah L. Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 

John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman  Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

Danny England    Christina Barker, Planning and Zoning Coordinator 

Jim Oliver    E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney    

Boris Thomas  

______________________________________________________________________________________  

                                                                              
 

AGENDA OF ACTIONS 

FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

140 STONEWALL AVENUE WEST 

February 1, 2024 

7:00 pm 
    

*Please turn off or turn to mute all electronic devices during the  

Planning Commission Meetings                                

________________________________________________________________________ 

  
NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Call to Order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3. Oath of Office for Boris Thomas. E. Allison Ivey Cox read the Oath of Office to Boris Thomas, who 

was sworn in as a board member for the Planning Commission.  

 

4. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda. John Kruzan seconded 

the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

5. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on January 4, 2024, Jim Oliver made a motion to 

approve the minutes from the January 4, 2024, meeting. Boris Thomas seconded the motion. The 

motion passed 5-0.  

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6. Petition No. 1338-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 2.140 acres from A-R to R-72 for the 

purpose of constructing a single-family residence. Danny England made a motion to 

approve Petition 1338-24 with conditions. Jim Oliver seconded the motion. The motion 

passed 5-0.   

 

7. Petition No. 1339-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 5 acres from R-70 to C-H for the 

purpose of developing as a commercial property. Jim Oliver made a motion to approve 

Petition No. 1339-24 with conditions. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion 

passed 5-0. 
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8. Petition No. 1340-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 4.03 acres from A-R to C-C for the 

purpose of constructing a fuel station, convenience store, and retail. John Kruzan made a 

motion to deny Petition 1340-24. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion to 

recommend denial passed 5-0.  

 

9. Petition No. 1341-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 10.95 acres from A-R to R-70 for 

the purpose of combining this property with an existing single family residential parcel. 

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1341-24 with conditions. John 

Kruzan seconded the motion to approve with conditions. The motion passed 

unanimously.  
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Meeting Minutes 02/01/2024 
 

 

 

THE FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION met on February 1, 2024, at 7:00 

P.M. in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, 

Georgia.   

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   John H. Culbreth Sr., Chairman   

                                         John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman 

                                         Danny England 

    Jim Oliver 

    Boris Thomas 

                                                            

STAFF PRESENT:          Debbie Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 

                                     Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

                                     Christina Barker, Zoning Coordinator 

                                            E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney 

                                                                                                                                                         
 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Call to Order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3. Oath of Office for Boris Thomas. E. Allison Ivey Cox read the Oath of Office to Boris Thomas, who 

was sworn in as a board member of the Planning Commission.  

 

4. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda. John Kruzan seconded 

the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

5. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on January 4, 2024, Jim Oliver made a motion to 

approve the minutes from the January 4, 2024, meeting. Boris Thomas seconded the motion. The 

motion passed 5-0.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6.  Petition No. 1338-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 2.140 acres from A-R to R-72 for the 

purpose of constructing a single-family residence.  

Deborah Bell reviewed the staff report for Petition 1338-24 to rezone 2.140 acres from A-

R to R-72 for the purpose of constructing a single-family residence and accessory 

structures. The property is a nonconforming lot. It appears to be a remnant from some 

previous lot's subdivision. So, the fact that it is nonconforming is not the fault of the owner. 

However, rezoning it would cure the nonconformance and make this a legal nonconforming 

lot. The current owners purchased the property in April 2023. There is an existing much 

older home on the property which, if they are going to try to retain it, would require some 

variances. So, they will have to assess if they wish to proceed with that or to build 

something new. Staff recommends conditional approval.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1. The owner/developer shall dedicate right-of-way, as needed, to provide 50 feet of 

right-of-way as measured from the existing centerline of McBride Road.  

2. The required right-of-way donation shall be provided to the County within 60 days 

of the approval of the rezoning request. 

3.  Applicant must obtain variances for structures not in compliance with R-72 Zoning 

or remove the structures within 180 days of rezoning approval.  

 

Randy Boyd represents the petitioner, Jerry and Melissa Battle. They purchased the 

property in April of 2023. You can see from the map that it has all sorts of issues with it. 

To get the rezoning we have to apply for and dedicate an additional right of way. Yes, we 

will absolutely do that. I would like to take the opportunity to thank Deborah Bell and 

Deborah Sims for working with us on this. I took this over there and they about passed out. 

Everything on this property has issues: too many buildings, they are not big enough, and 

the property lines pass through buildings. They both really stepped out and tried to help us 

with this and we appreciate the help. The Battles purchased it and cleaned it up 

substantially. They want to renovate the house for their special needs son. The one to the 

southwest corner, there is an existing garage back there they want to build another house. 

There are a lot of issues on there. The property was created Nov. 1987 as part of a farm 

which was 12 acres. What they did was peel off 2-acres on each side. That's this piece. 

Then what was left over, I got those rezoned in the past. I got one rezoned in 2006 and 

another one 3-4 years ago to R-72. The 2-acre zoning is compliant with the comprehensive 

land use plan. We have R-72 to the West, R-40 to the North, and then A-R to the East and 

the South. This does fit the land use plan. I have heard a lot of appeals over the years, and 

I have listened to a lot of issues that people have had. But this is one where the Battles just 

bought this piece of property and they didn’t do any of this, they are just trying to clean it 

up. Then you might say well, they should do their due diligence. Yes, they should but if 

you see a good deal, you also got to jump on it real quick. I would just ask that you zone 

this for the 2-acres. That is the proper zoning. The staff suggested that, and we support the 

recommended conditions. We look forward to working with them and cleaning this 

property up, so they have a nice piece of property. Thank you.  

John Culbreth asks if anyone else is in favor of this petition would like to speak.  

George Sullivan speaks on behalf of the petitioner. He is the property owner of the property 

immediately to the west of the petitioner. He has owned the property since March 2017. I 

moved my family here from Connecticut. When we moved here, the property was owned 

by a different property owner. In the time between March 2017 and when the petitioner 

bought the property, I have witnessed no less than two search warrants executed on that 

property, and no less than 12 incidents that required law enforcement. Mind you I am at 

home with two small girls and my wife. At the time when we moved here, I was a federal 

law enforcement officer. I, myself, detained 3 individuals until law enforcement could get 

them. Because they were on my property. This was on 3 separate occasions. I lived through 

it up until the new owner purchased the property. Anyone who knows McBride Road 

knows it was the number one eyesore. That property led to McBride Road being called the 

Infamous McBride Road with law enforcement because everyone knew it so well. The new 

owner bought it and has increased the positive nature, the cleanliness, and everything 

having to do with improving that property 1000 times over. Before it looked like a 
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condemned piece of property. It was littered with all matter of trash, vehicles, and debris 

that I had to look at every day. When the new owners moved in, within a small period of 

time, that was all gone, and they did everything they could up until the point they realized 

that they had zoning issues. To my knowledge, they have attempted to respond to every 

code request and do everything they could do. So, they have already demonstrated that if 

given the opportunity to at least make that property where you can do anything. As I 

understand it, they really can't do any type of modification. Give them the opportunity to 

at least meet the codes of Fayette County. I support them, and I didn't know them before 

they bought the property. Thank you.  

Alexander Garcia here to speak on behalf of the petitioner. I actually just moved to Fayette 

County about a year ago. I live 2-3 houses to the west of Mr. Battle’s property purchased 

back in April. The property was a mess. Mr. Battle came in and gutted it out completely. 

He is doing great things for our community and our property values. He wants to renovate 

and build something new to improve the property and I am in favor of that. Anything to 

make our property better. I am a new Georgia native; he has my 100% support. I don't see 

why you shouldn't approve this rezoning for him. He is just going to make our county better 

and bring that positivity to our town. Thank you so much.  

Mr. Culbreth asked if anyone was opposed to this petition who would like to speak.  

Tim Thoms from 625 McBride Road. It’s not my property anymore but if you see those 

trees in a line in the upper right corner. That is now my daughter and son, where they are 

building a house. So, we are a couple of lots down from Mr. Battle. My property and I am 

proud to say that I am one of the few remaining farmers in Fayette County and have farmed 

that property for almost 30 years since 1996. I grow trees for the landscape industry. My 

property is up and above and further east. I have been a citizen of this county since 1984. 

I have put a lot into this county, and I have sat where you sit now for many years. I 

appreciate your sacrifice and willingness to come up here twice a month to do what you do 

because it is a thankless job. But we have made Fayette County a better place because of 

our service. I don't have any ill will towards the applicant. I just spoke to him for the first 

time today and just met him for the first time tonight. I have spoken to other people who 

know him and from everything I have heard, he is a fine individual. I have no ill will, but 

what I have come here to do is to oppose the petition. I know it meets the land use plan, 

but that 2.1 acres is barely within the density of that land use plan. Even across the street, 

the density is higher at 3 acres. We are on the fringe. I have been working that area for 30 

years and I wanted my kids and my grandkids to take advantage of that too. Again, Mr. 

Battle has done a tremendous job of cleaning that place up…it was a pig sty. There is a lot 

of nefarious activities that have gone on on McBride over the years, such as the chandelier 

that hung on the pole in the yard (just kidding). The concern I have is that I don't think Mr. 

Battle will be able to do what he wants to do on that property. That house. The paper I gave 

you that has the red line around the shed. That is a 1,900 s.f. building as it exists as an 

accessory structure. Zoned A-R, I think the former owner said they were using it for 

agriculture, but allegedly they were using it for other nefarious purposes. It is just not going 

to fly to build unless you take all of those accessory structures down and start from scratch. 

I feel for the man because I know what my children have gone through to build their house. 

It is not easy in Fayette County to do what you want to do, and we go by the law so that 

good actors can be good actors and bad actors can’t get away with anything. It makes it 

tough on us, but we have laws for a reason, and it has helped Fayette County for many 
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years be Fayette County and not someplace else. I think it is in your judgment to 

recommend denial to the Board of Commissioners. If you so happen to wish it to be 

approved, I think you can condition it so that all the accessory structures have to be 

removed. Mr. Battle can come in and build a house because the one that is there…. I have 

not been in it…but I know how it has been treated and I think there isn’t any question that 

it is going to take a lot of work. It is in bad shape. Not to mention, it is way outside of 

codes, setbacks, etc. He has a lot of things to figure out. Someone told me a long time ago 

from the Zoning Board of Appeals that whenever you grant those appeals, you are allowing 

someone to break the law. We have this process that asks for rezoning, but we are still 

asking you to change the law that applies to the rest of the county. So, I would like you to 

look over the situation. I mentioned the nefarious activities that have happened on McBride 

Road for the past two or three decades. I guess before Christmas we were back in my house, 

and we see all these red and blue lights and we thought Oh my Gosh something else is 

going on McBride Road. The blue and red lights were up in the shed area. There was no 

shooting going on, which happened on McBride Road. So, we figured it was not that bad. 

Mr. Battle does work with law enforcement. He equips our sheriff, and fire department 

with sirens and lights for patrol cars and emergency vehicles. It is done in that shop. That 

is an illegal activity. He told me he lived off Hilo Road and he did the same thing in a shop 

he built there. I know his intentions are good, I just don't know that he can do what he 

wants to do. He ought to be able to do that in a commercial or industrial area where that 

kind of business should be done and not in an A-R setting. I appreciate your time.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else is opposed.  

Mr. Randy Boyd requested to make a rebuttal. He stated that he has known Mr. Thoms for 

quite a few years. As far back as when he sat on the board. He has always been very fair, 

but I do think he is incorrect that if you grant a variance, you have broken the law. Because 

granting a variance is just part of the zoning process. It's the last chapter that you have a 

remedy, so you are not breaking the law, but you are just seeing if those can be applied to 

situations where you can make that work. Mr. Battle is trying to clean that up, so it is proper 

zoning. It is zoned for 1 unit for 2 acres. The final product will be right at 2 acres once we 

dedicate the right of way. Mr. Battle will apply for all the variances. He will work with 

Planning & Zoning. They have done an excellent job so far. When we get into the project, 

there will probably have to be some more variances that we will have to apply for. They 

have been kind to give us enough time to do that, and we would like to go through the 

process of the next meeting to see if we do get the zoning. We will work with them, and I 

believe he will go for the variances that go along with the rezoning. Thank you.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if there are any questions or comments from the commission.  

Mr. Oliver has a question for Mr. Boyd if he was o.k. with the conditions, specifically in 

item 3 the 180 days.  

Mr. Boyd says yes sir we were going to try to present it at the next Zoning Board of Appeals 

deadline, which is February 3rd, which the staff has talked to us about. Then I was thinking 

that the 180 days would be from the rezoning which gives us the time to work on that. I am 

going to be working on it anyway. So, yes, we will apply shortly thereafter if we are 

approved, and we have the right of way deed. So, yes, we agree to the conditions. Thank 

you! 

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1338-24 with conditions. Jim Oliver 

seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.   
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7.  Petition No. 1339-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 5 acres from R-70 to C-H for the 

purpose of developing as a commercial property.  

Debbie Bell reads the staff report for Petition 1339-24 a rezoning from R-70 to C-H for the 

purposes of extending the septic line from neighboring parcel to the south and possible 

other commercial uses. Staff recommendation as defined in the Fayette County 

Comprehensive Plan; Rural Residential-2 is designated for this area so the request for C-

H zoning is not appropriate. Based on investigation and staff analysis, staff recommends 

denial of the request for rezoning to C-H.  

If the request is approved, the recommended conditions are as follows: 

 RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

 1.  Parcel 0450 090 shall be combined with parcel 0450 070 in an approved minor 

subdivision plat within 180 days of the approval of the rezoning request. The revised plat 

must include the 50' buffer separating the C-H Zoning from the residential zoning. 

2.  The existing asphalt driveway shall be removed within 180 days of the approval of the 

rezoning request.  Removal of the existing asphalt driveway is stipulated on the minor final 

plat recorded on January 8, 2015.  This was also a stipulation from GDOT for rezoning 

petition 1145-05. 

3.  If the septic system for 1552 S Highway 85 encroaches into this property, a revised site 

plan shall be submitted for approval within 90 days of the minor subdivision plat being 

approved and recorded. 

 

Staff would like to note that on November 27, 2023, the adjacent parcel, 1552 Highway 85 

South, did apply and was granted a variance to allow the septic drain field to encroach into 

the zoning buffers within that parcel. The property is currently identified as tract two on 

the minor subdivision plat of U.S. Station. In 2005, the owners at that time applied to rezone 

the property from A-R to O-I to construct an office park but the Board of Commissioners 

approved rezoning of the property to R-70. In 2014 a plat was presented that created four 

approximately 5-acre lots that you see today. The parcel is in the center of the county on 

Highway 85 South. This is next to the old U.S. Station which is under a redevelopment 

plan. This is the parcel that is subject to the rezoning. The land use plan shows Rural 

Residential. There are no environmental factors affecting the property and it is currently 

an undeveloped property.  

Mr. Culbreth says thank you and asks if the petitioner is present.  

Hello, I am Rick Lindsey representing the owner. The owner is Thomas Crossroads, LLC. 

I have with me tonight, Ed Wyatt, John Cook, and Blake Wyatt all from Green Oil which 

is the parent company of the LLC, and contractor Neal Brown. If we have any technical 

questions, I will have Neal come up to answer the technical questions. As Debbie said, we 

are seeking a rezoning to C-H. The property she was speaking about, part of the old U.S. 

Station just to the South is zoned C-H. We would like to put the drain field for the septic 

system on this property. Back in November, a variance was granted by the Zoning Board 

of Appeals in case the rezoning didn't happen here, but a better plan really is to put the 

drain field for the septic on the southeast corner going away from HWY 85. It is a 5-acre 
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tract. It is currently zoned R-70, and you may remember at one time was part of the U.S. 

Station. The convenience store that is being redeveloped. Here is a photo from 1983 that 

shows the U.S. Station which expands three different lots. Each of these lots has different 

zoning R-40, C-H, and the property we are talking about this evening is R-70. If you can 

see those vertical towers, those are gas tanks. It was a truck stop which first came into 

operation in the 1960’s. So, 60 years ago it was a truck stop and continued being used for 

fuel. The asphalt has remained on the site and has been used continually until my client 

shut down the property for redevelopment. He uses driveway access for the property. It has 

been used to park school buses, dump trucks, and other large vehicles, but never for 

residential. It has always been used commercially or in some commercial fashion. Debbie 

Bell displays an aerial of the property. Rick Lindsey says due to the nature of the shape of 

the property, it is not easily developed. It is bordered on the south by C-H and also R-40, 

and R-70 to the North, and across the street a church, middle school, and a vacant property 

owned by the Islamic Center of Atlanta. Whitewater Middle School, Whitewater High 

School, and Sarah Harp Minter, so a lot of heavy users of this highway are on this road. 

We are proposing to rezone this property to match the other property that is being 

redeveloped to C-H. So, they may be combined, and the septic system is put along the 

southern southeastern portion of that. Having the septic system will assist in the buffering 

of that property from the neighboring residential to the south. The properties to the east are 

all over 2 acres. They are all large deep properties. We will certainly want to keep the 

buffers from the residential property. This property is in the land use plan as low-density 

Rural-Residential 2. That is really a mistake. The property has never been used residentially 

and never will be. When the property was rezoned in 2005 it went from A-R to R-70. The 

applicant had sought O-I zoning. I am scratching my head as to how it ended up being R-

70. R-70 is a little easier to zone residentially. If you recall A-R the minimum lot size is 5-

acres. R-70 is 2. That was in 2005 and you can see it still has not been developed. Part of 

the parcel to the left has been used commercially for all these years, since the 1960s. So, 

what we are looking at getting a zoning on this property that meets reality. You can call it 

residential, but it is really a square peg in a round hole. I guess it is really a pentagon in a 

round hole. It doesn’t fit. I have looked at all the properties on Hwy 85. There hasn’t been 

a residential house that fronts on Hwy 85 in the last 40 years. It is a reality that this part of 

85 is busy, and 4-laned if you count the turn lane. We also know that one day GDOT has 

plans to 4-lane 85. So, in reality, it is something other than residential. Back in 2005 the 

former property owner applied and was denied for O-I. So, what happens if this is 

developed commercial? For one, it really benefits the area. For one, you can increase 

buffers. The nice thing in Fayette County is that we have nice zoning here. We have the 

overlay district which will oversee the parking, architectural style, lighting, landscaping, 

and overall look. The zoning ordinances we have here will control the buffering so that we 

don't have properties on top of each other. And at least 40% have to be left where it is not 

covered with any impervious surfaces. So, we will be able to get rid of that asphalt in the 

front. So, we are proposing that it will look like commercial property. And if the asphalt is 

removed there will be no access onto 85. Which really screams that it should be combined 

with the property to the south. Ironically, if it gets put back to what it was years ago when 

it was the U.S. Station. So, my client wants to move the septic drain field. It will make it a 

much better drain field to the southeastern portion of the property and then in the future, 

develop it commercially. The small commercial center will come off of the convenience 
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store that is being redeveloped now. It is going to be nice because he wants it to fit with 

the higher-quality convenience center that he is going to be building. It is a uniquely shaped 

property, and it is a small property, particularly when you think what is going to be taken 

by the septic system and the buffers. So, it won't be a big box or medium box, it will just 

be a small neighborhood commercial property that will offer products and services for the 

residents and the people who would be commuting up and down HWY 85. The property 

really needs to be zoned in a realistic manner where it is commercial and matches the 

property to the south so they may be combined into one. The septic drain system is put 

where it needs to be so it will increase the buffers and it will be one cohesive commercial 

unit.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else wishes to speak in favor of this petition. Is there anyone 

who would like to speak against? If not, we will bring it back to the board.  

Again, I am Tim Thoms and I live on McBride Road. McBride Road is about 200 yards to 

the south of the U.S. Station. I used to visit the station long ago and when it was the U.S. 

Station, that is fine because it is a grandfathered commercial zoning. There is no 

commercial intentionally until you get to Starrs Mill. This is by intention design. I think 

you have every reason to deny this as it does not comply with the comprehensive land use 

plan at all. Besides that, the two properties at the bottom of the screen, those I believe front 

on McBride Road and one of them…the people have lived there for ten years. The zoning 

was denied for O-I. It was rezoned R-70. So as eloquently as Mr. Lindsey spoke in 

promoting this development, it is difficult to defend sometimes, and you have to grant a 

zoning that can be defended in court. That is why it is R-70 instead of A-R. This is not a 

spot to enlarge the commercial area and get that started on the south side of the county 

between Fayetteville and Starrs Mill. Fayetteville is already creeping down in terms of 

development and that is not, as I understand, what citizens of the south end of Fayette 

County would like. Thank you.  

Next speaker against.  

Hello, again I am Alex Garcia. I have a few documents that I want to show, but before I 

begin, I want to say I met Ed Wyatt today for the first time and I have nothing but good 

things to say about the gentleman. If you can bring up the image with the satellite picture. 

I am actually the owner of 757 McBride which is this house right here (unintelligible as he 

stepped away from the mic). There is a huge berm. You can’t see the commercial property. 

Mr. Wyatt reached out to me that you guys were giving him a hard time with the septic 

system. The way he has been so communicative…I actually wanted to buy that property 

from him. To turn my 5-acres into 10-acres and build a farm. So, we can get a few horses 

for my little girl over here. Unfortunately, his septic system has to be there, and he has to 

rezone it commercially. My wife asked if they rezone it commercial will they put buildings 

on there? It is one thing to put the septic system but another to have a commercial building. 

It is a beautiful property. I am from California and Delta brought me out. I am a veteran 

and I have two tours under my belt. The people are amazing, and I love it here. When he 

told me that when they zone it commercially, and I asked when. Mr. Wyatt said that on the 

north side, he wanted to put some buildings on the lot. That changes everything for me. 

One thing you want to consider is that the current zoning is residential. If you develop this 

commercially, the surrounding area will not be consistent. That could impact my property 

values and my neighbors as well. The neighbor right next to me is also against it. He’s not 

here right now but he is totally against it. It might impact my property value. It might go 
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up or down. It’s one thing to add a buffer but zoning commercial without seeing the plan. 

If you let him zone it commercially without you seeing the plan (unintelligible as he steps 

away from the mic). If he zones commercial, I will see everything right there, the trees will 

be gone and I will see cars, parking, people, buildings. You might want to consider before 

approving this get the facts. Get the plan! If he needs a septic system for the BP, I am all 

in favor of this because I am going to go to Dunkin' Donuts in my golf cart. I am in favor 

of the BP gas station if he needs to get his septic, but there have to be other channels that 

can be taken without giving him zoning that is commercial. Thank you.  

Mr. Culbreth says thank you is there anyone else who would like to speak against Petition 

1339-24 if not we will bring it back to the board. Mr. Lindsey, do you have a rebuttal?  

Rick Lindsey says yes, just a couple of comments. We have a commercial property that 

abuts a residential property and the key to making it work for my client, as Mr. Garcia said 

is a very honorable and honest man who will work with the buffers in the county. So, this 

is not an issue. We will work with the county so this will blend in and be an asset to this 

community. So, it will be a small community-based, and centered retail use.  

Danny England, Rick, I know you just sat down but I have a question for you. So, the first 

thing that I thought is that there is no room on the existing U.S. Station site for a septic 

system. Has the developer approached the county Department of Health and spoken with 

them about options for septic systems on the existing property and were they told, no?  

Rick Lindsey, “Yes, because of the long-term commercial use of the property, the soils had 

to be taken out. So, it is problematic. That is why we have the variance to get it into the 

buffer. So that is going to take out some trees and a much much better plan is to put the 

drain field on this site.  

Danny England, “So, it can be done but it would be expensive, right?”  

Rick Lindsey, “We have the variance to do that now. You are going to take out buffers to 

do that. As Mr. Garcia said, you open it up. The better plan is to marry the residential to 

the commercial. Let’s put the septic drain field there. Does that answer your questions?  

Yes, it does, Danny England stated.  

Jim Oliver asked, “Also, there are some conditions that are staff recommendations that are 

for approval. Do you have any problems with those?”  

“No, sir my client will agree to all of those conditions,” stated Rick Lindsey.  

Debbie Bell asks if she may clarify something and states that she was advised originally 

by Environmental Health that the drain field needed to be on the same parcel with the use. 

Our attorneys have educated me that the drain field could be on a separate parcel with a 

permanent easement. There would be a possibility of putting the drain field on there 

without combining the two parcels.  

Danny England, “So, if that is the case, is the rezoning necessary or is it just an easement 

onto the current zoning as is?”  

Allison Ivey Cox stated, “That because it is the same property owner getting the easement 

would be easy. It is a separate parcel. We need an easement, and it needs to be recorded, 

but that is simple enough just to pass from one to the other and the buffers that had been 

varied would remain whether there is a rezoning or not.” 

Danny England, “So, no rezoning of this property but there is an easement that would allow 

for…” 

Allison Ivey Cox, “This property owner would need to create an easement in order to allow 

for the septic drain fields to be on the property indefinitely. That would be recorded in the 
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deed record, and it would be burdening that property for the purpose of the other.”  

Danny England, “In the future?”  

Allison Ivey Cox, “Yes.”  

Mr. Culbreth asks given what was just said, “Mr. Lindsey is that a possibility rather than 

rezoning the entire parcel?” 

Mr. Lindsey, “I would have to look at the ordinances to look and see if that is a possibility. 

And with all due respect to Elliott and Dennis…. I don’t have an answer to that, but I do 

have this response. If you put a permanent easement there, it now cuts off more of his 

property and makes it even more problematic to ever develop. So, you have taken even 

more use of this property. Like I said it has been at least 2005 it was rezoned R-70, and it 

has never been developed. If the access point on Hwy 85 is removed as requested by 

GDOT, now the property has no access to any road. So, we have taken away the complete 

value of the property. It needs to be combined with the redeveloped convenience center to 

have the proper use of the property and put it back together as it was when it was U.S. 

Station and make it work and make it blend in with the area. Did that answer your 

question?”  

Danny England, "Something I am wrestling with here is where it says intent on the petition 

for rezoning. It says here that the purpose of the rezoning is to extend the septic line from 

the neighboring parcel to the south onto this property and possible other commercial uses. 

So really what we are looking at here is that we are solving the immediate problem, which 

is the septic line, and then there is the potential for maybe some commercial uses in the 

future.” 

Mr. Culbreth, “Is that your intent?” 

Rick Lindsey, “Correct.”  

Danny England, “So we can solve the septic issue pretty easily, right? We can get an 

easement. You can run septic lines all day. You can put them wherever you want and do it 

in a way that would not encumber the future use of the property. On the flip side of that, 

we had a rezoning last month on Hwy 85 that was commercial, and I think your opening 

statement was that this is probably never going to be developed residentially. If you look 

across the street those are not houses. There is the school, churches, there is commercial 

further south there is a gas station there. It is a little bit of a balancing act for us to figure 

out the comprehensive plan vs. the reality of how people are going to use this thing on the 

open market and what makes sense. Just trying to look for answers to all of the questions 

to make a balanced decision.” 

Mr. Culbreth, “You made a statement that there has been no residential development in the 

last 40 years.”  

Rick Lindsey, "That front on Hwy 85. Right, and I was on the Fayette County tax map, and 

I went from Harp Road on both sides and looked for a house that fronts on 85. The most 

recent one I could find was built in 1982. The rest were in the 50's and 60's. Now if they 

have driveway access on some of the side roads, there has been more recent development, 

but the ones that front on 85...when Fayette County was a sleepy, slow, more rural county. 

It has been a long time since Fayette County has been sleepy. We moved in ‘87 and it was 

considerably sleepy compared to today. No one is going to build a home that fronts on 85 

today. That is just the reality. We want to take this property and we have a use for it. 

Everyone has a right to have a use for their property and not have that taken away and make 

it blend, look nice, and be an amenity for the area. Not something that is a blight. I am not 
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saying this is blight, but having all that asphalt there is not attractive. Let's do something 

that makes it better than it is today. I hear not wanting commercial to march all the way 

down 85. Here you are in an area that has already been used commercially for 60 years. It 

would make it look much better. That’s what we are trying to do.” 

Mr. Thomas, “Have you developed an impact study in regard to placing future use 

commercial there and how it would impact the traffic from the school daily and the ingress 

and the egress of the school right across the street and the proximity of it being so close to 

the new light on Harp Road. That light was not there before. Have you done any impact 

study or spoken with the Department of Transportation regarding the traffic light?” 

Hello everyone, "I am Neal Brown with All-Span Builders. I have been handling the 

demolition of the old U.S. Station. Thank you to the Planning Commission and Deborah 

and Debbie for all the work that has gone on for this facility. To answer the question about 

the traffic study. I had a meeting with Stanford Taylor with DOT earlier this week and it is 

their wants to terminate the driveway across from the school and make the two driveways 

that are in place now, the active driveways. And do frontages approach to the left and the 

right, so yes it has been addressed but not on a formal study yet, but I did have meetings 

with DOT before this meeting tonight. So, we are in agreement to get rid of the driveway 

on the northern end and then your traffic will come in the two where they are already 

approved, and they would access that property on the frontage drive. I guess I have been 

through two pre-con meetings on this project, and everything has focused on the 

construction of the facility. This is the first time this option has been presented from legal 

stating that we could do this easement on this other piece. From the very beginning, Bonnie 

Turner, from Environmental Health said that the property owners’ names had to match, 

and the zoning had to match. So, that is the reason we have got to this point. And I have 

multiple variances on this project because of the configuration. Honestly, I thought it was 

zoned incorrectly and we were going to find out why it had ever changed from the U.S. 

Station. The parking lot has four entrances in three different zones. It just doesn't make any 

sense. Your landmark or benchmarks have been there since the 60's that is why we are 

asking just to get the two pieces zoned the same and it will work a whole lot better on 

setbacks, septic, and the whole nine yards. Everyone is talking about the improvements. 

How about the man over there who is spending multi-million dollars to improve what we 

got now? So, some consideration needs to be given there. Thank you.  

Mr. Oliver states, “Mr. Chairman, we all attended a wonderful seminar this week put on 

by the University of Georgia talking about dealing with zoning questions to ask and they 

gave us a rundown of what questions to ask to determine whether to approve or deny a 

rezoning. There are 6 criteria, and this petition meets all but one of the criteria. A lot of 

that has to do with the comprehensive plan. It doesn’t quite fit what the comprehensive 

plan is, but it doesn’t look like it was ever meant to, but one of the overriding factors that 

I see is whether the property affected by the zoning proposal has a reasonable economic 

use as currently zoned as R-70.  I don't think it fits as currently zoned, the reasonable 

economic use criteria. I don't think anyone would want to be put in a home facing Georgia 

Highway 85 across from Whitewater School and across from the church. There have been 

a lot of residences and there is nothing surrounding it that is zoned other than residential. 

Well, right across the street there is not residential zoning. It is more in the commercial 

vein of zoning. I don't think this is an unreasonable request. The issue of an easement came 

up this evening, but the petition before us tonight is for a commercial zoning. We either 
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deal with it now or deal with it later. We are merely a recommending body, and the county 

fathers will have the final say. But I don't see anything unreasonable in this request. There 

is no doubt that this is a commercial type of zone and not a residential zone and it is 

something that needs to be addressed here and now.  

Mr. Culbreth asks for any further comments. If not, we will entertain a motion. The staff 

has made their recommendations.   

Jim Oliver made a motion to approve Petition No. 1339-24 with conditions. Danny 

England seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

8.  Petition No. 1340-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 4.03 acres from A-R to C-C for the 

purpose of constructing a fuel station, convenience store, and retail.  

 

 Debbie Bell reviews the staff report for Petition 1340-24. The property is located in land 

lot 5 of the 5th district and fronts on Harp Road, Highway 85 South, and Old Senoia Road. 

According to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, the property Rural Residential-2 is 

designated for this area so the request for C-C is not appropriate. The planning & zoning 

staff recommends denial of the request for rezoning to C-C. However, if the request is 

approved, the recommended conditions are as follows: 

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1.  Harp Road is a minor arterial. The developer shall dedicate right of way, as 

needed, to provide 50 feet as measured from the existing centerline of Harp Road.  

The corner at the intersection of Harp Road and Old Senoia Road shall be 

chamfered 20 feet along tangent legs. 

2.  Submittal of the warranty deed and legal descriptions shall be provided to the 

County within 60 days of the approval of the rezoning request, or prior to the 

submittal of a development site plan, whichever comes first. 

 

The property is a non-conforming lot because it does not contain the minimum required 

acreage for an A-R zoning district. It is located in a highway overlay zone, and it is just 

north of the highway we just looked at by half a mile. This parcel is bounded on three sides 

by the roads. You can see that it is A-R zoning and a lot of property in the area is A-R 

zoning or R-40, medium to low-density residential. Here is the land use plan which 

recommends rural residential to the south and low-density residential to the north of Harp 

Road. There are no significant environmental factors that appear to affect this site. Here is 

an aerial view of the undeveloped property.  

Mr. Culbreth asks for the petitioner to come forward to speak.  

Hello, my name is Darrell Baker and I represent the landowner and the potential future 

landowner of this site. I have asked Deborah to hand you a copy of the plat for this property 

that was recorded back in 1979. This plat and piece of land was divided by Mr. Young who 

was also a farmer and developer and who owned this land and the land where probably a 

lot of the citizens here tonight are from, and their homes are which is now called Rebecca 

Lakes. He subdivided that land and many of the streets in Rebecca Lakes are named after 

his family and his kids. I think if you look at that plat, this piece of property has been a 

concern since they platted. That plat specifically states, that when he platted with the 

county it says 'future commercial use' why do you think he would do that? As a farmer and 

a developer, he realized that the property was bordered on three sides by roads. You guys 
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hit the trifecta tonight because you are considering three commercial properties tonight in 

an area of the county which is growing.  I get that a lot of people will stand up and discuss 

the county changes, and I get it, I was born here 60 years ago. I have watched this county 

change. Change is inevitable. I have farmed the land where Towne Center and Summit 

Point sit right now from the time, I was 9 to the time I was 18. So, you can imagine how 

much this county has changed in 60 years. I think Mr. Oliver made a good point, when the 

comp plans are considered, the question is do they look at every piece of land in the county? 

And the answer is no. If you look at this property, there is nothing other than houses around 

it that say it is a good piece of property for A-R residential. It is non-conforming; it is only 

4.03 acres, and it doesn’t even meet the 5-acre mark. It has been encroached by state 

highway improvement. It has been encroached upon by improvement along Harp Road. 

When Mr. Davis bought the property, Old Senoia Road was a gravel road. So, you now 

have the improvement of Old Senoia Road. So, through no fault of his own whether through 

road improvements or zoning updates which have made, this a non-conforming lot. All of 

these changes…he now has a piece of property that I don’t think anyone in this room would 

build a house on. I could be wrong. I know that I wouldn’t. I wouldn’t want to be bordered 

by roads on three sides. I get that no one likes to change, and no one likes growth. Let's 

talk also about what is happening up the 85 corridor. I heard a comment by Mr. Thoms 

about commercial development. There is commercial development all up and down 85 

South. If you look there are 4 signalized intersections up 85 South from the city limits all 

the way to where you go into Senoia. There is Ramah Road there is the Racetrack and even 

though it is in the city, it is also in the county. Then you get to Harp Road and that is the 

piece of property we are considering. Then the next piece of property is Bernhard, and you 

have fuel, retail, convenience, an office, a church, and a fire station at Bernhard Road and 

85. The next intersection is Padgett Road, Hwy 74 and 85. What has been approved on two 

corners of this intersection is fuel and convenience. So, tell me what makes this property 

different than those pieces of property? Most of those properties are surrounded by 

residential. Most of those properties are parts of larger R-R tracts. So, I represent a 

gentleman who has owned this property for 41 years. He bought it from a gentleman who 

already knew that this property would probably never have a house on it due to the nature 

of the property. Through hardships not created by the landowner himself, he now has a 

non-conforming piece of property. I hate to say it but of the 60 years I have been here, I 

have been developing for 33 of those years. I have been a change agent here on things that 

people haven’t liked. I have been a change agent on things that people have liked. I have 

friends who live adjacent to this property and friends in Rebecca Lakes. One of my friends 

growing up, his father is here, and he owns the immediate track to the north. There should 

be something said for landowner rights and there are certain things that have happened to 

this tract that have made it a non-conforming tract. The other four intersections the other 

three you have fuel. Let me give you another statistic. I went and looked at all the signal 

lights in Fayette County proper outside of the city limits. If you look at Hwy 85 N, 85S, 

54E, 54W, 314, 92 N, 92S you have 22 signalized intersections. Of those 22 intersections, 

we have fuel and convenience on 13 of the 22 intersections. Of those 16 are commercial 

tracts with commercial uses. You have 5 tracts that don’t have any commercial because 

when the signal was installed all tracts that touch that intersection were already zoned with 

residential houses. One tract that is totally different than the rest of them and that is the 

intersection of New Hope Road, 92 South, and Lees Mill where you have the historic 
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church, the community center, and Fayette County Water. So, the majority of signalized 

intersections throughout the county have all changed in the character of the piece of 

property. So, I represent an owner and a potential buyer who is a credible developer. He 

has done this a lot of times, and he is willing to conform to an overlay.  

Ms. Bell states that the property is located in the state route overlay.  

We are willing to develop to the standards of the overlay which would be residential in 

nature. We have potential elevations already…all brick, the gabled roof, it will have small 

retail just like Bernhard and 85 do. We will conform to the conditions. We will work with 

staff to mitigate the light transfer. There will be additional buffers required and any other 

conditions that staff may have. Again, we understand that this is not popular, and this is an 

issue, but I gave you the plat that was recorded. Those are addresses of homes in the area 

and when they were built. Based on when this land was platted. You can see most of these 

homes have been built from 1993 and out and have been platted since 1979 and it says 

future commercial use. We understand that this does not guarantee rezoning, and he did 

not go and get it rezoned at the time. Early on when he was discussing this with the county 

about making road improvements and they were talking about paving Old Senoia Road. 

He came to the realization as a developer that there was going to be no way that anyone 

was ever going to build a house on this piece of property. Look how old this property is 

and there has never been anything on it. It is just like the U.S. Station. It has been like that 

forever and with all the land around it, you are never going to get anyone to develop a lot 

and build a house. I am here to answer any questions. Change is hard and unpopular.  

Mr. Culbreth asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of the petition? Is anyone 

in opposition? OK, I see a lot of hands. Have you selected a speaking leader for you?  

Hello, my name is Harry Sweatman. I live at 516 Old Senoia Road. I am next door to that 

lot. I have known Mr. Baker for 50 years or so. He made a statement that this lot was non-

compliant. I assume it is non-compliant for someone building a house. Mr. Davis clear-cut 

that lot some 20 years ago which maybe made it non-compliant…I don't know. At the time, 

that was an old-growth forest almost. I don't think it was actually old growth, but it had 

some large, mature trees. Mr. Lindsey stated that there hadn't been any houses built facing 

85. That’s wrong. There has been plenty of houses, I believe from Perry Creek all the way 

to Harp Road. Some of them in the last 10 years or so. There is nothing but homes and 

churches. I don’t know what he plans to do about light pollution because if he does do that 

my biggest hope is it would be something like a Dollar General because they do close. He 

is going to have light on there all the time. When I got there and heard it was going to be a 

service station, I was real upset about it. I also have one question, what happened when the 

county said that there would be no commercial development along the proposed west 

bypass? Have they changed that or changed the route? I have only lived here for about 40 

years and in the county for about 50 years and all that growth is not pretty and doesn’t 

justice to this county. Thank you.  

Next speaker against. 

Good evening, my name is Russell Blythe from Herons Landing. Commissioners, I am 

president of the Herons Landing HOA. We are a neighborhood of about 18 homes and the 

entrance is about 800 feet up Old Senoia Road from this proposed site. Many of our 

homeowners have school-aged children who attend Whitewater Schools and catch the bus 

right on Old Senoia. A number of our homeowners are here tonight, please raise your hands 

so we can see you. The planning and zoning staff has recommended denial and I think that 
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is the right decision. The subject property is surrounded on all sides by properties that are 

zoned residential. There are commercial properties about ½ mile to the south that we spoke 

about earlier tonight. This property is meaningfully different from the property we spoke 

about earlier tonight. The gas station that was there has been there for 6 decades. For the 

property of this petition, there has been nothing but trees and grass. There has not been 

anything on this property and that is the way it should stay. Unlike the other property too 

there is no access to the other property except on Hwy 85. On this property, there is access 

to Old Senoia Road and Harp Road in addition to Hwy 85. Regardless of what has 

happened on Hwy 85, there have been plenty of homes built on Old Senoia Road in the 

past 10 years. It is a perfectly reasonable use as a residential property. This is nothing like 

the property to the south. The nearest commercial property is nearly 2 miles away at the 

old Trading Post (1045 Highway 85 South). There is not a single property zoned 

commercial on Old Senoia Road. There is not a single property zoned commercial on Harp 

Road. Mr. Baker speaks with a silver tongue, and he is very persuasive. He mentioned that 

there are a lot of gas stations in town. I agree. There are a lot of gas stations in town. There 

is clearly no need, at this time to rezone an area that is clearly residential on all sides to put 

up another gas station. We don’t need it. We are going to have another one ½ a mile away. 

We have one 2 miles in either direction. This is not a need for this county. The only need 

is for this owner who wants to transition this into commercial property to make some 

money off of it, but that is not going to be of benefit to the people who live in the area. 

There would be some significant hazardous impact. As I mentioned the residents in our 

area have a lot of children who catch the bus on Old Senoia Road. That is not intended to 

be a commercial artery. The last thing Old Senoia needs is more traffic, and it is sure to 

negatively impact the traffic on Harp Road as well. On behalf of the HOA at Herons 

Landing and the residents of the surrounding area who chose to live in a rural residential 

area, we request that you deny this petition.  

Mr. Culbreth, “Anyone else wishing to speak against this petition?"  

Good evening, my name is Paulette Roberts, and I am the President of the HOA at Rebecca 

Lakes yes, we have a large number of our residents that are here today. Our neighborhood 

has 100 homes, and we are right across the street to the proposed change. All the properties 

are zoned residential in the surrounding area. Although this is supposedly a non-

conforming lot of 4-acres. The property just south of it was rezoned from A-R to R-70 

changing a lot from 6 acres to 3 potential 2-acre lots. All residential. So, in keeping with 

the plan for this part of Fayette County. This is a very residential area and does not seem 

to fit that this particular property would be changed to commercial. The reason my husband 

and I were drawn to Fayette County was the comprehensive use plan and the respect for 

the residents who currently live there. By putting that as a commercial property, you are 

adversely affecting all the residents who live on those 4 corners. I don't believe that would 

be of the best use for all the residents who live in this area. As Mr. Blythe mentioned, there 

is economic use for this property if it stays residential. You could access it from Old Senoia 

Road or Harp and that is very possible. The way this change would adversely affect the 

property owners with a drop in property value, increased light, traffic, and possible water 

issues. We have 3 lakes in our neighborhood, and we don't need extra water heading our 

way. Finally, we have a lot of children and there are a lot of things sold in convenience 

stores that we don't want children to have easy access to. So, I would ask you to please 

consider the family aspect of Fayette County and how the southern part has always been 
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that way. We ask for the denial of this zoning change.  

Thank you. We have 11 minutes left. Anyone else?  

My name is Jessica Kennedy and I live on McElwaney in Rebecca Lakes. Paulette brought 

up a few of my points. The gentleman had spoken about not having driveways with road 

frontage and across from this, you guys approved a plan with a driveway to Harp and the 

other two are going to have driveways off of 85. So, I am not sure anyone would want to 

build a house knowing a gas station would be across from it. Paulette had brought up the 

ponds and the lakes. I actually own one of the ponds and the runoff comes from Harp and 

travels down the backs of McElwaney and Youngs. The runoff comes from there and drains 

into our pond. We do have fish and turtles. It actually drains down to the larger lakes. I 

have a concern if you were to take away all the grass and the soil and have concrete what 

the runoff would be? Also, down Old Senoia, you have the bird sanctuary, and I am sure 

that the runoff would affect that, and it is something that should be protected. I know 

someone said it was a triangular lot, but a triangular lot that you can put three homes feels 

a little more abnormal to build a home on. Like I said we have 99 homes in our 

neighborhood, we have Herons Landing, another neighborhood across from that area. It is 

going to devalue our home to have a ‘stop and stab’ there. I just can't imagine having a 

want or need especially if you guys just approved a vape store to go across from the middle 

school. I am not even really sure what you guys approved. I don't know how much business 

we would really want here. My husband and I chose our home based on the school system. 

If we start putting a gas station on every corner that can be robbed, now we have crime. 

Another thing to point out is there is a cut-through from the middle school to our 

neighborhood and I have actually sent two children back to the middle school during school 

hours. I don't think we want middle school children leaving school to walk through our 

neighborhood to go get their vape pods. That is just not conducive to the life I have built 

here in Fayette County. I grew up here. I lived on the north side of town. My mom still has 

a beautiful house there and she recently moved into our neighborhood. We don't want to 

turn into what was over there. I know we think we have a lot of homes, and we couldn’t do 

that, but if we take every spare corner, we absolutely could! I am highly opposed to it! 

Thank you!  

Mr. Culbreth, is there a rebuttal or another speaker?  

Tim Thoms from McBride Road again. You bring three rezonings within a half mile of my 

house and I am going to come up here all three times. I hope I don't jinx these folks since 

I am 0 for 2 but I am up here batting with 2 strikes. I hope they talked to you at your seminar 

with the University of Georgia about spot zoning because this is the definition of spot 

zoning. If you approve this, you have practically tripled the commercial zoning in this area 

overnight if the Board of Commissioners approves it. And if you look at the other corners 

you are probably going to quadruple it. So, you are having a huge impact tonight, and I am 

extremely disappointed.  

Thank you, sir.  

Mr. Culbreth, ok sir. Thank you is there anyone else? Do we have a rebuttal?  

Darrell Baker addressed the board for a rebuttal. The non-conforming lot piece is because 

the A-R zoning category requires 5-acres so that is why it is considered a non-conforming 

lot because it is only 4.03-acres. If you want to know how it got to 4.03 acres look at the 

roads around it. Look at the road expansions around it. So, we have had quite a few people 

talk about how commercial stops at the old Trading Post (1045 Highway 85 South). That's 
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not the case. If you go slightly south of that on the left side of the road, you have the Art 

of Landscape. That is a commercial business, not a residential use. So, you have more 

business beginning to move. Mr. Sweatman was concerned about it being open all night. 

The developer (Mr. Sing) who would be developing this would only propose being open 

from 6 am to 10 pm. I am sure that the county is going to require us to put cut-off shields 

on the lights that stay on, forcing the light straight down, which will aid in stopping light 

transfer across the property. And there will be required improved buffers that will be 

required by the county. On the new lots that were approved by the county. Only one of 

those lots (and it was the petitioner that got it approved) is bordered by two roads and that 

is the corner lot that was approved by Mr. Win Lee was approved. His lot borders Harp 

Road and 85. The rest of the lots front on 85 and the back of the lots are on Rebecca Lakes. 

So, they are not bordered on 3 sides and the majority are only bordered by one road. With 

regards to run-off, I would refer you to the staff report where the different departments 

weighed in if this were granted what would have to happen? I would refer you back to the 

statement that says this is not in a run-off area, it is not in a FEMA area, it is not in a 

wetland area. Any water that leaves the site will have to meet certain regulatory guidelines 

for water quality. We can't just develop anymore and let it run off into the detention ponds. 

We now need to spend a lot of money on water-quality structures. We now need to provide 

a rebound for additional water. Basically, when we develop a site, it has to drain like it did 

in an undeveloped state. Now the guidelines are even more stringent, where you have to 

clean the water even more before it leaves the site. The skeptic in me says I wish this were 

just about protecting property values because again these subdivisions were built after this 

land was platted. Whippoorwill Ridge was a piece where this was created. The homes 

subsequently were built after this lot was platted this way. Rebecca Lakes was subdivided 

and built much later than what happened down Old Senoia Road. Mr. Blythe spoke up from 

Herons Landing and if I remember correctly the first house built in there is the first house 

on the left and it was built in 2014. I asked the folks that are here when you come into an 

area and buy a home, how much research do you do? Do you look at the lots around you, 

do you look at the plats, do you see what people have designated to happen around you? 

When you buy a home one house off the state highway, do you ever think, the nature of 

this area could change? I have heard several people talk about how this is still a great 

residential lot, well, why didn’t you build your house there? If it is a great residential lot, 

then why didn’t you build there? Why did you move inward down to Harp Road or Old 

Senoia? The reality is this is not a residential lot and hasn’t been one for a long time. If a 

lot is not allowed to be developed for something other than A-R, then it will never be 

developed, and you are taking away the landowner’s rights of the man who has owned it 

for 40 years and the rights of the person before that. 

 

I am Stan Parrott and I live off Harp Road on McElwaney. I have known the landowner for 

a long time. He is a very fine fellow. I don't want to inhibit a person from being able to 

achieve or buy land or develop it that they have paid taxes on for a long time. But well, a 

convenience store, my wife and I added a screen porch because of the mosquitos. We enjoy 

sitting outside in the evening. And I am all for the light that you put up there, but the noise 

increased substantially because people stop and then they take off. We do know that the 

noise, when they develop, the property is going to increase again substantially because of 

the elevation is higher up and I know that the sound is going to carry, I know some 
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neighbors when they were trying to sell their house the peoples’ comments were how noisy 

it was due to Georgia 85. We are just adding to it and noise is my biggest concern. I don't 

know all of the dates, but our home was built in 1994. It wasn’t the first house built in 

Rebecca Lakes. So, I know Mr. Warren Young who is now deceased, and any comment 

that he may have made about that being a commercial piece of property. It was quite rural 

back then, of course, if he was still if he was a neighbor like his son is I know he wouldn't 

approve of that land as a commercial property. As far as a business, if you have a business 

there that closes at normal business hours like 5 or 6 pm then that's fine, but to have a 

convenience store. One of the ladies who spoke about North Fayette County earlier. In 

North Fayette County there is a QT up there and if you go up there at certain times of day, 

you see people hanging out there and that is a busy station. We have grandchildren now 

and they stay with us at certain times of the week, and I look at what are you inviting there? 

People who hang around. You see some people just walking down Georgia 85. There are 

some homeless people I have even spoken to who just hang out there. The main thing is 

just the quality of the neighborhood. We all feel like this was a nice neighborhood. This 

was the border for going to Fayette County High School and then they built Whitewater 

High School and the lines changed. If someone was looking at our house, well we are going 

to add more noise. This is what we are concerned about for when we have to move. If a 

commercial use comes in, I don’t think there is a future there for us. We love our neighbors. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Culbreth asked, “We are going to bring it back to the board. Are there any questions?”   

John Kruzan made a motion to deny Petition 1340-24. Danny England seconded the 

motion. The motion to recommend denial passed 5-0.  

 

9.  Petition No. 1341-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 10.95 acres from A-R to R-70 for 

the purpose of combining this property with an existing single-family residential parcel.  

 

Debbie Bell reviews the staff report for the above-referenced petition for the purpose of 

combining the property for a single-family residential parcel. As defined in the Fayette 

County Comprehensive Plan Rural-Residential-2 is designated for the request for R-70 is 

appropriate. Based on the staff investigation and analysis staff recommends conditional 

approval with the following recommended conditions:  

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1.  Parcels 0708 067 and 0708 057 and this rezoned portion shall be combined into a 

single parcel within 6 months of approval of the rezoning, or prior to the approval of any 

additional building permits, whichever comes first. 

 

Debbie Bell shows a display with an aerial of the previous United Soccer Training 

Complex property. It is now zoned so I did some creative coloring to illustrate. Mr. Ed 

Wyatt owns these two properties to the north. He is proposing to purchase 10.95 acres 

from the larger parcel. In order for him to combine that with his property it needs to be 

rezoned to match his property which is R-70. So, he is requesting to rezone this one from 

A-R back to R-70 which is consistent with the land use plan. It is undeveloped property. 

There is some floodplain, and he is aware of that. It does not affect the viability of doing 

the rezoning, but it is a factor on the lot. Debbie Bell projects an exhibit provided by a 
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surveyor that demonstrates the properties more clearly.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if the petitioner is here.  

Yes, sir, my name is Jeff Collins and I hope this doesn't take too long and it is less 

controversial. Ms. Bell did a fantastic job of explaining it, so I don't want to overdo it. 

The intent here today is to subdivide the 10.95 acres so it can be conveyed to Mr. Wyatt 

and in order to combine it, it must be like zoning. So, to have the same zoning as his 

property, which is R-70, we need to rezone to the same so he can have a little more space 

there.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else is in favor. Is anyone against? If not, we will bring it 

back to the board for discussion and questions.  

Danny England asks if there is a gas station on this property and says let the minutes 

reflect there is no gas station on this property. Our first rezoning without a gas station 

tonight.  

Mr. Culbreth, discussion?  

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1341-24 with conditions. John 

Kruzan seconded the motion to approve with conditions. The motion passed 

unanimously.  

 

ADJOURNMENT:  

Danny England moved to adjourn the meeting. Jim Oliver seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

 

 

                              ********** 

 

 PLANNING COMMISSION 
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 FAYETTE COUNTY  

                                                                   

 

 

JOHN CULBRETH, SR.  
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George Sullivan 
699 McBride Road 
Fayetteville, GA 30215 
404-973-5172 
 
October 05, 2023 
 
Fayette County Zoning Board 
Fayetteville, GA 30215 
 
To whom it, may concern, 
 
I am submitting this letter in support of Jerry Battle, Jr’s Re-Zoning Invariance 
Request to allow improvements at 689 McBride Road, Fayetteville, 30215. I own 
Lot 2, Land Lot 252, 4th District, Fayette, Co, GA, also known as 699 McBride Road. 
The eastern edge of my property adjoins Mr. Battle’s. 
 
I’ve had the pleasure of knowing Mr. Battle since he bought that property, which, 
was a ransacked eyesore on McBride Road. Since owning it he has made drastic 
improvements to both its appearance and function but now needs a zoning 
variance to proceed with future improvements. Knowing his vision for its future 
use, I fully support his re-zoning request so that he can proceed with any further 
improvements he deems necessary.  
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance with this 
matter. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
George Sullivan 
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 pg. 1 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 

PETITION NO:  1338-24 
 
REQUESTED ACTION:  Rezone from A-R to R-72      
   
PARCEL NUMBER:  0449  061 

 
PROPOSED USE:  Single-Family Residential  
 
EXISTING USE:  Single-Family Residential 
 
LOCATION:  689 McBride Road  
 
DISTRICT/LAND LOT(S):  4th District, Land Lot 252  
 
ACREAGE: 2.14 acres  
 
OWNERS:  Jerry Battle, Jr. & Melissa Battle 
 
AGENT:  Randy M. Boyd 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:  February 1, 2024 
 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC HEARING: February 22, 2024 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICANT'S INTENT 
 
Applicant proposes to rezone 2.14 acres from A-R to R-72 for the purposes of a single-family home 
and accessory structures.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On February 1, 2024, the Planning Commission voted 5-0 to recommend CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 
of the request to rezone from A-R to R-72. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
As defined in the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, Rural Residential - 2 is designated for this area, 
so the request for R-72 zoning is appropriate. Staff recommends CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of the 
request for a zoning of R-72, Single-Family Residential District. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
1. The owner/developer shall dedicate right-of-way, as needed, to provide 40 feet of right of way as 

measured from the existing centerline of McBride Road.  
2. The required right-of-way donation shall be provided to the County within 60 days of the approval 

of the rezoning request. 
3.  Applicant must obtain variances for structures not in compliance with R-72 Zoning or remove the 

structures within 180 days of rezoning approval.  
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 pg. 2 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 

INVESTIGATION 
 
A. GENERAL PROPERTY INFORMATION 
 

The property is a nonconforming lot because it has less than 5 acres. It is a remnant parcel 
from a subdivision plat by a previous owner. Rezoning to R-72 will create a lot that meets the 
acreage requirements of its zoning district.  Because it was built in 1901, the existing house 
does not meet current building setbacks or square footage requirements.  Historic structures 
are generally considered to be legal nonconforming because they predate any ordinances but 
the rezoning requires that all issues be addressed. The applicants are aware of and have 
agreed to the recommended conditions. 
 
This property is not located in an Overlay Zone. 

 
B. REZONING HISTORY:  

 
There is no record of a prior rezoning. 
 

C. CURRENT DEVELOPMENT HISTORY: 
 
The Battles purchased the property in April 2023.  At the time of purchase, there was an 
existing home constructed in 1901 with approximately 1,158 square feet, two (2) smaller 
sheds, one (1) 1,800 square foot metal building, and various debris.  The sheds were never 
permitted.  Mr. Battle applied for a building application for the 1,800 square foot shed in July 
2023, however, staff was unable to approve the permit application because the lot was not a 
legal non-conforming lot.  Rezoning is the first step in restoring the property to conforming 
status.  The Battles understand variances and/or permits are also required if the existing 
structures are to remain.   
 
The existing house may be converted into a guest house for their disabled son should the 
Zoning Board Appeals approve the variances for square footage and encroachment into the 
front yard setback.  The Battles plan to construct a new primary residence that meets R-72 
requirements once the non-conformances are cured. 
  

B. SURROUNDING ZONING AND USES 
 

Near the subject property is land which is zoned A-R, R-40, and R-72. See the following table 
and the attached Zoning Map.  

 
The subject property is bounded by the following adjacent zoning districts and uses: 

 

Direction Acreage Zoning Use Comprehensive Plan 

North 4.151 R-40 Single Family Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 

East 5.75 A-R Agricultural-Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 

South (across 
McBride Rd) 

5.0; 
19.55 

A-R Agricultural-Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 3 
acres 
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West 2.49 R-72 Single Family Residential 
Rural Residential – 1 unit/ 2 
acres 
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C. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Future Land Use Plan: The subject property lies within an area designated for Rural 
Residential on the Future Land Use Plan map. This request conforms to the Fayette County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
D. ZONING/REGULATORY REVIEW 
           

Access & Right-of Way: The property has existing access on McBride Road. 
 
Site Plan: The applicant submitted a survey for the property. They do propose adding a new 
single-family home. 
 

E. DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 

 Water System - Water is not available in that area of McBride Rd.  The option to 
extend the waterline is available at the homeowner’s expense. 

 Public Works – No objections. Please refer to recommended conditions. 
o McBride Road is classified as a Collector and requires a 80’ Right of Way per the 

Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. Owner has agreed to dedicate necessary right-of-
way. 

 Environmental Management - No objections. 
o Floodplain Management -- The site DOES NOT contain floodplain per FEMA FIRM 

panel 13113C0114E dated September 26, 2008, and the FC Flood Study. 
o Wetlands -- The property DOES NOT contain wetlands per the U.S. Department of 

the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 National Wetland Inventory Map.  
o Watershed Protection -- There ARE NO state waters located on the subject property 

per Fayette County GIS.  
o Groundwater -- The property IS NOT within a groundwater recharge area. 
o Post Construction Stormwater Management  -- Single family home construction of 

existing lots does not apply. 
 Environmental Health Department – Dept. has no objections to proposed rezoning 

from A-R to R-72.  
 Fire – No objections to the requested rezoning.    
 GDOT – Not applicable, not on State Route. 
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STANDARDS 
 

Sec. 110-300. - Standards for map amendment (rezoning) evaluation.  
All proposed map amendments shall be evaluated with special emphasis being placed on the 
relationship of the proposal to the land use plan and related development policies of the county The 
following factors shall be considered by the planning and zoning department, the planning 
commission and the board of commissioners when reviewing a request for rezoning: 
(1) Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the land use plan and policies contained 

therein; 
(2) Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or 

nearby property; 
(3) Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive or 

burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools; 
(4) Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and development of 

the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning 
proposal. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS 

 
1. The subject property lies within an area designated for Rural Residential-2 Uses. This request 

does conform to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan in terms of the use and proposed 
lot size. 

2. The area around the subject property is an area that already has various residential and 
agricultural uses. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal would not adversely affect the 
existing or future uses of nearby properties.  

3. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal will not have an excessive or burdensome 
impact on streets, utilities, or schools. 

4. The proposal is consistent in character and use with the surrounding uses as agricultural 
and low density residential. 

 
ZONING DISTRICT STANDARDS 

Sec. 110-132. R-72, Single-Family Residential District. 

(a) Description of district. This district is composed of certain lands and structures having a low 
density single-family residential character and designed to protect against the depreciating 
effects of small lot development and those uses incompatible with such a residential 
environment.  

(b) Permitted uses. The following permitted uses shall be allowed in the R-72 zoning district:  

(1) Single-family dwelling;  

(2) Residential accessory structures and uses (see article III of this chapter); and  

(3) Growing crops, gardens.  

(c) Conditional uses. The following conditional uses shall be allowed in the R-72 zoning district 
provided that all conditions specified in article V of this chapter are met:  

(1) Church and/or other place of worship;  

(2) Developed residential recreational/amenity areas;  

(3) Home occupation;  
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(4) Horse quarters; and  

(5) Private school, including, but not limited to: classrooms, administration, playground, 
housing, athletic fields, gymnasium, and stadium.  

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-72 zoning district 
shall be as follows:  

(1) Lot area per dwelling unit: 87,120 square feet (two acres).  

(2) Lot width:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 175 feet.  
2. Collector: 175 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 150 feet.  

(3) Floor area: 2,100 square feet.  

(4) Front yard setback:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 75 feet.  
2. Collector: 75 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 50 feet.  

(5) Rear yard setback: 50 feet.  

(6) Side yard setback: 25 feet.  

(7) Height limit: 35 feet.  

(Code 1992, § 20-6-8; Ord. No. 2012-09, § 4, 5-24-2012; Ord. No. 2018-03, § 13, 9-22-2018) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 84 of 210



Page 85 of 210



 pg. 8 Rezoning Petition No. 1338-24 
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BOARD MEMBERS                    STAFF 
John H. Culbreth, Sr., Chairman  Deborah L. Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 

John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman  Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

Danny England    Christina Barker, Planning and Zoning Coordinator 

Jim Oliver    E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney    

Boris Thomas  

______________________________________________________________________________________  

                                                                              
 

AGENDA OF ACTIONS 

FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

140 STONEWALL AVENUE WEST 

February 1, 2024 

7:00 pm 
    

*Please turn off or turn to mute all electronic devices during the  

Planning Commission Meetings                                

________________________________________________________________________ 

  
NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Call to Order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3. Oath of Office for Boris Thomas. E. Allison Ivey Cox read the Oath of Office to Boris Thomas, who 

was sworn in as a board member for the Planning Commission.  

 

4. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda. John Kruzan seconded 

the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

5. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on January 4, 2024, Jim Oliver made a motion to 

approve the minutes from the January 4, 2024, meeting. Boris Thomas seconded the motion. The 

motion passed 5-0.  

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6. Petition No. 1338-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 2.140 acres from A-R to R-72 for the 

purpose of constructing a single-family residence. Danny England made a motion to 

approve Petition 1338-24 with conditions. Jim Oliver seconded the motion. The motion 

passed 5-0.   

 

7. Petition No. 1339-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 5 acres from R-70 to C-H for the 

purpose of developing as a commercial property. Jim Oliver made a motion to approve 

Petition No. 1339-24 with conditions. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion 

passed 5-0. 
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8. Petition No. 1340-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 4.03 acres from A-R to C-C for the 

purpose of constructing a fuel station, convenience store, and retail. John Kruzan made a 

motion to deny Petition 1340-24. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion to 

recommend denial passed 5-0.  

 

9. Petition No. 1341-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 10.95 acres from A-R to R-70 for 

the purpose of combining this property with an existing single family residential parcel. 

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1341-24 with conditions. John 

Kruzan seconded the motion to approve with conditions. The motion passed 

unanimously.  
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Meeting Minutes 02/01/2024 
 

 

 

THE FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION met on February 1, 2024, at 7:00 

P.M. in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, 

Georgia.   

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   John H. Culbreth Sr., Chairman   

                                         John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman 

                                         Danny England 

    Jim Oliver 

    Boris Thomas 

                                                            

STAFF PRESENT:          Debbie Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 

                                     Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

                                     Christina Barker, Zoning Coordinator 

                                            E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney 

                                                                                                                                                         
 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Call to Order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3. Oath of Office for Boris Thomas. E. Allison Ivey Cox read the Oath of Office to Boris Thomas, who 

was sworn in as a board member of the Planning Commission.  

 

4. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda. John Kruzan seconded 

the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

5. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on January 4, 2024, Jim Oliver made a motion to 

approve the minutes from the January 4, 2024, meeting. Boris Thomas seconded the motion. The 

motion passed 5-0.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6.  Petition No. 1338-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 2.140 acres from A-R to R-72 for the 

purpose of constructing a single-family residence.  

Deborah Bell reviewed the staff report for Petition 1338-24 to rezone 2.140 acres from A-

R to R-72 for the purpose of constructing a single-family residence and accessory 

structures. The property is a nonconforming lot. It appears to be a remnant from some 

previous lot's subdivision. So, the fact that it is nonconforming is not the fault of the owner. 

However, rezoning it would cure the nonconformance and make this a legal nonconforming 

lot. The current owners purchased the property in April 2023. There is an existing much 

older home on the property which, if they are going to try to retain it, would require some 

variances. So, they will have to assess if they wish to proceed with that or to build 

something new. Staff recommends conditional approval.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1. The owner/developer shall dedicate right-of-way, as needed, to provide 50 feet of 

right-of-way as measured from the existing centerline of McBride Road.  

2. The required right-of-way donation shall be provided to the County within 60 days 

of the approval of the rezoning request. 

3.  Applicant must obtain variances for structures not in compliance with R-72 Zoning 

or remove the structures within 180 days of rezoning approval.  

 

Randy Boyd represents the petitioner, Jerry and Melissa Battle. They purchased the 

property in April of 2023. You can see from the map that it has all sorts of issues with it. 

To get the rezoning we have to apply for and dedicate an additional right of way. Yes, we 

will absolutely do that. I would like to take the opportunity to thank Deborah Bell and 

Deborah Sims for working with us on this. I took this over there and they about passed out. 

Everything on this property has issues: too many buildings, they are not big enough, and 

the property lines pass through buildings. They both really stepped out and tried to help us 

with this and we appreciate the help. The Battles purchased it and cleaned it up 

substantially. They want to renovate the house for their special needs son. The one to the 

southwest corner, there is an existing garage back there they want to build another house. 

There are a lot of issues on there. The property was created Nov. 1987 as part of a farm 

which was 12 acres. What they did was peel off 2-acres on each side. That's this piece. 

Then what was left over, I got those rezoned in the past. I got one rezoned in 2006 and 

another one 3-4 years ago to R-72. The 2-acre zoning is compliant with the comprehensive 

land use plan. We have R-72 to the West, R-40 to the North, and then A-R to the East and 

the South. This does fit the land use plan. I have heard a lot of appeals over the years, and 

I have listened to a lot of issues that people have had. But this is one where the Battles just 

bought this piece of property and they didn’t do any of this, they are just trying to clean it 

up. Then you might say well, they should do their due diligence. Yes, they should but if 

you see a good deal, you also got to jump on it real quick. I would just ask that you zone 

this for the 2-acres. That is the proper zoning. The staff suggested that, and we support the 

recommended conditions. We look forward to working with them and cleaning this 

property up, so they have a nice piece of property. Thank you.  

John Culbreth asks if anyone else is in favor of this petition would like to speak.  

George Sullivan speaks on behalf of the petitioner. He is the property owner of the property 

immediately to the west of the petitioner. He has owned the property since March 2017. I 

moved my family here from Connecticut. When we moved here, the property was owned 

by a different property owner. In the time between March 2017 and when the petitioner 

bought the property, I have witnessed no less than two search warrants executed on that 

property, and no less than 12 incidents that required law enforcement. Mind you I am at 

home with two small girls and my wife. At the time when we moved here, I was a federal 

law enforcement officer. I, myself, detained 3 individuals until law enforcement could get 

them. Because they were on my property. This was on 3 separate occasions. I lived through 

it up until the new owner purchased the property. Anyone who knows McBride Road 

knows it was the number one eyesore. That property led to McBride Road being called the 

Infamous McBride Road with law enforcement because everyone knew it so well. The new 

owner bought it and has increased the positive nature, the cleanliness, and everything 

having to do with improving that property 1000 times over. Before it looked like a 

Page 95 of 210



 

 

condemned piece of property. It was littered with all matter of trash, vehicles, and debris 

that I had to look at every day. When the new owners moved in, within a small period of 

time, that was all gone, and they did everything they could up until the point they realized 

that they had zoning issues. To my knowledge, they have attempted to respond to every 

code request and do everything they could do. So, they have already demonstrated that if 

given the opportunity to at least make that property where you can do anything. As I 

understand it, they really can't do any type of modification. Give them the opportunity to 

at least meet the codes of Fayette County. I support them, and I didn't know them before 

they bought the property. Thank you.  

Alexander Garcia here to speak on behalf of the petitioner. I actually just moved to Fayette 

County about a year ago. I live 2-3 houses to the west of Mr. Battle’s property purchased 

back in April. The property was a mess. Mr. Battle came in and gutted it out completely. 

He is doing great things for our community and our property values. He wants to renovate 

and build something new to improve the property and I am in favor of that. Anything to 

make our property better. I am a new Georgia native; he has my 100% support. I don't see 

why you shouldn't approve this rezoning for him. He is just going to make our county better 

and bring that positivity to our town. Thank you so much.  

Mr. Culbreth asked if anyone was opposed to this petition who would like to speak.  

Tim Thoms from 625 McBride Road. It’s not my property anymore but if you see those 

trees in a line in the upper right corner. That is now my daughter and son, where they are 

building a house. So, we are a couple of lots down from Mr. Battle. My property and I am 

proud to say that I am one of the few remaining farmers in Fayette County and have farmed 

that property for almost 30 years since 1996. I grow trees for the landscape industry. My 

property is up and above and further east. I have been a citizen of this county since 1984. 

I have put a lot into this county, and I have sat where you sit now for many years. I 

appreciate your sacrifice and willingness to come up here twice a month to do what you do 

because it is a thankless job. But we have made Fayette County a better place because of 

our service. I don't have any ill will towards the applicant. I just spoke to him for the first 

time today and just met him for the first time tonight. I have spoken to other people who 

know him and from everything I have heard, he is a fine individual. I have no ill will, but 

what I have come here to do is to oppose the petition. I know it meets the land use plan, 

but that 2.1 acres is barely within the density of that land use plan. Even across the street, 

the density is higher at 3 acres. We are on the fringe. I have been working that area for 30 

years and I wanted my kids and my grandkids to take advantage of that too. Again, Mr. 

Battle has done a tremendous job of cleaning that place up…it was a pig sty. There is a lot 

of nefarious activities that have gone on on McBride over the years, such as the chandelier 

that hung on the pole in the yard (just kidding). The concern I have is that I don't think Mr. 

Battle will be able to do what he wants to do on that property. That house. The paper I gave 

you that has the red line around the shed. That is a 1,900 s.f. building as it exists as an 

accessory structure. Zoned A-R, I think the former owner said they were using it for 

agriculture, but allegedly they were using it for other nefarious purposes. It is just not going 

to fly to build unless you take all of those accessory structures down and start from scratch. 

I feel for the man because I know what my children have gone through to build their house. 

It is not easy in Fayette County to do what you want to do, and we go by the law so that 

good actors can be good actors and bad actors can’t get away with anything. It makes it 

tough on us, but we have laws for a reason, and it has helped Fayette County for many 
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years be Fayette County and not someplace else. I think it is in your judgment to 

recommend denial to the Board of Commissioners. If you so happen to wish it to be 

approved, I think you can condition it so that all the accessory structures have to be 

removed. Mr. Battle can come in and build a house because the one that is there…. I have 

not been in it…but I know how it has been treated and I think there isn’t any question that 

it is going to take a lot of work. It is in bad shape. Not to mention, it is way outside of 

codes, setbacks, etc. He has a lot of things to figure out. Someone told me a long time ago 

from the Zoning Board of Appeals that whenever you grant those appeals, you are allowing 

someone to break the law. We have this process that asks for rezoning, but we are still 

asking you to change the law that applies to the rest of the county. So, I would like you to 

look over the situation. I mentioned the nefarious activities that have happened on McBride 

Road for the past two or three decades. I guess before Christmas we were back in my house, 

and we see all these red and blue lights and we thought Oh my Gosh something else is 

going on McBride Road. The blue and red lights were up in the shed area. There was no 

shooting going on, which happened on McBride Road. So, we figured it was not that bad. 

Mr. Battle does work with law enforcement. He equips our sheriff, and fire department 

with sirens and lights for patrol cars and emergency vehicles. It is done in that shop. That 

is an illegal activity. He told me he lived off Hilo Road and he did the same thing in a shop 

he built there. I know his intentions are good, I just don't know that he can do what he 

wants to do. He ought to be able to do that in a commercial or industrial area where that 

kind of business should be done and not in an A-R setting. I appreciate your time.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else is opposed.  

Mr. Randy Boyd requested to make a rebuttal. He stated that he has known Mr. Thoms for 

quite a few years. As far back as when he sat on the board. He has always been very fair, 

but I do think he is incorrect that if you grant a variance, you have broken the law. Because 

granting a variance is just part of the zoning process. It's the last chapter that you have a 

remedy, so you are not breaking the law, but you are just seeing if those can be applied to 

situations where you can make that work. Mr. Battle is trying to clean that up, so it is proper 

zoning. It is zoned for 1 unit for 2 acres. The final product will be right at 2 acres once we 

dedicate the right of way. Mr. Battle will apply for all the variances. He will work with 

Planning & Zoning. They have done an excellent job so far. When we get into the project, 

there will probably have to be some more variances that we will have to apply for. They 

have been kind to give us enough time to do that, and we would like to go through the 

process of the next meeting to see if we do get the zoning. We will work with them, and I 

believe he will go for the variances that go along with the rezoning. Thank you.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if there are any questions or comments from the commission.  

Mr. Oliver has a question for Mr. Boyd if he was o.k. with the conditions, specifically in 

item 3 the 180 days.  

Mr. Boyd says yes sir we were going to try to present it at the next Zoning Board of Appeals 

deadline, which is February 3rd, which the staff has talked to us about. Then I was thinking 

that the 180 days would be from the rezoning which gives us the time to work on that. I am 

going to be working on it anyway. So, yes, we will apply shortly thereafter if we are 

approved, and we have the right of way deed. So, yes, we agree to the conditions. Thank 

you! 

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1338-24 with conditions. Jim Oliver 

seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.   
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7.  Petition No. 1339-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 5 acres from R-70 to C-H for the 

purpose of developing as a commercial property.  

Debbie Bell reads the staff report for Petition 1339-24 a rezoning from R-70 to C-H for the 

purposes of extending the septic line from neighboring parcel to the south and possible 

other commercial uses. Staff recommendation as defined in the Fayette County 

Comprehensive Plan; Rural Residential-2 is designated for this area so the request for C-

H zoning is not appropriate. Based on investigation and staff analysis, staff recommends 

denial of the request for rezoning to C-H.  

If the request is approved, the recommended conditions are as follows: 

 RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

 1.  Parcel 0450 090 shall be combined with parcel 0450 070 in an approved minor 

subdivision plat within 180 days of the approval of the rezoning request. The revised plat 

must include the 50' buffer separating the C-H Zoning from the residential zoning. 

2.  The existing asphalt driveway shall be removed within 180 days of the approval of the 

rezoning request.  Removal of the existing asphalt driveway is stipulated on the minor final 

plat recorded on January 8, 2015.  This was also a stipulation from GDOT for rezoning 

petition 1145-05. 

3.  If the septic system for 1552 S Highway 85 encroaches into this property, a revised site 

plan shall be submitted for approval within 90 days of the minor subdivision plat being 

approved and recorded. 

 

Staff would like to note that on November 27, 2023, the adjacent parcel, 1552 Highway 85 

South, did apply and was granted a variance to allow the septic drain field to encroach into 

the zoning buffers within that parcel. The property is currently identified as tract two on 

the minor subdivision plat of U.S. Station. In 2005, the owners at that time applied to rezone 

the property from A-R to O-I to construct an office park but the Board of Commissioners 

approved rezoning of the property to R-70. In 2014 a plat was presented that created four 

approximately 5-acre lots that you see today. The parcel is in the center of the county on 

Highway 85 South. This is next to the old U.S. Station which is under a redevelopment 

plan. This is the parcel that is subject to the rezoning. The land use plan shows Rural 

Residential. There are no environmental factors affecting the property and it is currently 

an undeveloped property.  

Mr. Culbreth says thank you and asks if the petitioner is present.  

Hello, I am Rick Lindsey representing the owner. The owner is Thomas Crossroads, LLC. 

I have with me tonight, Ed Wyatt, John Cook, and Blake Wyatt all from Green Oil which 

is the parent company of the LLC, and contractor Neal Brown. If we have any technical 

questions, I will have Neal come up to answer the technical questions. As Debbie said, we 

are seeking a rezoning to C-H. The property she was speaking about, part of the old U.S. 

Station just to the South is zoned C-H. We would like to put the drain field for the septic 

system on this property. Back in November, a variance was granted by the Zoning Board 

of Appeals in case the rezoning didn't happen here, but a better plan really is to put the 

drain field for the septic on the southeast corner going away from HWY 85. It is a 5-acre 
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tract. It is currently zoned R-70, and you may remember at one time was part of the U.S. 

Station. The convenience store that is being redeveloped. Here is a photo from 1983 that 

shows the U.S. Station which expands three different lots. Each of these lots has different 

zoning R-40, C-H, and the property we are talking about this evening is R-70. If you can 

see those vertical towers, those are gas tanks. It was a truck stop which first came into 

operation in the 1960’s. So, 60 years ago it was a truck stop and continued being used for 

fuel. The asphalt has remained on the site and has been used continually until my client 

shut down the property for redevelopment. He uses driveway access for the property. It has 

been used to park school buses, dump trucks, and other large vehicles, but never for 

residential. It has always been used commercially or in some commercial fashion. Debbie 

Bell displays an aerial of the property. Rick Lindsey says due to the nature of the shape of 

the property, it is not easily developed. It is bordered on the south by C-H and also R-40, 

and R-70 to the North, and across the street a church, middle school, and a vacant property 

owned by the Islamic Center of Atlanta. Whitewater Middle School, Whitewater High 

School, and Sarah Harp Minter, so a lot of heavy users of this highway are on this road. 

We are proposing to rezone this property to match the other property that is being 

redeveloped to C-H. So, they may be combined, and the septic system is put along the 

southern southeastern portion of that. Having the septic system will assist in the buffering 

of that property from the neighboring residential to the south. The properties to the east are 

all over 2 acres. They are all large deep properties. We will certainly want to keep the 

buffers from the residential property. This property is in the land use plan as low-density 

Rural-Residential 2. That is really a mistake. The property has never been used residentially 

and never will be. When the property was rezoned in 2005 it went from A-R to R-70. The 

applicant had sought O-I zoning. I am scratching my head as to how it ended up being R-

70. R-70 is a little easier to zone residentially. If you recall A-R the minimum lot size is 5-

acres. R-70 is 2. That was in 2005 and you can see it still has not been developed. Part of 

the parcel to the left has been used commercially for all these years, since the 1960s. So, 

what we are looking at getting a zoning on this property that meets reality. You can call it 

residential, but it is really a square peg in a round hole. I guess it is really a pentagon in a 

round hole. It doesn’t fit. I have looked at all the properties on Hwy 85. There hasn’t been 

a residential house that fronts on Hwy 85 in the last 40 years. It is a reality that this part of 

85 is busy, and 4-laned if you count the turn lane. We also know that one day GDOT has 

plans to 4-lane 85. So, in reality, it is something other than residential. Back in 2005 the 

former property owner applied and was denied for O-I. So, what happens if this is 

developed commercial? For one, it really benefits the area. For one, you can increase 

buffers. The nice thing in Fayette County is that we have nice zoning here. We have the 

overlay district which will oversee the parking, architectural style, lighting, landscaping, 

and overall look. The zoning ordinances we have here will control the buffering so that we 

don't have properties on top of each other. And at least 40% have to be left where it is not 

covered with any impervious surfaces. So, we will be able to get rid of that asphalt in the 

front. So, we are proposing that it will look like commercial property. And if the asphalt is 

removed there will be no access onto 85. Which really screams that it should be combined 

with the property to the south. Ironically, if it gets put back to what it was years ago when 

it was the U.S. Station. So, my client wants to move the septic drain field. It will make it a 

much better drain field to the southeastern portion of the property and then in the future, 

develop it commercially. The small commercial center will come off of the convenience 

Page 99 of 210



 

 

store that is being redeveloped now. It is going to be nice because he wants it to fit with 

the higher-quality convenience center that he is going to be building. It is a uniquely shaped 

property, and it is a small property, particularly when you think what is going to be taken 

by the septic system and the buffers. So, it won't be a big box or medium box, it will just 

be a small neighborhood commercial property that will offer products and services for the 

residents and the people who would be commuting up and down HWY 85. The property 

really needs to be zoned in a realistic manner where it is commercial and matches the 

property to the south so they may be combined into one. The septic drain system is put 

where it needs to be so it will increase the buffers and it will be one cohesive commercial 

unit.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else wishes to speak in favor of this petition. Is there anyone 

who would like to speak against? If not, we will bring it back to the board.  

Again, I am Tim Thoms and I live on McBride Road. McBride Road is about 200 yards to 

the south of the U.S. Station. I used to visit the station long ago and when it was the U.S. 

Station, that is fine because it is a grandfathered commercial zoning. There is no 

commercial intentionally until you get to Starrs Mill. This is by intention design. I think 

you have every reason to deny this as it does not comply with the comprehensive land use 

plan at all. Besides that, the two properties at the bottom of the screen, those I believe front 

on McBride Road and one of them…the people have lived there for ten years. The zoning 

was denied for O-I. It was rezoned R-70. So as eloquently as Mr. Lindsey spoke in 

promoting this development, it is difficult to defend sometimes, and you have to grant a 

zoning that can be defended in court. That is why it is R-70 instead of A-R. This is not a 

spot to enlarge the commercial area and get that started on the south side of the county 

between Fayetteville and Starrs Mill. Fayetteville is already creeping down in terms of 

development and that is not, as I understand, what citizens of the south end of Fayette 

County would like. Thank you.  

Next speaker against.  

Hello, again I am Alex Garcia. I have a few documents that I want to show, but before I 

begin, I want to say I met Ed Wyatt today for the first time and I have nothing but good 

things to say about the gentleman. If you can bring up the image with the satellite picture. 

I am actually the owner of 757 McBride which is this house right here (unintelligible as he 

stepped away from the mic). There is a huge berm. You can’t see the commercial property. 

Mr. Wyatt reached out to me that you guys were giving him a hard time with the septic 

system. The way he has been so communicative…I actually wanted to buy that property 

from him. To turn my 5-acres into 10-acres and build a farm. So, we can get a few horses 

for my little girl over here. Unfortunately, his septic system has to be there, and he has to 

rezone it commercially. My wife asked if they rezone it commercial will they put buildings 

on there? It is one thing to put the septic system but another to have a commercial building. 

It is a beautiful property. I am from California and Delta brought me out. I am a veteran 

and I have two tours under my belt. The people are amazing, and I love it here. When he 

told me that when they zone it commercially, and I asked when. Mr. Wyatt said that on the 

north side, he wanted to put some buildings on the lot. That changes everything for me. 

One thing you want to consider is that the current zoning is residential. If you develop this 

commercially, the surrounding area will not be consistent. That could impact my property 

values and my neighbors as well. The neighbor right next to me is also against it. He’s not 

here right now but he is totally against it. It might impact my property value. It might go 
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up or down. It’s one thing to add a buffer but zoning commercial without seeing the plan. 

If you let him zone it commercially without you seeing the plan (unintelligible as he steps 

away from the mic). If he zones commercial, I will see everything right there, the trees will 

be gone and I will see cars, parking, people, buildings. You might want to consider before 

approving this get the facts. Get the plan! If he needs a septic system for the BP, I am all 

in favor of this because I am going to go to Dunkin' Donuts in my golf cart. I am in favor 

of the BP gas station if he needs to get his septic, but there have to be other channels that 

can be taken without giving him zoning that is commercial. Thank you.  

Mr. Culbreth says thank you is there anyone else who would like to speak against Petition 

1339-24 if not we will bring it back to the board. Mr. Lindsey, do you have a rebuttal?  

Rick Lindsey says yes, just a couple of comments. We have a commercial property that 

abuts a residential property and the key to making it work for my client, as Mr. Garcia said 

is a very honorable and honest man who will work with the buffers in the county. So, this 

is not an issue. We will work with the county so this will blend in and be an asset to this 

community. So, it will be a small community-based, and centered retail use.  

Danny England, Rick, I know you just sat down but I have a question for you. So, the first 

thing that I thought is that there is no room on the existing U.S. Station site for a septic 

system. Has the developer approached the county Department of Health and spoken with 

them about options for septic systems on the existing property and were they told, no?  

Rick Lindsey, “Yes, because of the long-term commercial use of the property, the soils had 

to be taken out. So, it is problematic. That is why we have the variance to get it into the 

buffer. So that is going to take out some trees and a much much better plan is to put the 

drain field on this site.  

Danny England, “So, it can be done but it would be expensive, right?”  

Rick Lindsey, “We have the variance to do that now. You are going to take out buffers to 

do that. As Mr. Garcia said, you open it up. The better plan is to marry the residential to 

the commercial. Let’s put the septic drain field there. Does that answer your questions?  

Yes, it does, Danny England stated.  

Jim Oliver asked, “Also, there are some conditions that are staff recommendations that are 

for approval. Do you have any problems with those?”  

“No, sir my client will agree to all of those conditions,” stated Rick Lindsey.  

Debbie Bell asks if she may clarify something and states that she was advised originally 

by Environmental Health that the drain field needed to be on the same parcel with the use. 

Our attorneys have educated me that the drain field could be on a separate parcel with a 

permanent easement. There would be a possibility of putting the drain field on there 

without combining the two parcels.  

Danny England, “So, if that is the case, is the rezoning necessary or is it just an easement 

onto the current zoning as is?”  

Allison Ivey Cox stated, “That because it is the same property owner getting the easement 

would be easy. It is a separate parcel. We need an easement, and it needs to be recorded, 

but that is simple enough just to pass from one to the other and the buffers that had been 

varied would remain whether there is a rezoning or not.” 

Danny England, “So, no rezoning of this property but there is an easement that would allow 

for…” 

Allison Ivey Cox, “This property owner would need to create an easement in order to allow 

for the septic drain fields to be on the property indefinitely. That would be recorded in the 
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deed record, and it would be burdening that property for the purpose of the other.”  

Danny England, “In the future?”  

Allison Ivey Cox, “Yes.”  

Mr. Culbreth asks given what was just said, “Mr. Lindsey is that a possibility rather than 

rezoning the entire parcel?” 

Mr. Lindsey, “I would have to look at the ordinances to look and see if that is a possibility. 

And with all due respect to Elliott and Dennis…. I don’t have an answer to that, but I do 

have this response. If you put a permanent easement there, it now cuts off more of his 

property and makes it even more problematic to ever develop. So, you have taken even 

more use of this property. Like I said it has been at least 2005 it was rezoned R-70, and it 

has never been developed. If the access point on Hwy 85 is removed as requested by 

GDOT, now the property has no access to any road. So, we have taken away the complete 

value of the property. It needs to be combined with the redeveloped convenience center to 

have the proper use of the property and put it back together as it was when it was U.S. 

Station and make it work and make it blend in with the area. Did that answer your 

question?”  

Danny England, "Something I am wrestling with here is where it says intent on the petition 

for rezoning. It says here that the purpose of the rezoning is to extend the septic line from 

the neighboring parcel to the south onto this property and possible other commercial uses. 

So really what we are looking at here is that we are solving the immediate problem, which 

is the septic line, and then there is the potential for maybe some commercial uses in the 

future.” 

Mr. Culbreth, “Is that your intent?” 

Rick Lindsey, “Correct.”  

Danny England, “So we can solve the septic issue pretty easily, right? We can get an 

easement. You can run septic lines all day. You can put them wherever you want and do it 

in a way that would not encumber the future use of the property. On the flip side of that, 

we had a rezoning last month on Hwy 85 that was commercial, and I think your opening 

statement was that this is probably never going to be developed residentially. If you look 

across the street those are not houses. There is the school, churches, there is commercial 

further south there is a gas station there. It is a little bit of a balancing act for us to figure 

out the comprehensive plan vs. the reality of how people are going to use this thing on the 

open market and what makes sense. Just trying to look for answers to all of the questions 

to make a balanced decision.” 

Mr. Culbreth, “You made a statement that there has been no residential development in the 

last 40 years.”  

Rick Lindsey, "That front on Hwy 85. Right, and I was on the Fayette County tax map, and 

I went from Harp Road on both sides and looked for a house that fronts on 85. The most 

recent one I could find was built in 1982. The rest were in the 50's and 60's. Now if they 

have driveway access on some of the side roads, there has been more recent development, 

but the ones that front on 85...when Fayette County was a sleepy, slow, more rural county. 

It has been a long time since Fayette County has been sleepy. We moved in ‘87 and it was 

considerably sleepy compared to today. No one is going to build a home that fronts on 85 

today. That is just the reality. We want to take this property and we have a use for it. 

Everyone has a right to have a use for their property and not have that taken away and make 

it blend, look nice, and be an amenity for the area. Not something that is a blight. I am not 
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saying this is blight, but having all that asphalt there is not attractive. Let's do something 

that makes it better than it is today. I hear not wanting commercial to march all the way 

down 85. Here you are in an area that has already been used commercially for 60 years. It 

would make it look much better. That’s what we are trying to do.” 

Mr. Thomas, “Have you developed an impact study in regard to placing future use 

commercial there and how it would impact the traffic from the school daily and the ingress 

and the egress of the school right across the street and the proximity of it being so close to 

the new light on Harp Road. That light was not there before. Have you done any impact 

study or spoken with the Department of Transportation regarding the traffic light?” 

Hello everyone, "I am Neal Brown with All-Span Builders. I have been handling the 

demolition of the old U.S. Station. Thank you to the Planning Commission and Deborah 

and Debbie for all the work that has gone on for this facility. To answer the question about 

the traffic study. I had a meeting with Stanford Taylor with DOT earlier this week and it is 

their wants to terminate the driveway across from the school and make the two driveways 

that are in place now, the active driveways. And do frontages approach to the left and the 

right, so yes it has been addressed but not on a formal study yet, but I did have meetings 

with DOT before this meeting tonight. So, we are in agreement to get rid of the driveway 

on the northern end and then your traffic will come in the two where they are already 

approved, and they would access that property on the frontage drive. I guess I have been 

through two pre-con meetings on this project, and everything has focused on the 

construction of the facility. This is the first time this option has been presented from legal 

stating that we could do this easement on this other piece. From the very beginning, Bonnie 

Turner, from Environmental Health said that the property owners’ names had to match, 

and the zoning had to match. So, that is the reason we have got to this point. And I have 

multiple variances on this project because of the configuration. Honestly, I thought it was 

zoned incorrectly and we were going to find out why it had ever changed from the U.S. 

Station. The parking lot has four entrances in three different zones. It just doesn't make any 

sense. Your landmark or benchmarks have been there since the 60's that is why we are 

asking just to get the two pieces zoned the same and it will work a whole lot better on 

setbacks, septic, and the whole nine yards. Everyone is talking about the improvements. 

How about the man over there who is spending multi-million dollars to improve what we 

got now? So, some consideration needs to be given there. Thank you.  

Mr. Oliver states, “Mr. Chairman, we all attended a wonderful seminar this week put on 

by the University of Georgia talking about dealing with zoning questions to ask and they 

gave us a rundown of what questions to ask to determine whether to approve or deny a 

rezoning. There are 6 criteria, and this petition meets all but one of the criteria. A lot of 

that has to do with the comprehensive plan. It doesn’t quite fit what the comprehensive 

plan is, but it doesn’t look like it was ever meant to, but one of the overriding factors that 

I see is whether the property affected by the zoning proposal has a reasonable economic 

use as currently zoned as R-70.  I don't think it fits as currently zoned, the reasonable 

economic use criteria. I don't think anyone would want to be put in a home facing Georgia 

Highway 85 across from Whitewater School and across from the church. There have been 

a lot of residences and there is nothing surrounding it that is zoned other than residential. 

Well, right across the street there is not residential zoning. It is more in the commercial 

vein of zoning. I don't think this is an unreasonable request. The issue of an easement came 

up this evening, but the petition before us tonight is for a commercial zoning. We either 
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deal with it now or deal with it later. We are merely a recommending body, and the county 

fathers will have the final say. But I don't see anything unreasonable in this request. There 

is no doubt that this is a commercial type of zone and not a residential zone and it is 

something that needs to be addressed here and now.  

Mr. Culbreth asks for any further comments. If not, we will entertain a motion. The staff 

has made their recommendations.   

Jim Oliver made a motion to approve Petition No. 1339-24 with conditions. Danny 

England seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

8.  Petition No. 1340-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 4.03 acres from A-R to C-C for the 

purpose of constructing a fuel station, convenience store, and retail.  

 

 Debbie Bell reviews the staff report for Petition 1340-24. The property is located in land 

lot 5 of the 5th district and fronts on Harp Road, Highway 85 South, and Old Senoia Road. 

According to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, the property Rural Residential-2 is 

designated for this area so the request for C-C is not appropriate. The planning & zoning 

staff recommends denial of the request for rezoning to C-C. However, if the request is 

approved, the recommended conditions are as follows: 

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1.  Harp Road is a minor arterial. The developer shall dedicate right of way, as 

needed, to provide 50 feet as measured from the existing centerline of Harp Road.  

The corner at the intersection of Harp Road and Old Senoia Road shall be 

chamfered 20 feet along tangent legs. 

2.  Submittal of the warranty deed and legal descriptions shall be provided to the 

County within 60 days of the approval of the rezoning request, or prior to the 

submittal of a development site plan, whichever comes first. 

 

The property is a non-conforming lot because it does not contain the minimum required 

acreage for an A-R zoning district. It is located in a highway overlay zone, and it is just 

north of the highway we just looked at by half a mile. This parcel is bounded on three sides 

by the roads. You can see that it is A-R zoning and a lot of property in the area is A-R 

zoning or R-40, medium to low-density residential. Here is the land use plan which 

recommends rural residential to the south and low-density residential to the north of Harp 

Road. There are no significant environmental factors that appear to affect this site. Here is 

an aerial view of the undeveloped property.  

Mr. Culbreth asks for the petitioner to come forward to speak.  

Hello, my name is Darrell Baker and I represent the landowner and the potential future 

landowner of this site. I have asked Deborah to hand you a copy of the plat for this property 

that was recorded back in 1979. This plat and piece of land was divided by Mr. Young who 

was also a farmer and developer and who owned this land and the land where probably a 

lot of the citizens here tonight are from, and their homes are which is now called Rebecca 

Lakes. He subdivided that land and many of the streets in Rebecca Lakes are named after 

his family and his kids. I think if you look at that plat, this piece of property has been a 

concern since they platted. That plat specifically states, that when he platted with the 

county it says 'future commercial use' why do you think he would do that? As a farmer and 

a developer, he realized that the property was bordered on three sides by roads. You guys 
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hit the trifecta tonight because you are considering three commercial properties tonight in 

an area of the county which is growing.  I get that a lot of people will stand up and discuss 

the county changes, and I get it, I was born here 60 years ago. I have watched this county 

change. Change is inevitable. I have farmed the land where Towne Center and Summit 

Point sit right now from the time, I was 9 to the time I was 18. So, you can imagine how 

much this county has changed in 60 years. I think Mr. Oliver made a good point, when the 

comp plans are considered, the question is do they look at every piece of land in the county? 

And the answer is no. If you look at this property, there is nothing other than houses around 

it that say it is a good piece of property for A-R residential. It is non-conforming; it is only 

4.03 acres, and it doesn’t even meet the 5-acre mark. It has been encroached by state 

highway improvement. It has been encroached upon by improvement along Harp Road. 

When Mr. Davis bought the property, Old Senoia Road was a gravel road. So, you now 

have the improvement of Old Senoia Road. So, through no fault of his own whether through 

road improvements or zoning updates which have made, this a non-conforming lot. All of 

these changes…he now has a piece of property that I don’t think anyone in this room would 

build a house on. I could be wrong. I know that I wouldn’t. I wouldn’t want to be bordered 

by roads on three sides. I get that no one likes to change, and no one likes growth. Let's 

talk also about what is happening up the 85 corridor. I heard a comment by Mr. Thoms 

about commercial development. There is commercial development all up and down 85 

South. If you look there are 4 signalized intersections up 85 South from the city limits all 

the way to where you go into Senoia. There is Ramah Road there is the Racetrack and even 

though it is in the city, it is also in the county. Then you get to Harp Road and that is the 

piece of property we are considering. Then the next piece of property is Bernhard, and you 

have fuel, retail, convenience, an office, a church, and a fire station at Bernhard Road and 

85. The next intersection is Padgett Road, Hwy 74 and 85. What has been approved on two 

corners of this intersection is fuel and convenience. So, tell me what makes this property 

different than those pieces of property? Most of those properties are surrounded by 

residential. Most of those properties are parts of larger R-R tracts. So, I represent a 

gentleman who has owned this property for 41 years. He bought it from a gentleman who 

already knew that this property would probably never have a house on it due to the nature 

of the property. Through hardships not created by the landowner himself, he now has a 

non-conforming piece of property. I hate to say it but of the 60 years I have been here, I 

have been developing for 33 of those years. I have been a change agent here on things that 

people haven’t liked. I have been a change agent on things that people have liked. I have 

friends who live adjacent to this property and friends in Rebecca Lakes. One of my friends 

growing up, his father is here, and he owns the immediate track to the north. There should 

be something said for landowner rights and there are certain things that have happened to 

this tract that have made it a non-conforming tract. The other four intersections the other 

three you have fuel. Let me give you another statistic. I went and looked at all the signal 

lights in Fayette County proper outside of the city limits. If you look at Hwy 85 N, 85S, 

54E, 54W, 314, 92 N, 92S you have 22 signalized intersections. Of those 22 intersections, 

we have fuel and convenience on 13 of the 22 intersections. Of those 16 are commercial 

tracts with commercial uses. You have 5 tracts that don’t have any commercial because 

when the signal was installed all tracts that touch that intersection were already zoned with 

residential houses. One tract that is totally different than the rest of them and that is the 

intersection of New Hope Road, 92 South, and Lees Mill where you have the historic 
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church, the community center, and Fayette County Water. So, the majority of signalized 

intersections throughout the county have all changed in the character of the piece of 

property. So, I represent an owner and a potential buyer who is a credible developer. He 

has done this a lot of times, and he is willing to conform to an overlay.  

Ms. Bell states that the property is located in the state route overlay.  

We are willing to develop to the standards of the overlay which would be residential in 

nature. We have potential elevations already…all brick, the gabled roof, it will have small 

retail just like Bernhard and 85 do. We will conform to the conditions. We will work with 

staff to mitigate the light transfer. There will be additional buffers required and any other 

conditions that staff may have. Again, we understand that this is not popular, and this is an 

issue, but I gave you the plat that was recorded. Those are addresses of homes in the area 

and when they were built. Based on when this land was platted. You can see most of these 

homes have been built from 1993 and out and have been platted since 1979 and it says 

future commercial use. We understand that this does not guarantee rezoning, and he did 

not go and get it rezoned at the time. Early on when he was discussing this with the county 

about making road improvements and they were talking about paving Old Senoia Road. 

He came to the realization as a developer that there was going to be no way that anyone 

was ever going to build a house on this piece of property. Look how old this property is 

and there has never been anything on it. It is just like the U.S. Station. It has been like that 

forever and with all the land around it, you are never going to get anyone to develop a lot 

and build a house. I am here to answer any questions. Change is hard and unpopular.  

Mr. Culbreth asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of the petition? Is anyone 

in opposition? OK, I see a lot of hands. Have you selected a speaking leader for you?  

Hello, my name is Harry Sweatman. I live at 516 Old Senoia Road. I am next door to that 

lot. I have known Mr. Baker for 50 years or so. He made a statement that this lot was non-

compliant. I assume it is non-compliant for someone building a house. Mr. Davis clear-cut 

that lot some 20 years ago which maybe made it non-compliant…I don't know. At the time, 

that was an old-growth forest almost. I don't think it was actually old growth, but it had 

some large, mature trees. Mr. Lindsey stated that there hadn't been any houses built facing 

85. That’s wrong. There has been plenty of houses, I believe from Perry Creek all the way 

to Harp Road. Some of them in the last 10 years or so. There is nothing but homes and 

churches. I don’t know what he plans to do about light pollution because if he does do that 

my biggest hope is it would be something like a Dollar General because they do close. He 

is going to have light on there all the time. When I got there and heard it was going to be a 

service station, I was real upset about it. I also have one question, what happened when the 

county said that there would be no commercial development along the proposed west 

bypass? Have they changed that or changed the route? I have only lived here for about 40 

years and in the county for about 50 years and all that growth is not pretty and doesn’t 

justice to this county. Thank you.  

Next speaker against. 

Good evening, my name is Russell Blythe from Herons Landing. Commissioners, I am 

president of the Herons Landing HOA. We are a neighborhood of about 18 homes and the 

entrance is about 800 feet up Old Senoia Road from this proposed site. Many of our 

homeowners have school-aged children who attend Whitewater Schools and catch the bus 

right on Old Senoia. A number of our homeowners are here tonight, please raise your hands 

so we can see you. The planning and zoning staff has recommended denial and I think that 
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is the right decision. The subject property is surrounded on all sides by properties that are 

zoned residential. There are commercial properties about ½ mile to the south that we spoke 

about earlier tonight. This property is meaningfully different from the property we spoke 

about earlier tonight. The gas station that was there has been there for 6 decades. For the 

property of this petition, there has been nothing but trees and grass. There has not been 

anything on this property and that is the way it should stay. Unlike the other property too 

there is no access to the other property except on Hwy 85. On this property, there is access 

to Old Senoia Road and Harp Road in addition to Hwy 85. Regardless of what has 

happened on Hwy 85, there have been plenty of homes built on Old Senoia Road in the 

past 10 years. It is a perfectly reasonable use as a residential property. This is nothing like 

the property to the south. The nearest commercial property is nearly 2 miles away at the 

old Trading Post (1045 Highway 85 South). There is not a single property zoned 

commercial on Old Senoia Road. There is not a single property zoned commercial on Harp 

Road. Mr. Baker speaks with a silver tongue, and he is very persuasive. He mentioned that 

there are a lot of gas stations in town. I agree. There are a lot of gas stations in town. There 

is clearly no need, at this time to rezone an area that is clearly residential on all sides to put 

up another gas station. We don’t need it. We are going to have another one ½ a mile away. 

We have one 2 miles in either direction. This is not a need for this county. The only need 

is for this owner who wants to transition this into commercial property to make some 

money off of it, but that is not going to be of benefit to the people who live in the area. 

There would be some significant hazardous impact. As I mentioned the residents in our 

area have a lot of children who catch the bus on Old Senoia Road. That is not intended to 

be a commercial artery. The last thing Old Senoia needs is more traffic, and it is sure to 

negatively impact the traffic on Harp Road as well. On behalf of the HOA at Herons 

Landing and the residents of the surrounding area who chose to live in a rural residential 

area, we request that you deny this petition.  

Mr. Culbreth, “Anyone else wishing to speak against this petition?"  

Good evening, my name is Paulette Roberts, and I am the President of the HOA at Rebecca 

Lakes yes, we have a large number of our residents that are here today. Our neighborhood 

has 100 homes, and we are right across the street to the proposed change. All the properties 

are zoned residential in the surrounding area. Although this is supposedly a non-

conforming lot of 4-acres. The property just south of it was rezoned from A-R to R-70 

changing a lot from 6 acres to 3 potential 2-acre lots. All residential. So, in keeping with 

the plan for this part of Fayette County. This is a very residential area and does not seem 

to fit that this particular property would be changed to commercial. The reason my husband 

and I were drawn to Fayette County was the comprehensive use plan and the respect for 

the residents who currently live there. By putting that as a commercial property, you are 

adversely affecting all the residents who live on those 4 corners. I don't believe that would 

be of the best use for all the residents who live in this area. As Mr. Blythe mentioned, there 

is economic use for this property if it stays residential. You could access it from Old Senoia 

Road or Harp and that is very possible. The way this change would adversely affect the 

property owners with a drop in property value, increased light, traffic, and possible water 

issues. We have 3 lakes in our neighborhood, and we don't need extra water heading our 

way. Finally, we have a lot of children and there are a lot of things sold in convenience 

stores that we don't want children to have easy access to. So, I would ask you to please 

consider the family aspect of Fayette County and how the southern part has always been 
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that way. We ask for the denial of this zoning change.  

Thank you. We have 11 minutes left. Anyone else?  

My name is Jessica Kennedy and I live on McElwaney in Rebecca Lakes. Paulette brought 

up a few of my points. The gentleman had spoken about not having driveways with road 

frontage and across from this, you guys approved a plan with a driveway to Harp and the 

other two are going to have driveways off of 85. So, I am not sure anyone would want to 

build a house knowing a gas station would be across from it. Paulette had brought up the 

ponds and the lakes. I actually own one of the ponds and the runoff comes from Harp and 

travels down the backs of McElwaney and Youngs. The runoff comes from there and drains 

into our pond. We do have fish and turtles. It actually drains down to the larger lakes. I 

have a concern if you were to take away all the grass and the soil and have concrete what 

the runoff would be? Also, down Old Senoia, you have the bird sanctuary, and I am sure 

that the runoff would affect that, and it is something that should be protected. I know 

someone said it was a triangular lot, but a triangular lot that you can put three homes feels 

a little more abnormal to build a home on. Like I said we have 99 homes in our 

neighborhood, we have Herons Landing, another neighborhood across from that area. It is 

going to devalue our home to have a ‘stop and stab’ there. I just can't imagine having a 

want or need especially if you guys just approved a vape store to go across from the middle 

school. I am not even really sure what you guys approved. I don't know how much business 

we would really want here. My husband and I chose our home based on the school system. 

If we start putting a gas station on every corner that can be robbed, now we have crime. 

Another thing to point out is there is a cut-through from the middle school to our 

neighborhood and I have actually sent two children back to the middle school during school 

hours. I don't think we want middle school children leaving school to walk through our 

neighborhood to go get their vape pods. That is just not conducive to the life I have built 

here in Fayette County. I grew up here. I lived on the north side of town. My mom still has 

a beautiful house there and she recently moved into our neighborhood. We don't want to 

turn into what was over there. I know we think we have a lot of homes, and we couldn’t do 

that, but if we take every spare corner, we absolutely could! I am highly opposed to it! 

Thank you!  

Mr. Culbreth, is there a rebuttal or another speaker?  

Tim Thoms from McBride Road again. You bring three rezonings within a half mile of my 

house and I am going to come up here all three times. I hope I don't jinx these folks since 

I am 0 for 2 but I am up here batting with 2 strikes. I hope they talked to you at your seminar 

with the University of Georgia about spot zoning because this is the definition of spot 

zoning. If you approve this, you have practically tripled the commercial zoning in this area 

overnight if the Board of Commissioners approves it. And if you look at the other corners 

you are probably going to quadruple it. So, you are having a huge impact tonight, and I am 

extremely disappointed.  

Thank you, sir.  

Mr. Culbreth, ok sir. Thank you is there anyone else? Do we have a rebuttal?  

Darrell Baker addressed the board for a rebuttal. The non-conforming lot piece is because 

the A-R zoning category requires 5-acres so that is why it is considered a non-conforming 

lot because it is only 4.03-acres. If you want to know how it got to 4.03 acres look at the 

roads around it. Look at the road expansions around it. So, we have had quite a few people 

talk about how commercial stops at the old Trading Post (1045 Highway 85 South). That's 
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not the case. If you go slightly south of that on the left side of the road, you have the Art 

of Landscape. That is a commercial business, not a residential use. So, you have more 

business beginning to move. Mr. Sweatman was concerned about it being open all night. 

The developer (Mr. Sing) who would be developing this would only propose being open 

from 6 am to 10 pm. I am sure that the county is going to require us to put cut-off shields 

on the lights that stay on, forcing the light straight down, which will aid in stopping light 

transfer across the property. And there will be required improved buffers that will be 

required by the county. On the new lots that were approved by the county. Only one of 

those lots (and it was the petitioner that got it approved) is bordered by two roads and that 

is the corner lot that was approved by Mr. Win Lee was approved. His lot borders Harp 

Road and 85. The rest of the lots front on 85 and the back of the lots are on Rebecca Lakes. 

So, they are not bordered on 3 sides and the majority are only bordered by one road. With 

regards to run-off, I would refer you to the staff report where the different departments 

weighed in if this were granted what would have to happen? I would refer you back to the 

statement that says this is not in a run-off area, it is not in a FEMA area, it is not in a 

wetland area. Any water that leaves the site will have to meet certain regulatory guidelines 

for water quality. We can't just develop anymore and let it run off into the detention ponds. 

We now need to spend a lot of money on water-quality structures. We now need to provide 

a rebound for additional water. Basically, when we develop a site, it has to drain like it did 

in an undeveloped state. Now the guidelines are even more stringent, where you have to 

clean the water even more before it leaves the site. The skeptic in me says I wish this were 

just about protecting property values because again these subdivisions were built after this 

land was platted. Whippoorwill Ridge was a piece where this was created. The homes 

subsequently were built after this lot was platted this way. Rebecca Lakes was subdivided 

and built much later than what happened down Old Senoia Road. Mr. Blythe spoke up from 

Herons Landing and if I remember correctly the first house built in there is the first house 

on the left and it was built in 2014. I asked the folks that are here when you come into an 

area and buy a home, how much research do you do? Do you look at the lots around you, 

do you look at the plats, do you see what people have designated to happen around you? 

When you buy a home one house off the state highway, do you ever think, the nature of 

this area could change? I have heard several people talk about how this is still a great 

residential lot, well, why didn’t you build your house there? If it is a great residential lot, 

then why didn’t you build there? Why did you move inward down to Harp Road or Old 

Senoia? The reality is this is not a residential lot and hasn’t been one for a long time. If a 

lot is not allowed to be developed for something other than A-R, then it will never be 

developed, and you are taking away the landowner’s rights of the man who has owned it 

for 40 years and the rights of the person before that. 

 

I am Stan Parrott and I live off Harp Road on McElwaney. I have known the landowner for 

a long time. He is a very fine fellow. I don't want to inhibit a person from being able to 

achieve or buy land or develop it that they have paid taxes on for a long time. But well, a 

convenience store, my wife and I added a screen porch because of the mosquitos. We enjoy 

sitting outside in the evening. And I am all for the light that you put up there, but the noise 

increased substantially because people stop and then they take off. We do know that the 

noise, when they develop, the property is going to increase again substantially because of 

the elevation is higher up and I know that the sound is going to carry, I know some 
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neighbors when they were trying to sell their house the peoples’ comments were how noisy 

it was due to Georgia 85. We are just adding to it and noise is my biggest concern. I don't 

know all of the dates, but our home was built in 1994. It wasn’t the first house built in 

Rebecca Lakes. So, I know Mr. Warren Young who is now deceased, and any comment 

that he may have made about that being a commercial piece of property. It was quite rural 

back then, of course, if he was still if he was a neighbor like his son is I know he wouldn't 

approve of that land as a commercial property. As far as a business, if you have a business 

there that closes at normal business hours like 5 or 6 pm then that's fine, but to have a 

convenience store. One of the ladies who spoke about North Fayette County earlier. In 

North Fayette County there is a QT up there and if you go up there at certain times of day, 

you see people hanging out there and that is a busy station. We have grandchildren now 

and they stay with us at certain times of the week, and I look at what are you inviting there? 

People who hang around. You see some people just walking down Georgia 85. There are 

some homeless people I have even spoken to who just hang out there. The main thing is 

just the quality of the neighborhood. We all feel like this was a nice neighborhood. This 

was the border for going to Fayette County High School and then they built Whitewater 

High School and the lines changed. If someone was looking at our house, well we are going 

to add more noise. This is what we are concerned about for when we have to move. If a 

commercial use comes in, I don’t think there is a future there for us. We love our neighbors. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Culbreth asked, “We are going to bring it back to the board. Are there any questions?”   

John Kruzan made a motion to deny Petition 1340-24. Danny England seconded the 

motion. The motion to recommend denial passed 5-0.  

 

9.  Petition No. 1341-24 - Applicant proposes to rezone 10.95 acres from A-R to R-70 for 

the purpose of combining this property with an existing single-family residential parcel.  

 

Debbie Bell reviews the staff report for the above-referenced petition for the purpose of 

combining the property for a single-family residential parcel. As defined in the Fayette 

County Comprehensive Plan Rural-Residential-2 is designated for the request for R-70 is 

appropriate. Based on the staff investigation and analysis staff recommends conditional 

approval with the following recommended conditions:  

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1.  Parcels 0708 067 and 0708 057 and this rezoned portion shall be combined into a 

single parcel within 6 months of approval of the rezoning, or prior to the approval of any 

additional building permits, whichever comes first. 

 

Debbie Bell shows a display with an aerial of the previous United Soccer Training 

Complex property. It is now zoned so I did some creative coloring to illustrate. Mr. Ed 

Wyatt owns these two properties to the north. He is proposing to purchase 10.95 acres 

from the larger parcel. In order for him to combine that with his property it needs to be 

rezoned to match his property which is R-70. So, he is requesting to rezone this one from 

A-R back to R-70 which is consistent with the land use plan. It is undeveloped property. 

There is some floodplain, and he is aware of that. It does not affect the viability of doing 

the rezoning, but it is a factor on the lot. Debbie Bell projects an exhibit provided by a 
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surveyor that demonstrates the properties more clearly.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if the petitioner is here.  

Yes, sir, my name is Jeff Collins and I hope this doesn't take too long and it is less 

controversial. Ms. Bell did a fantastic job of explaining it, so I don't want to overdo it. 

The intent here today is to subdivide the 10.95 acres so it can be conveyed to Mr. Wyatt 

and in order to combine it, it must be like zoning. So, to have the same zoning as his 

property, which is R-70, we need to rezone to the same so he can have a little more space 

there.  

Mr. Culbreth asks if anyone else is in favor. Is anyone against? If not, we will bring it 

back to the board for discussion and questions.  

Danny England asks if there is a gas station on this property and says let the minutes 

reflect there is no gas station on this property. Our first rezoning without a gas station 

tonight.  

Mr. Culbreth, discussion?  

Danny England made a motion to approve Petition 1341-24 with conditions. John 

Kruzan seconded the motion to approve with conditions. The motion passed 

unanimously.  

 

ADJOURNMENT:  

Danny England moved to adjourn the meeting. Jim Oliver seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

 

 

                              ********** 

 

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

     OF 

 FAYETTE COUNTY  

                                                                   

 

 

JOHN CULBRETH, SR.  

CHAIRMAN 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

  

CHRISTINA BARKER 

PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY 
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George Sullivan 
699 McBride Road 
Fayetteville, GA 30215 
404-973-5172 
 
October 05, 2023 
 
Fayette County Zoning Board 
Fayetteville, GA 30215 
 
To whom it, may concern, 
 
I am submitting this letter in support of Jerry Battle, Jr’s Re-Zoning Invariance 
Request to allow improvements at 689 McBride Road, Fayetteville, 30215. I own 
Lot 2, Land Lot 252, 4th District, Fayette, Co, GA, also known as 699 McBride Road. 
The eastern edge of my property adjoins Mr. Battle’s. 
 
I’ve had the pleasure of knowing Mr. Battle since he bought that property, which, 
was a ransacked eyesore on McBride Road. Since owning it he has made drastic 
improvements to both its appearance and function but now needs a zoning 
variance to proceed with future improvements. Knowing his vision for its future 
use, I fully support his re-zoning request so that he can proceed with any further 
improvements he deems necessary.  
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance with this 
matter. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
George Sullivan 
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 pg. 1 Rezoning Petition No. 1344-23 

PETITION NO:  1344-24 
 
REQUESTED ACTION:  Rezone from A-R to R-40       
 
PARCEL NUMBER:  0550 061 

 
PROPOSED USE: Single-Family Residential 
 
EXISTING USE: Agricultural/Residential 
 
LOCATION:  434 Kenwood Road/Longview Road   
 
DISTRICT/LAND LOT(S):  5th District, Land Lot 230  
 
ACREAGE: 41.10 acres  
 
OWNER(S):  Stephen Willoughby Homes, LLC 
 
AGENT:  Richard P. Lindsey, Attorney 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:  March 7, 2024 
 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC HEARING:  March 28, 2024 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICANT'S INTENT 
 
Applicant proposes to rezone 41.10 acres from A-R (Agricultural-Residential) to R-40 (Single-
Family Residential) for the purposes of developing a residential neighborhood of single-
family detached homes.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On March 7, 2024, the Planning Commission voted 5–0 to recommend CONDITIONAL 
APPROVAL of the request, subject to staff’s recommended conditions. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
As defined in the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, Low Density Residential (1 unit/1 acre) 
is designated for this area, so the request for R-40 zoning is appropriate. Staff recommends 
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of the request for a zoning of R-40, Single-Family Residential 
District.   
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
1. Kenwood Road is a minor arterial on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. The 

developer shall dedicate land, as needed, to provide 50 feet of right-of-way as 
measured from the existing centerline of Kenwood Road.  The corner at the intersection 
of Kenwood Road and Longview Road shall be chamfered 20 feet along tangent legs. 

2. Longview Road is a collector on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. The developer 
shall dedicate land, as needed, to provide 40 feet of right-of-way as measured from the 
existing centerline of Longview Road.   

3. Submittal of all warranty deed(s) and legal descriptions for right-of-way dedications shall 
be provided to the County within 60 days of the approval of the rezoning request, or prior 
to the submittal of a development site plan, whichever comes first. 

4. The development shall have no more than eight (8) homes with direct road frontage onto 
Kenwood Road and Longview Road.  

5. Any new road constructed to access lots shall be built with a deceleration lane and 
acceleration taper per the Fayette County Entrance and Striping Detail. 
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INVESTIGATION 

A. GENERAL PROPERTY INFORMATION 
 

The property is a legal, conforming lot in the A-R zoning district.  It is a legal lot of 
record based on the ordinance criteria. The existing home meets or exceeds the 
dimensional requirements of R-40. 
 
This property is not located in an overlay zone. 

 
B. REZONING HISTORY:  

 
There is no record of a prior rezoning. 
 

C. CURRENT DEVELOPMENT HISTORY: 
 
The property is a single-family residence with light agricultural uses. 
  

D. SURROUNDING ZONING AND USES 
 

Near the subject property is land which is zoned A-R and R-40. See the following table 
and the attached Zoning Map.  

 
The subject property is bounded by the following adjacent zoning districts and uses: 
 

Direction Acreage Zoning Use Comprehensive Plan 

North 
(across 
Kenwood 
Rd) 

13 
R-40;   
A-R 

Church 
Low Density Residential (1 
unit/1 acre) 

East (across 
Longview) 

50 A-R 
Undeveloped; Single 
Family Residential 

Low Density Residential (1 
unit/1 acre) 

South 10 A-R 
Single Family 
Residential 

Low Density Residential (1 
unit/1 acre) 

West 27 R-40 
Single-Family 
Residential 

Low Density Residential (1 
unit/1 acre) 

 
E. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Future Land Use Plan: The subject property lies within an area designated for Low 
Density Residential on the Future Land Use Plan map. This request does conform to 
the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan. 
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F. ZONING/REGULATORY REVIEW 
           

Access & Right-of Way: The property has existing access on Kenwood Road and 
Longview Road. 
 
Site Plan: The applicant submitted a survey for the property. 
 

G. DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 

 Water System - Fayette County Water System currently has water available 
along Kenwood Rd. Fayette County Water System may require water main 
extension along Longview Rd. at the developer’s expense. 

 Public Works/Engineering  
o Road Frontage & Right of Way Dedication 

• Kenwood Road is a minor arterial on the Fayette County 
Thoroughfare Plan.  

• Longview Road is a collector on the Fayette County 
Thoroughfare Plan.  

o Traffic Data – According to GDOT on-line traffic data, the annual 
average daily traffic for Kenwood Road is 3,330 vehicles per day.  
There is no traffic data for Longview Road. 

• Under A-R zoning, a development of 8 homes would generate 
approximately 76 trips per day (a 2.3% increase if all the traffic 
were on Kenwood Road).  With R-40 zoning, a development of 
29 homes (assuming 30% of the land used for roads, 
stormwater, etc.) would generate approximately 276 trips per 
day (am 8.3% increase).  This value is based on the theoretical 
number of homes that could be built under the existing A-R 
zoning. 

 Environmental Management - No objections. 
o Floodplain Management -- The property DOES contain additional 
floodplain delineated in the FC 2013 Future Conditions Flood Study.  The 
property DOES NOT contain floodplain per FEMA FIRM panel 
13113C0039E dated September 26, 2008.   
o Wetlands -- The property DOES NOT contain wetlands per the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 National 
Wetland Inventory Map.  The owner or developer will be responsible for 
submitting proper documentation during the development process. 
o Watershed Protection -- There ARE state waters located on the 
subject property and the development WILL BE subject to the Fayette 
County Watershed Protection Ordinance.  
o Groundwater -- The property IS NOT within a groundwater recharge 
area. 
o Post Construction Stormwater Management  -- This development 
WILL BE subject to the Post-Development Stormwater Management 
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Ordinance if re-zoned and developed with more than 5,000 square feet of 
impervious surfaces. 
o Landscaping and Tree Protection -- This development WILL BE 
subject to the Landscaping and Tree Protection ordinances if re-zoned 
and developed.  

 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the 
proposed rezoning of this property. This does not constitute endorsement of 
the use or designation of one acre lots. For residential housing, septic systems 
will be required for this location.  

 Fire – No objections to the requested rezoning.    
 GDOT – n/a 

 
STANDARDS 

 
Sec. 110-300. - Standards for map amendment (rezoning) evaluation.  
All proposed map amendments shall be evaluated with special emphasis being placed on 
the relationship of the proposal to the land use plan and related development policies of 
the county The following factors shall be considered by the planning and zoning 
department, the planning commission and the board of commissioners when reviewing a 
request for rezoning: 
(1) Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the land use plan and policies 

contained therein; 
(2) Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of 

adjacent or nearby property; 
(3) Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive 

or burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools; 
(4) Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and 

development of the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or 
disapproval of the zoning proposal. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS 

 
1. The subject property lies within an area designated for Low Density Residential 

Uses. This request does conform to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan in 
terms of the use. 

2. The area around the subject property is an area that already has various residential 
uses. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal is not likely to adversely affect the 
existing or future uses of nearby properties.  

3. It is staff’s opinion that the zoning proposal will not have an excessive or 
burdensome impact on streets, utilities, or schools. 

4. The proposal is consistent in character and use with the surrounding uses as low 
density residential. 
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ZONING DISTRICT STANDARDS 

Sec. 110-137. R-40, Single-Family Residential District. 

(a) Description of district. This district is composed of certain lands and structures in 
the county, having a low density single-family residential character and is 
designed to protect against the depreciating effects of small lot development and 
those uses incompatible with such a residential environment.  

(b) Permitted uses. The following permitted uses shall be allowed in the R-40 zoning 
district:  

(1) Single-family dwelling;  

(2) Residential accessory structures and uses (see article III of this chapter); and  

(3) Growing crops, gardens.  

(c) Conditional uses. The following conditional uses shall be allowed in the R-40 zoning 
district provided that all conditions specified in article V of this chapter are met:  

(1) Church and/or other place of worship;  

(2) Developed residential recreational/amenity areas;  

(3) Home occupation;  

(4) Horse quarters; and  

(5) Private school, including, but not limited to: classrooms, administration, 
playground, housing, athletic fields, gymnasium, and stadium.  

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements within the R-
40 zoning district shall be as follows:  

(1) Lot area per dwelling unit:  

a. Where central sanitary sewage or central water distribution systems are provided: 
43,560 square feet (one acre).  

b. Where neither a central sanitary sewage nor a central water distribution system is 
provided: 65,340 square feet (1.5 acres).  

(2) Lot width:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 150 feet.  

2. Collector: 150 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 125 feet.  

(3) Floor area: 1,500 square feet.  

(4) Front yard setback:  

a. Major thoroughfare:  

1. Arterial: 60 feet.  
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2. Collector: 60 feet.  

b. Minor thoroughfare: 40 feet.  

(5) Rear yard setback: 30 feet.  

(6) Side yard setback: 15 feet.  

(7) Height limit: 35 feet.  

(Code 1992, § 20-6-13; Ord. No. 2012-09, § 4, 5-24-2012; Ord. No. 2018-03, § 13, 9-22-
2018) 
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BOARD MEMBERS                    STAFF 
John H. Culbreth, Sr., Chairman  Deborah L. Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 

John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman  Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

Danny England    Christina Barker, Planning and Zoning Coordinator 

Jim Oliver    E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney 

Boris Thomas      

______________________________________________________________________________________  

                                                                              
 

AGENDA OF ACTIONS 

FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

140 STONEWALL AVENUE WEST 

March 7, 2024 

7:00 pm 
    

*Please turn off or turn to mute all electronic devices during the  

Planning Commission Meetings                                

________________________________________________________________________ 

  
NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Call to Order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda with the following item 

number 5 changed to read Approval of Major Final Plat for Paislee Park. John Kruzan seconded 

the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on February 1, 2024. Danny England made a motion 

to approve the minutes of the meeting held on February 1, 2024. John Kruzan seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5-0.  

 

5. Approval of Minor Final Plat for Sterling Ridge. Item number 5 was amended to read Approval of 

Major Final Plat for Paislee Park. John Kruzan made a motion to approve the Major Final Plat for 

Paislee Park. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6. Consideration of Petition No. 1344-24, Stephen Willoughby Homes, owner; Rick Lindsey, 

agent, request to rezone 41.10 acres from A-R to R-40 for the purposes of developing a 

subdivision of single-family detached homes; property is located in Land Lot 230 of the 

5th District and fronts on Kenwood Road and Longview Road. Jim Oliver made a motion 

to approve Petition No. 1344-24 with conditions. Danny England seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 5-0. 
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Meeting Minutes 3/7/2024 
 

DRAFT  

 
THE FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION met on March 7, 2024, at 7:00 P.M. 
in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, 
Georgia.   
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:   John H. Culbreth Sr., Chairman   
                                         John Kruzan, Vice-Chairman 
                                         Danny England 
    Jim Oliver 
    Boris Thomas 
                                                            
STAFF PRESENT:          Debbie Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 
                                     Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 
                                     Christina Barker, Zoning Coordinator 
                                            E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney 
                                                                                                                                                         
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Call to Order. 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

3. Approval of Agenda. Danny England made a motion to approve the agenda with the following item 
number 5 changed to read Approval of Paislee Park. John Kruzan seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 5-0. 

 
4. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on February 1, 2024. Danny England made a motion 

to approve the minutes of the meeting held on February 1, 2024. John Kruzan seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 5-0.  
 

5. Approval of Minor Final Plat for Sterling Ridge. Item number 5 was amended to read Approval of 
Minor Final Plat for Paislee Park. John Kruzan made a motion to approve the Minor Final Plat for 
Paislee Park. Danny England seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 
Rod Wright is here tonight to request the approval of the Final Plat for Paislee Park.  
John Culbreth asks if there are any questions from the board. There were none.  
 
 

PUBLIC HEARING  
 

6. Consideration of Petition No. 1344-24, Stephen Willoughby Homes, owner; Rick Lindsey, 
agent, request to rezone 41.10-acres from A-R to R-40 for the purposes of developing a 
subdivision of single-family detached homes; property is located in Land Lot 230 of the 
5th District and fronts on Kenwood Road and Longview Road.  
 
Debbie Bell reviews the staff report for Petition No. 1344-24. Low-density residential, 1 
unit per 1- acre is designated in this area, so the request for R-40 zoning is appropriate. 
Staff recommends conditional approval of the petition with recommended conditions.  
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COUNTY AGENDA REQUEST 

Department: Presenter(s):

Background/History/Details:

Wording for the Agenda:

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Has this request been considered within the past two years? If so, when?

Is Audio-Visual Equipment Required for this Request?*

Administrator's Approval

Backup Provided with Request?

Approved by Finance

Approved by Purchasing

Reviewed  by Legal

County Clerk's Approval

Staff Notes:

Meeting Date:

* All audio-visual material must be submitted to the County Clerk's Office no later than 48 hours prior to the meeting.  It is also
your department's responsibility to ensure all third-party audio-visual material is submitted at least 48 hours in advance.

Type of Request:

Environmental Management Bryan Keller, Director

Approval to add Paislee Park subdivision to Fayette County's Street Light Program.

The property owners in the subdivision known as Paislee Park are petitioning the Board of Commissioners to add Paislee Park 
subdivision into the Fayette County Street Light Program. 

The Board of Commissioners created Fayette County Street Light Districts in September 1983. The street light ordinance was amended 
in November 2014 to require a $100 application fee and prepayment of two (2) years worth of street light bills to cover expenses incurred 
by Fayette County until the charges could be recouped with the tax bills.  Paislee Park has paid Fayette County the required amounts 
and presented a petition representing 100% approval in Paislee Park. 

The estimated monthly charge is $134.75.  Paislee Park has paid the $100 application fee and the first two (2) years prepayment for 
street lights (24 months * $134.75 = $3,234). The anticipated street light assessment for the thirty-six (36) parcels in the Paislee Park 
street light district on the 2025 Property Tax Bill is $54 per parcel. The County can expect reimbursement of $54/parcel * 36 parcels = 
$1,944/annually. 

Approval to add Paislee Park subdivision to Fayette County's Street Light Program.

These additional lights will cost $134.75 per month per Coweta-Fayette EMC. Paislee Park has prepaid the amounts required to become 
a street light district $3,234 until the cost may be added onto the property tax bill and the county reimbursed. 

No

No Yes

Yes

Not Applicable Yes

Thursday, March 28, 2024 Consent Item #4
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL 

EMERGENCY SUBGRANT AWARD
ACCOUNTABILITY COURT GRANT 

SUBGRANTEE: 
Fayette County Board of Commissioners              SUPPLEMENTAL STATE FUNDS: $51,456 

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY: Fayette County
   

PROJECT NAME: Emergency Award SUBGRANT 

NUMBER: A24-8-010       GRANT PERIOD: 04/01/24-06/30/24 

This award is made under the Accountability Courts State of Georgia Grant 
program.  The purpose of the Accountability Court Grants program is to make 
grants to local courts and judicial circuits to establish specialty courts or 
dockets to address offenders arrested for drug charges or mental health 
issues.  This grant program is subject to the administrative rules established 
by the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. 

This Subgrant shall become effective on the beginning date of the grant 
period, provided that a properly executed original of this "Subgrant Award" 
is returned to the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council by March 29,2024. 

AGENCY APPROVAL       SUBGRANTEE APPROVAL 

_________________________________       _________________________________ 
Jay Neal, Director Signature of Authorized Official 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 

     _________________________________ 
Date Executed:  04/01/24    Typed Name & Title of Authorized Official 

_________________________________ 
Employer Tax Identification Number(EIN) 
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MINUTES  
March 14, 2024 

5:00 p.m. 
                
Welcome to the meeting of your Fayette County Board of Commissioners. Your participation in County government is appreciated. All 
regularly scheduled Board meetings are open to the public and are held on the 2nd and 4th Thursday of each month at 5:00 p.m. 
 

 
OFFICIAL SESSION: 
Call to Order  

Chairman Lee Hearn called the March 14, 2024 Board of Commissioners meeting to order at 5:01 p.m. All members of the Board 
were present. 
 
Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance by Commissioner Charles D. Rousseau 
Commissioner Charles D. Rousseau offered the invocation and led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Acceptance of Agenda 
Vice Chairman Edward Gibbons moved to accept the agenda as written. Commissioner Charles Oddo seconded. The motion 
passed 5-0. 
 
PROCLAMATION/RECOGNITION: 
 
PUBLIC HEARING:  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Laura Line, of Fayetteville, expressed her concern regarding the lack of accessibility via handicap ramp at the library, specifically 
for access to the community room where voting was held. She stated that this was a major concern that needed to be addressed.   
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 
 
Commissioner Oddo moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Vice Chairman Gibbons seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 
 

1. Approval of the Georgia County Internship Program Grant Agreement from Association County Commissioners 
of Georgia (ACCG) Civic Affairs Foundation, Inc. to the Fayette County Assessor's Office for award of the 
General Georgia County Internship Program (GCIP) Grant in the amount of $1,759.50 for one intern. 

 
2. Approval of the Georgia County Internship Program Grant Agreement from Association County Commissioners 

of Georgia (ACCG) Civic Affairs Foundation, Inc. to the Fayette County State Court for award of the General 
Georgia County Internship Program (GCIP) Grant in the amount of $3,259.50 for one intern. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
Lee Hearn, Chairman 
Edward Gibbons, Vice Chairman 
Eric K. Maxwell 
Charles D. Rousseau 
Charles W. Oddo 

FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA 
Steve Rapson, County Administrator 

Dennis A. Davenport, County Attorney 
Tameca P. Smith, County Clerk 

Marlena Edwards, Chief Deputy County Clerk 

 

140 Stonewall Avenue West  
Public Meeting Room 

Fayetteville, GA 30214 
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3. Approval of the Georgia County Internship Program Grant Agreement from Association County Commissioners 

of Georgia (ACCG) Civic Affairs Foundation, Inc. to the Public Defender's Office for award of the General 
Georgia County Internship Program (GCIP) Grant in the amount of $3,259.50 for one intern. 
 

4. Approval to appoint Emergency Management Director Brian Davis as the voting delegate to the Association of 
County Commissioners of Georgia (ACCG) for consideration of three statewide Georgia Opioid Settlement 
Advisory Commission Members (GOSAC) and Regional Advisory Council Members (RAC). 

 
5. Approval to acquire all fee simple right-of-way and easements for the proposed roundabout of Veterans 

Parkway and Eastin Road (2004 SPLOST R-5i). 
 

6. Approval to acquire all fee simple right-of-way and easements for the 2017 SPLOST Stormwater Category II, Tier 
II Project: 130 Darren Drive Culvert Replacement (19SBJ). 
 

7. Approval to award Contract 2371-S, EagleView Aerial Pictometry, to Pictometry International Corporation dba 
EagleView for a tota l contract amount of $155,711.70; and to transfer $40,000 from Project 241AC, and $16,000 
from General Fund Project Contingency to Project 231AG; Flight Over Fayette County, to fund the balance of the 
six-year contract. 

 
8. Approval of the February 22, 2024 Board of Commissioners Meeting Minutes. 

 
OLD BUSINESS:  
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
 

9. Request to approve Change Order 1 of Contract 2337-P, MEJA, to set the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) of 
$5,671,105 for the construction of the Fire Training Classroom Building & Training Tower. 

 
Project Manager Tim Symonds stated that this request was seeking Board approval for Change Order 1 of Contract 2337-P, 
MEJA, to set the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) of $5,671,105 for the construction of the Fire Training Classroom Building 
and Training Tower. He stated that since being appointed, MEJA had reviewed the design and developed a Guaranteed 
Maximum Price (GMP) through pricing received from their sub-contractors. Mr. Symonds noted that the GMP did fall within the 
available funds budgeted for the work. He added that one reason they needed to have this approved quickly was because the 
lead time on securing materials for the training tower was significant and MEJA needed to submit the order and finalize a place in 
the que. Mr. Symonds also stated that although the building budget came in slightly under the original forecast, the tower (steel) 
cost had increased.  
 
Commissioner Rousseau asked what the cost increases were.  
 
Mr. Symonds stated that costs related to the training tower increased by about 5% and current building prices were still rising in 
line with inflation.  

 
Vice Chairman Gibbons moved to approve Change Order 1 of Contract 2337-P, MEJA, to set the Guaranteed Maximum Price 
(GMP) of $5,671,105 for the construction of the Fire Training Classroom Building & Training Tower. Commissioner Oddo 
seconded. The motion passed 5-0.  

 
10. Request from the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) for execution of a Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) for GDOT to replace the McDonough Road Bridge over the Flint River (GDOT PI 0016579); and creation of 
2004 SPLOST Project R-10 (McDonough Road Bridge Replacement) with a budget of $50,000, to fund right-of-
way acquisition. 

Page 175 of 210



Minutes  
March 14, 2024 
Page Number 3 

 

 
Fayette County Public Works Director Phil Mallon stated that this request involved the replacement project of the McDonough 
Road Bridge over the Flint River. He advised that the request was asking for two things: 1.) creation of 2004 SPLOST Project R-
10 (McDonough Road Bridge Replacement) with a budget of $50,000, to fund right-of-way acquisition. 2.) execution of a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) to replace the McDonough Road Bridge 
over the Flint River (GDOT PI 0016579). Mr. Mallon stated that GDOT would be performing all aspects of the project to include 
design, right-of-way acquisition; construction; and construction management. He stated that the estimated cost of this project 
would be about $6M, with a county contribution of $50k to partially cover some of the right-of -way acquisition. Mr. Mallon stated 
that if approved, he was in the process of seeking a 50/50 split with Clayton County. If successful, it would be brought back 
before the Board for approval.  
 
Vice Chairman Gibbons moved to approve the creation of 2004 SPLOST Project R-10 (McDonough Road Bridge Replacement) 
with a budget of $50,000, to fund right-of-way acquisition. Commissioner Oddo seconded.  
 
Commissioner Rousseau stated that from his recollection the county had reached out to Clayton County some years ago about 
participating in this project.  
 
Mr. Mallon stated that staff reached out to Clayton County in the past regarding partnership involving a larger McDonough Road 
project, not necessarily about the McDonough Road Bridge project, other than to advise them that it was in the works. He added 
that these conversations were had on a staff level, but the final agreement would need to be signed by the elected officials.  
  
Commissioner Rousseau asked if there was a proposed timeline for the project.  
 
Mr. Mallon stated that the design was currently underway and was scheduled to be let for construction, February 2026.  
 
Chairman Hearn stated that currently the bridge was in lousy shape and there were load limits on the bridge.  
 
Mr. Mallon stated that was correct. Fayette along with Clayton County contributed funding to raise the load limits to allow school 
buses safe passage, but there were still some weight limitations in place.   
 
Vice Chairman Gibbons moved to approve the creation of 2004 SPLOST Project R-10 (McDonough Road Bridge Replacement) 
with a budget of $50,000, to fund right-of-way acquisition. Commissioner Oddo seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 
 
Vice Chairman Gibbons moved to approve execution of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for GDOT to replace the 
McDonough Road Bridge over the Flint River (GDOT PI 0016579). Commissioner Oddo seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

11. Request to approve including time for holiday pay in the calculation for overtime pay. 
 
Human Resource Director Lewis Paterson stated that this request was seeking Board consideration and approval to include 
hours in the calculation of overtime for non-exempt employees. He stated that overtime pay was currently based on hours 
actually worked when they exceed the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) threshold. For the majority of employees, the 
threshold was 40 hours in a work week, so any hours worked over 40 are paid at time-and-a-half. Situations can occur 
where employees may be required to work hours that are longer than their normal workday during a week with County 
observed holidays. In these instances, because holiday time is not factored into the calculation for overtime, the employee 
does not receive overtime pay at the premium time-and-a-half rate. Mr. Patterson stated that staff felt that although it was in 
keeping with FLSA standards, the employee was not being compensated for their extra work fairly. Holidays are established 
and approved by the Board of Commissioners. Staff felt that a change was warranted to include holiday hours in the 
calculation for overtime pay.     
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Vice Chairman Gibbons moved to approve request to approve including time for holiday pay in the calculation for overtime 
pay. Commissioner Oddo seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 

 
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORTS: 

Library Handicap Accessibility  
In response to public comment, regarding accessibility to the community room at the library, Mr. Rapson stated that staff would 
be evaluating a curb cut and perhaps putting a handicap access point there; however, there were several factors that needed to 
be reviewed. He noted that there was a way to get inside that room safety via the main building entrance. He had advised staff to 
develop signage to help direct residents on how to gain access to the room.  
 
Soccer Federation Meeting  
Mr. Rapson advised that there had been a Soccer Federation community event, that was well attended. He thanked all who 
attended as well as the Board for their support of the event.  
 
Hot Projects  
Mr. Rapson stated that the Hot Projects report was forwarded to the Board and included updates on the Parks and Recreation 
multi-use facility, Redwine Road multi-use path, Redwine Road/Bernhard Road/Peachtree Parkway roundabout, Coastline Bridge 
improvements, the Animal Shelter facility, and Water System updates.  
 
Mr. Rapson congratulated Sheryl Weinman and Lee Ann Barlett for there efforts in reworking the Capital Improvement Plans 
Handbook with the Association of County Commissioners of Georgia (ACCG), used by Georgia elected officials. Mr. Rapson also 
advised that the County’s overall ISO rating improved to a 22Y, which was a huge deal and commended his team for a job well 
done.  
 
ATTORNEY’S REPORTS: 

Notice of Executive Session: County Attorney Dennis Davenport stated that there were three items for Executive Session. One 
item involving real estate acquisition, one item involving threatened litigation and the review of the February 22, 2024 Executive 
Session Minutes.   
 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS: 

Commissioner Rousseau  
Commissioner Rousseau stated that his first thoughts regarding a handicap ramp was concerns regarding stormwater.  
 
He also asked where plans were for a sidewalk for the overflow parking at the new Elections Office.  
 
Commissioner Rousseau expressed his appreciation to the US Soccer Federation for hosting the recent community event as an 
in-coming neighbor. Although there were still some serious concerns that needed to be addressed, this was a great effort for a 
budding partnership.  
 
Vice Chairman Gibbons  
Vice Chairman Gibbons extended kudos to the Fayette County Public Works and Animal Control Office. He stated that he got 
great joy out of commending staff and appreciated when other see the hard work that the county does as well, he appreciated 
these two departments for a job well done.   
 
Commissioner Oddo  
Commissioner Oddo expressed his condolences to the McCarty family, with the recent passing of former commissioner Allen 
McCarty.  
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Chairman Hearn  
Chairman Hearn stated that the recently attended the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) meeting. He provided a brief overview 
of the ARC meeting noting that they were in the midst of a TIP amendment, which was an amendment to their short-term work 
program. He excitedly announced that this program would bring federal funding to transportation project that affect Fayette 
County, specifically the I-85 State Route 74 interchange project. Chairman Hearn also provided forecasted population growth for 
Fayette County into 2050 of about 124,500 people. He stated that this was important information to know because these 
numbers affected our water demands, schools, transportation, and court/criminal justice system.  
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: 
One item involving real estate acquisition, one item involving threatened litigation and the review of the February 22, 
2024 Executive Session Minutes.  Commissioner Oddo moved to go into Executive Session. Vice Chairman Gibbons 
seconded. The motion passed 5-0.  
 
The Board recessed into Executive Session at 5:31 p.m. and returned to Official Session at 6:13 p.m. 
 
Return to Official Session and Approval to Sign the Executive Session Affidavit: Commissioner Oddo moved to return to 
Official Session and for the Chairman to sign the Executive Session Affidavit. Vice Chairman Gibbons seconded. The motion 
passed 5-0. 
 
Approval of the February 22, 2024 Executive Session Minutes: Commissioner Oddo moved to approve February 22, 2024 
Executive Session Minutes. Vice Chairman Gibbons seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.  
 

ADJOURNMENT: 

Commissioner Oddo moved to adjourn the March 14, 2024 Board of Commissioners meeting. Vice Chairman Gibbons seconded. 
The motion passed 5-0.  
 
The March 14, 2024 Board of Commissioners meeting adjourned at 6:14 p.m. 

 
___________________________________     _________________________ 
Marlena M. Edwards, Chief Deputy County Clerk      Edwards Gibbons, Vice Chairman 
 
The foregoing minutes were duly approved at an official meeting of the Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, Georgia, held 

on the 28th day of March 2024. Attachments are available upon request at the County Clerk’s Office. 

 
____________________________________ 
Marlena Edwards, Chief Deputy County Clerk 
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Fayetteville City Hall, 210 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214 
Telephone 770-461-6029 ⚫ Facsimile 770-460-4238 ⚫ www.Fayetteville-GA.gov 

 

 
 

 

 

 
3-5-2024 

 

Re: Sewer Availability to Parcel 0707011 

 

The property located in Land Lots 13, 14,  and 19 in the 7th District of Fayette County, in the unincorporated 

Fayette County, located at parcel 0707011 as shown in the Fayette County Tax database, will be furnished with 

enough capacity for sewer to provide for the needs required as requested for the proposed development. The sewer 

availability is granted pursuant to the Draft Memorandum of Understanding between the Fayette County 

Development Authority and the USA Soccer Federation.  

 

The sewer infrastructure necessary to provide sewer service to the proposed development will be constructed as 

an onsite sanitary sewer lift station at the soccer facility and pumped approximately 2 miles south of the proposed 

development to the existing sanitary sewer infrastructure on Veterans Parkway. Without the necessary sanitary 

sewer capabilities, the proposed development would not be viable at the location, and is why the City is granting 

access to the sanitary sewer system due to the economic impact of the development within the community.  

 

 

If you have any questions feel free to call me at (770) 460-4664. 

 

Thank you, 

Chris Hindman 
Chris Hindman 

Director of Public Services 
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COUNTY AGENDA REQUEST 

Department: Presenter(s):

Background/History/Details:

Wording for the Agenda:

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Has this request been considered within the past two years? If so, when?

Is Audio-Visual Equipment Required for this Request?*

Administrator's Approval

Backup Provided with Request?

Approved by Finance

Approved by Purchasing

Reviewed  by Legal

County Clerk's Approval

Staff Notes:

Meeting Date:

* All audio-visual material must be submitted to the County Clerk's Office no later than 48 hours prior to the meeting.  It is also
your department's responsibility to ensure all third-party audio-visual material is submitted at least 48 hours in advance.

Type of Request:

Public Works / 2017 SPLOST Bryan Keller

Request to award Bid #2357-B: 2017 SPLOST; Stormwater Category II, Tier II, 19SBM Ridge Way Culvert Replacement to the lowest 
responsive, responsible bidder, Piedmont Paving, Inc., in the amount of $300,958.14 and to transfer $141,286.00 from 17SAS - CAT IV.

On March 21, 2017, the citizens of Fayette County voted to enact a Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) to replace failing 
infrastructure throughout the unincorporated area of Fayette County. Ridge Way Culvert Replacement is listed as a SPLOST Category II, 
Tier II project. 

This project consists of the removal of the existing deteriorated 36-inch and 42-inch corrugated metal pipes (CMPs) beneath Ridge Way 
and extending outside of the existing right-of-way.  The failing system will be replaced with 42-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) under 
the road and 36-inch and 42-inch High Density Polyethylene pipe (HDPE) beyond the back of curb. 

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #2357-B: 2017 SPLOST; Stormwater Category II, Tier II, 19SBM Ridge Way Culvert 
Replacement to the lowest responsive, responsible bidder, Piedmont Paving, Inc. in the amount of $300,958.14 and to transfer 
$141,286.00 from 17SAS - CAT IV.

Available funding in 2017 SPLOST; Stormwater Category II, Tier II; 19SBM Ridge Way Culvert Replacement is $159,672.57. The 
additional funding of $141,286.00 is available in 17SAS - CAT IV.

No

No Yes

Yes

Yes Yes

Thursday, March 28, 2024 New Business Item #9

Page 184 of 210



Page 185 of 210











Page 190 of 210



Page 191 of 210



Page 192 of 210



Page 193 of 210



Page 194 of 210





Page 196 of 210



ATTACHMENT 1

UNIT PRICE EXTENDED PRICE UNIT PRICE EXTENDED PRICE
1 SURVEY 1 LS  $              6,500.00  $              6,500.00  $              3,105.00  $              3,105.00 
2 BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT 344 LF  $                      4.00  $              1,376.00  $                      3.50  $              1,204.00 
3 TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE A 452 LF 5.00$                       $              2,260.00 4.00$                       $              1,808.00 
4 CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE COMPOST FILTER SOCK, 18 IN 10 LF 50.00$                     $                 500.00 33.00$                     $                 330.00 
5 STRIP SOD AND TOPSOIL. STORE ONSITE FOR RE-USE. 1 LS 8,000.00$               $              8,000.00 9,559.50$               $              9,559.50 
6 CLEARING & GRUBBING- 1 LS 7,500.00$               $              7,500.00 14,252.00$             $           14,252.00 
7 FLARED END SECTION, 12 IN, STORM DRAIN 1 EA 3,000.00$               $              3,000.00 2,452.50$               $              2,452.50 
8 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 12 IN, CLASS III 94 LF 75.00$                     $              7,050.00 144.00$                  $           13,536.00 

9 NYLOPLAST DRAIN BASIN, 12 IN, PED GRATE, CONC COLLAR, DOMED GRATE INLET 1 EA 4,500.00$               $              4,500.00 4,581.50$               $              4,581.50 

10 GRADING COMPLETE- 1 LS 141,891.84$           $         141,891.84 63,952.00$             $           63,952.00 
11 TEMPORARY GRASSING 0.72 AC 1,500.00$               $              1,080.00 2,173.50$               $              1,564.92 
12 MULCH 1 TN 750.00$                  $                 750.00 404.00$                  $                 404.00 
13 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 4 INCH, INCL MATL 278 SY 16.00$                     $              4,448.00 43.50$                     $           12,093.00 
14 CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 278 SY 60.00$                     $           16,680.00 102.00$                  $           28,356.00 
15 CURB CUT WHEELCHAIR RAMP, TYPE B (GDOT DETAIL A3) 1 EA 1,600.00$               $              1,600.00 1,876.00$               $              1,876.00 
16 PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC 6.35 SY 100.00$                  $                 635.00 12.50$                     $                   79.38 
17 RIVER ROCK, 6 IN TO 8 IN 1.14 TN 800.00$                  $                 912.00 2,711.50$               $              3,091.11 
18 BASE COURSE, 6 IN, EXTEND 12 IN OUTSIDE OF COURT AREA 806.46 SY 24.00$                     $           19,355.04 38.50$                     $           31,048.71 
19 ASPHALT LEVELING COURSE, 3 IN 747.56 SY 52.00$                     $           38,873.12 31.50$                     $           23,548.14 
20 ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE, 1 IN 747.56 SY 30.00$                     $           22,426.80 14.00$                     $           10,465.84 
21 LIQUID APPLIED ACRYLIC SURFACE SYSTEM 747.56 SY 45.00$                     $           33,640.20 31.50$                     $           23,548.14 
22 PLAYING LINES, LAYOUT AND STRIPING 1 LS 2,150.00$               $              2,150.00 6,210.00$               $              6,210.00 
23 PICKLEBALL NET ASSEMBLY AND INSTALLATION 4 EA 2,150.00$               $              8,600.00 2,236.00$               $              8,944.00 
24 CHAIN LINK FENCE, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 3 FT, 9 GA 180 LF 50.00$                     $              9,000.00 31.50$                     $              5,670.00 
25 CHAIN LINK FENCE, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 6 FT, 9 GA 345 LF 50.00$                     $           17,250.00 47.50$                     $           16,387.50 
26 GATE, CHAIN LINK, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 3 FT, SINGLE ACCESS 3 EA 600.00$                  $              1,800.00 621.00$                  $              1,863.00 
27 GATE, CHAIN LINK, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 6 FT, SINGLE ACCESS 2 EA 800.00$                  $              1,600.00 869.50$                  $              1,739.00 
28 SOD, TIFFTURF BERMUDA 1881 SY 12.00$                     $           22,572.00 15.00$                     $           28,215.00 
29 QUERCUS NUTALLII 'QNI374' TM, ICON NUTTALL OAK 1 EA 1,600.00$               $              1,600.00 994.00$                  $                 994.00 
30 QUERCUS SHUMARDII, SHUMARD OAK 2 EA 1,600.00$               $              3,200.00 994.00$                  $              1,988.00 
31 CONSTRUCTION, MATERIALS, AND TESTING ALLOWANCE 1 LS 35,000.00$             $           35,000.00 35,000.00$             $           35,000.00 

TOTAL BASE BID 425,750.00$         357,866.24$         

TALLY SHEET
ITB 2358-B: KIWANIS PARK PICKLEBALL COURT CONSTRUCTION

Tuesday, February 13, 2024
Complete Site LLC MCLEROY, INC.PAY ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION

ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY

UNIT
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ATTACHMENT 1

UNIT PRICE EXTENDED PRICE UNIT PRICE EXTENDED PRICE
1 SURVEY 1 LS  $           14,000.00  $           14,000.00  $              1,338.17  $              1,338.17 
2 BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT 344 LF  $                      6.00  $              2,064.00  $                      3.92  $              1,348.48 
3 TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE A 452 LF 6.00$                       $              2,712.00 3.39$                       $              1,532.28 
4 CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE COMPOST FILTER SOCK, 18 IN 10 LF 250.00$                  $              2,500.00 40.15$                     $                 401.50 
5 STRIP SOD AND TOPSOIL. STORE ONSITE FOR RE-USE. 1 LS 6,000.00$               $              6,000.00 2,676.35$               $              2,676.35 
6 CLEARING & GRUBBING- 1 LS 4,520.00$               $              4,520.00 2,341.80$               $              2,341.80 
7 FLARED END SECTION, 12 IN, STORM DRAIN 1 EA 3,900.00$               $              3,900.00 4,683.61$               $              4,683.61 
8 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 12 IN, CLASS III 94 LF 101.00$                  $              9,494.00 120.44$                  $           11,321.36 
9 NYLOPLAST DRAIN BASIN, 12 IN, PED GRATE, CONC COLLAR, DOMED GRATE INLET 1 EA 8,000.00$               $              8,000.00 12,712.65$             $           12,712.65 

10 GRADING COMPLETE- 1 LS 23,036.00$             $           23,036.00 26,763.48$             $           26,763.48 
11 TEMPORARY GRASSING 0.72 AC 4,861.11$               $              3,500.00 1,561.19$               $              1,124.06 
12 MULCH 1 TN 3,500.00$               $              3,500.00 669.09$                  $                 669.09 
13 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 4 INCH, INCL MATL 278 SY 30.79$                     $              8,559.62 20.07$                     $              5,579.46 
14 CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 278 SY 66.58$                     $           18,509.24 85.72$                     $           23,830.16 
15 CURB CUT WHEELCHAIR RAMP, TYPE B (GDOT DETAIL A3) 1 EA 4,680.00$               $              4,680.00 669.09$                  $                 669.09 
16 PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC 6.35 SY 236.22$                  $              1,500.00 20.07$                     $                 127.44 
17 RIVER ROCK, 6 IN TO 8 IN 1.14 TN 2,631.57$               $              2,999.99 769.45$                  $                 877.17 
18 BASE COURSE, 6 IN, EXTEND 12 IN OUTSIDE OF COURT AREA 806.46 SY 42.16$                     $           34,000.35 19.91$                     $           16,056.62 
19 ASPHALT LEVELING COURSE, 3 IN 747.56 SY 33.44$                     $           24,998.41 42.96$                     $           32,115.18 
20 ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE, 1 IN 747.56 SY 26.75$                     $           19,997.23 17.90$                     $           13,381.32 
21 LIQUID APPLIED ACRYLIC SURFACE SYSTEM 747.56 SY 21.40$                     $           15,997.78 53.70$                     $           40,143.97 
22 PLAYING LINES, LAYOUT AND STRIPING 1 LS 12,000.00$             $           12,000.00 2,676.35$               $              2,676.35 
23 PICKLEBALL NET ASSEMBLY AND INSTALLATION 4 EA 2,500.00$               $           10,000.00 669.09$                  $              2,676.36 
24 CHAIN LINK FENCE, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 3 FT, 9 GA 180 LF 55.55$                     $              9,999.00 60.22$                     $           10,839.60 
25 CHAIN LINK FENCE, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 6 FT, 9 GA 345 LF 57.97$                     $           19,999.65 73.60$                     $           25,392.00 
26 GATE, CHAIN LINK, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 3 FT, SINGLE ACCESS 3 EA 3,000.00$               $              9,000.00 334.54$                  $              1,003.62 
27 GATE, CHAIN LINK, BLACK, VINYL COATED, 6 FT, SINGLE ACCESS 2 EA 3,500.00$               $              7,000.00 401.45$                  $                 802.90 
28 SOD, TIFFTURF BERMUDA 1881 SY 16.00$                     $           30,096.00 10.59$                     $           19,919.79 
29 QUERCUS NUTALLII 'QNI374' TM, ICON NUTTALL OAK 1 EA 700.00$                  $                 700.00 568.73$                  $                 568.73 
30 QUERCUS SHUMARDII, SHUMARD OAK 2 EA 900.00$                  $              1,800.00 702.54$                  $              1,405.08 
31 CONSTRUCTION, MATERIALS, AND TESTING ALLOWANCE 1 LS 35,000.00$             $           35,000.00 35,000.00$            35,000.00$            

TOTAL BASE BID 350,063.27$         299,977.68$         

PAY ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION
ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY

UNIT AWG Construction Headley Construction Corp.
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FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA 

CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION Page 1 

1. Use this form to record contractor performance for any contract of $50,000 or above.
2. The person who serves as project manager or account manager is the designated party to complete the evaluation.
3. This form is to be completed and forwarded to the Purchasing Department not later than 30 days after completion or

expiration of a contract. Past performance is considered on future contracts.

VENDOR INFORMATION COMPLETE ALL APPLICABLE INFORMATION 
Company Name: Adapttosolve, Inc. Contract Number: 2261-S 

Mailing Address: 111 Airport Parkway Contract Description or Title: Elections Building Cameras 

City, St, Zip Code: LaGrange, GA 30240 Contract Term (Dates) From: May 2023 

Phone Number: 706-298-2734 Task Order Number: n/a 

Cell Number: N/A Other Reference: for award of contract 2379-S 

E-Mail Address: mblack@ada12ttosolve.com

DEFINITIONS 

OUTSTANDING - Vendor considerably exceeded minimum contractual requirements or performance expectations of the 
products/services; The vendor demonstrated the highest level of quality workmanship/professionalism in execution of contract. 
EXCELLENT {Exe} - Vendor exceeded minimum contractual requirements or performance expectations of the products/services. 
SATISFACTORY {Sat} - Vendor met minimum contractual requirements or performance expectations of the products/services. 
UNSATISFACTORY {UnSat} - Vendor did not meet the minimum contractual requirements or performance expectations of the 
products and/or services; Performed below minimum requirements 

EVALUATIONS (Place "X" in appropriate box for each criterion.) 

Criteria (includes change orders I amendments) Out-
Exe Sat 

Un- Not 
standinQ Sat Aoolv 

1. Work or other deliverables performed on schedule X 

2. Condition of delivered products X 

3. Quality of work X 

4. Adherence to specifications or scope of work X 

5. Timely, aooropriate, & satisfactory problem or complaint resolution X 

6. Timeliness and accuracy of invoicing X 

7. Workinq relationship / interfacinq with county staff and citizens X 

8. Service Call (On-Call) response time X 

9. Adherence to contract budqet and schedule X 

10. Other (specify):
11. Overall evaluation of contractor performance X 

EVALUATED BY 

Signature: 7?1aft-8AA/?AlA 
-/1 

Date of Evaluation:2/1/2024 

Print Name: Matt Bergen Department/Division: Environmental Management 

Title: Project Manager Telephone No: 770-305-5320 

Form Updated 11/16/2016 
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CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Explanation of Outstanding or Unsatisfactory Ratings Page2 

Company Name: I Contract Number: 

EXPLANATIONS / COMMENTS 

1. Do not submit page 2 without page 1. 
2. Use this page to explain evaluations of Outstanding or Unsatisfactory. 
3. Be specific (include paragraph and page numbers referenced in the applicable contract, etc.). Continue

on separate sheet if needed (show company name and contract number or other reference) 

Purchasing Department Comments (e.g. did the vendor honor all offers; submit insurance, bonds & other documents 
in a timely manner; and provide additional information as requested?): 
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