% Perry

Where Georgia comes together.

Perry Planning Commission - Agenda
Monday, September 12, 2016

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL
INVOCATION
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM August 22, 2016 MEETING
ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Campaign Notice, per 0.C.G.A. 36-67A-3
Please turn cell phones off
OLD BUSINESS
1. #V-16-09 2157 Hwy 127
PUBLIC HEARING (Planning Commission Decision)
1. #V-16-10 201 Pebble Stone Place

2. 1026 Macon Road - Certificate of Appropriateness Appeal

NEW BUSINESS
OTHER MATTERS

ADJOURN

All meetings of the Perry Planning Commission are open to
the public and are held at Perry City Hall located at 1211
Washington Street, Perry in Council Chambers at 6pm unless

B I e o |



Perry Planning Commission - Minutes
Monday, August 22, 2016

CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Poole called the meeting to order at 6pm.

ROLL: Chairman Poole; Commissioners Beeland, Clarington, Mehserle, Williams and Yasin
were present. Commissioner Jefferson was absent.

STAFF: Christine Sewell — Recording Clerk and Dan Bass — Building Inspector

GUESTS: Chad Bryant, Michael Turner, Bob Blackwell, Donald Young, Marla & Glenn
Tankersley.

INVOCATION: was given by Commissioner Williams

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM August 08, 2016 MEETING : Commissioner Beeland
motioned to approve as amended; Commissioner Clarington seconded; all in favor for approval;
with Commissioner Mehserle abstaining as he was not present for discussion on amendment.

ANNOUNCEMENTS : Chairman Poole referred to the Campaign Notice, per O.C.G.A. 36-67A-3
and to please turn cell phones off.

OLD BUSINESS
1.  #V-16-08 Ag Village Blvd.

Chairman Poole called for a motion to remove the matter from the table; Commissioner
Mehserle motioned to remove the tabled matter; Commissioner Beeland seconded; all in favor
and was unanimously approved.

Clarification was provided from staff in follow up from the August 08, 2016 meeting regarding
the signs as submitted labeled “C” on the quantity and size. In reviewing the signs submitted for
the location staff was able to determine the signs presented for the Brannen Outfitters property
would be limited to two pole signs or a combination of one pole and one monument sign. To
allow the two “C” signs on this property would require a variance. If a variance was granted it
would mean Brannen Outfitters would have two monument signs and one pole sign.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 6:12pm and called for anyone in favor or opposed
to the request; there being none the hearing was closed at 6:13pm.

Commissioner Mehserle motioned to recommend approval of the “C” signs as proposed for the
Brannen Outfitters property with the condition that any additional signs be brought back to the
Planning Commission; Commissioner Yasin seconded; all in favor and was unanimously
approved.

PUBLIC HEARING (Planning Commission Decision)

1. #V-16-09 - 2157 Hwy 127



Ms. Sewell read the applicants’ request which was for a variance to Section 217 Tree
Preservation & Replacement Standards, along with staff responses.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 6:17pm and called for anyone in favor of the
request. Mr. Chad Bryant with Ocmulgee, Inc. representing the property owner advised the
site required mass grading and consisted of undergrowth, scrubs, and pine trees and the current
ordinance is unrealistic and would like to see an alternate option for a landscape plan for the
entire property that would consist of trees, shrubs, and landscaping enhancements. Mr. Bryant
also noted the site will be for a daycare facility and the owners wish not to plant large trees near
the playground areas due to safety concerns. Mr. Bryant also advised with an enhanced
landscape plan it would allow for the planting of trees and more greenery on the property and
furthermore if the charge is imposed for not adhering to the ordinance the owner would not
have the full amount of funds allotted for landscaping and could possibly not have any
landscaping.

Chairman Poole called for anyone opposed; there being none the hearing was closed at 6:23pm.

Commissioner Clarington inquired if a landscape design will include trees; Mr. Bryant advised it
would, but not the 63 trees the ordinance requires.

Commissioner Clarington motioned to table the application to allow for the submittal of a
landscape plan for review and consideration; Commissioner Beeland seconded; all in favor and
was unanimously approved.

INFORMATIONAL HEARING (Planning Commission Recommendation)
1. #R-16-03 - Walker Farm Subdivision

Ms. Sewell read the applicants’ request which was for an alteration to the standards for the
existing Planned Unit Development (PUD) #10 to allow for the remaining (13) lots to have the
condition removed for a rear entry driveway only, along with staff responses.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 6:40pm and called for anyone in favor of the
request. Mr. Blackwell, the applicant reiterated the request and explained the history of the
subdivision and noted the lots are small and felt an option should be for front or rear entry
driveways from the boulevard for the remaining (13) lots. Mr. Blackwell noted there are some
impracticalities with the subdivision and he is currently having trouble finding someone to build
out the remaining lots.

Mr. Young the subdivision association president addressed the board and noted the rear
driveway is required for the spill out onto the boulevard. The size of the lots are a third of an
acre and a larger lot would be needed for rear driveways to be practical with the current lot sizes.
*Commissioner Yasin left at 7:00pm.

Mrs. Marla Tankesley had no opinion for or against, but was concerned with stormwater runoff;
staff advised this was not a matter before the board and would have the department contact her
in regards to her concerns.

There being no further comment the public hearing was closed at 7:07pm.



Commissioner Mehserle voiced concern that rear driveways were done so as not to affect the
traffic flow on the boulevard. Commissioner Clarington questioned whether the lot size could be
increased to eliminate the problem.

Commission Mehserle motioned to recommend denial of the application as submitted to Mayor
& Council; Commissioner Beeland seconded,; all in favor with Commissioner Clarington
opposed; resulting vote was 3 to 1 for denial.

2, PLDO Amendment Appendix B — Downtown Development District — Architectural and
Signage Control Standards for Certificate of Appropriateness (COA)

Ms. Sewell advised the changes were brought forth due to a change in procedure for the issuance
of COA’s which is currently being done by the Economic Development Department, but will shift
back to Community Development.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 7:25pm for comments for or against; there being
none the public hearing was closed at 7:26pm.

Commissioner Williams motioned to recommend approval of PLDO amendment as submitted to
Mayor and Council; Commissioner Clarington seconded; all in favor and was unanimously
approved.

3. PLDO Amendment Section 46 — Downtown Development District Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA)

Ms. Sewell advised the changes were brought forth due to a change in procedure for the issuance
of COA’s which is currently being done by the Economic Development Department, but will shift
back to Community Development.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 7:28pm for comments for or against; there being
none the public hearing was closed at 7:29pm.

Commissioner Clarington motioned to recommend approval of PLDO amendment as submitted
to Mayor and Council; Commissioner Mehserle seconded; all in favor and was unanimously
approved.

4. PLDO Amendment Article XV Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control

Ms. Sewell advised per the Georgia Erosion & Sedimentation Act, Local Issuing Authorities must
amend their ordinances within twelve months of any amendment to the act and the amendment
reflects the changes.

Chairman Poole opened the public hearing at 7:30pm for comments for or against; there being
none the public hearing was closed at 7:31pm.

Commissioner Clarington motioned to recommend approval of PLDO amendment as submitted
to Mayor and Council; Commissioner Beeland seconded; all in favor and was unanimously
approved.

ADJOURN: there being no further business to come before the board the meeting was
adjourned at 7:34pm.
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Where Georgia comes together.

TO: Perry Planning Commission

FROM: Christine Sewell — Administrative Assistant
DATE: September 2, 2016

RE: Agenda Item

Attached is the landscape plan as discussed and requested at the previous meeting for
the variance at 2157 Hwy 127.

Larger plans will be made available to you at the meeting.
Please review and be prepared to discuss on September 12th.

Should you have any questions, please let me know. Thank you.

P.0. Box 2030 | Perry, Georgia 31069-6030
478-988-2720| Facsimile 478-988-2725
http://www.perry-ga.gov/community-development/
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STAFF REPORT

CASE NUMBER: V-16-tA
APPLICANT: Ocmulgee Inc. for Foundation Academy

REQUEST: Variance to Section 217 Tree Preservation and Replacement Standards

LOCATION: 2157 HWY 127, P61-13

ADJACENT ZONING/LAND USES:

Parcel: C-2 -Daycare Center under construction
North: C-2 -Dentist Office under construction
South: C-2 -Vacant Lot

East: R/'W -Hwy 127, Houston Lake Road
West: C-2 -Vacant Lot

SECTION OF ORDINANCE BEING VARIED: Section 217 Tree Replacement (5)

Determination of site density factor, (g) Alternative Compliance.

CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR A VARIANCE:

1. Are there any special conditions resulting in a hardship? There are no special

conditions. The lot was a forested lot.

2. Is the hardship the result of the applicant’s own actions? Yes, the hardship is the
result of the owner needing to remove all vegetation in order to build the proposed

daycare center.

3. Can the violation be remedied by other means? The owner could plant the required
number of tree either on site or offsite as the ordinance allows. The third option is

to contribute to the tree fund.

4. Is request the minimum needed to remedy the violation? The request is the
minimum needed to allow the structure to be built in its current location with the

landscaping plan submitted.

5. Was the violation deliberate, intentional, or the result of negligence? There is
currently no violation. The applicant can meet the requirements by complying with

the ordinance.



6. Will the request be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of neighboring properties?
The request should not be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of surrounding
properties

1. Has a variance been previously granted? There are no records of a Variance being
granted for this parcel.

REQUEST ANALYSIS: The applicant is requesting relief to the density requirement as
required in Section 217 - Tree Preservation and Replacement Standards

STAFF CONCLUSIONS: The applicant is constructing a 16,000 square foot daycare center on
the parcel. The center is to serve up to 300 children with a staff of 35. The development is on
2.50 acres of land. In review of the project the designers have chosen to clear cut the property
and have submitted a landscaping plan. In review of the landscaping plan it was found not to be
in compliance. The ordinance requires a site density factor of 15 units per acre. Section 217 (f)
Tree Preservation and Protection (5) Determination of Site Density Factor page 274..

The requirement is to take the total acreage and multiply by the 15 units. The required site
density factor for this site is 37.5 units. The typical size tree that is planted has a caliper of 2.5 to
3 inches which has a unit credit of 0.6 units. We normally don’t see any larger sizes due to cost
and the delay in the tree growing. Typically tree larger than 4 inches to 6 inches lose a growing
cycle due to shock of transplant. The plans indicate 19 trees are to be planted.in the 3 inch caliper
size. This equates to a site density of 11.4 units. This is 26.1 units short of the required of 37.5
units. (See pages 281 through282 of the PLDO).

The applicant may plant trees at an additional site approved by the City or contribute to the tree
fund. The additional number of trees to be planted using the 3 inch caliper unit is 43.5 trees. The
alternative to the additional trees being planted is to contribute to the tree fund. The amount of
that contribution should be $11,848.00 dollars based on using a 3 inch calipertree. The applicant
is asking relief from the additional trees or contribution.



Ocmulgee..

Marty McLeod, R LS
SURVEYORSeENGINEERS ¢ CONSULTANTS ¢ PLANNERS Chad Bryant, P.E

8/1/2016

City Of Perry
1211 Washington St
Perry, GA 31069

RE: Request for Variance for Foundation Academy

Dear Sir,

Ocmulgee Inc. is representing Foundation Academy for the construction of a new day care
center on Hwy 127. We are asking for relief from the tree ordinance for this project and will
substitute substantial landscaping in its place. The reason for asking for this variance is that
much of the site will be a playground area. Having this area planted with large numbers of trees
would pose a risk to the safety of the children with falling limbs. This area will also require
constant maintenance to keep the debris from the trees out of the playground area. We are
asking to substitute substantial landscaping in place of the trees. Thank you for your
consideration in this matte

4

Chad Bryant
Ocmulgee, Inc.

“Re-defining Design”

906 Ball St. Perry, Georgia 31069 Office: 478-224-7070 Fax 478-224-7072



STAFF REPORT

CASE NUMBER: V-16-10

APPLICANT: C. W. Williams Homes

REQUEST: 5 Foot variance to allow house to be built closer to the road.

LOCATION: 201 Pebble Stone Place Brookewater subdivision

ADJACENT ZONING/LANDUSES:

Parcel: R1 Single Family Single Family under construction
North: R1 Single Family Single Family Dwelling
South: R1 Single Family Single Family Dwelling
East: RI1 Single Family Single Family Dwelling
West: R1 Single Family Single Family Dwelling

SECTION OF ORDINANCE BEING VARIED: Section 91. Minimum Setback; This is a
R1 zoned development. The front yard setback for this R1 is 30 feet.

CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR A VARIANCE:

- 1.

Are there any special conditions resulting in a hardship?- There are no special
conditions resulting in a hardship.

Is the hardship the result of the applicant’s own actions? The hardship is the result
of the contractor forming the foundation in the incorrect spot.

Can the violation be remedied by other means? The only other resolution would be
to relocate the foundation form behind the setback.

Is request the minimum needed to remedy the violation? The request is the minimum
to continue construction in the present location.

Was the violation deliberate, intentional, or the result of negligence? There is no
current violation.



6. Will the request be detrimental to the use and enjoyment of neighboring properties?
The request will cause the structure to protrude 5 feet past the adjoining lots building
lines.

7. Has a variance been previously granted? This parcel has not had a previous
variance.

REQUEST ANALYSIS: A 5 foot variance is requested to allow the builder to continue
with construction in the current setback where the concrete forms were mistakenly placed.

STAFF CONCLUSIONS: The request for variance is a result of the builder mistakenly
thinking the front setback was 25 feet. There is ample space on the rear of the lot for the
form to be moved to meet the proper setback. The structure if allowed to continue will be 5
feet closer to the road than the homes on either side.
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TO: Perry Planning Commission

FROM: Christine Sewell — Administrative Assistant@
DATE: September 2, 2016
RE: Agenda Item

Attached is an appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 1026 Macon Road.

The property owner has provided the backup showing where the proposed fence would
be on the property.

Also attached is Section 93.1.10 of the PLDO for review.

Should you have any questions, please let me know. Thank you.

P.O. Box 2030 | Perry, Georgia 31069-6030
478-988-2720| Facsimile 478-988-2725
http://www.perry-ga.gov/community-development/
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Department of Community Development

August 31, 2016

Mrs. Kerri Moore
1026 Macon Road
Perry, GA 31069

Re: 1026 Macon Road, Perry #P2-44

Dear Mrs. Moore,

This letter is being sent as follow up to the notice sent by Ms. Edgemon, Main Street
Coordinator in regards to the decision on the fence that was proposed at 1026 Macon Road.

The application as presented to the City showed a chain link fence with razor wire which is
prohibited by the Perry Land Development Ordinance Section 93.1.10 (see enclosed ordinance
copy). You may re-submit a design per the ordinance requlrements or appeal this decision to
the Perry Planning Commission: : S s -

If you wish to appeal the decision, please notify me on receipt of this letter so I may place the
item on the Planning Commission’s September 12, 2016 agenda. The Commission will meet that
date at Perry City Hall in Council Chambers at 6pm.

Should you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely,

o~

P

(e
Christine Sewell, Administrative Assistant
City of Perry

P.O. Box 2030 | Perry, Georgia 31069-6030
478-988-2720| Facsimile 478-988-2725
http://wivw.perrv-ga.gov/community-development/



Perry Land Development Ordinance 110

stripe (e.g., a foot wide stripe of different color) shall be used to help reduce the
monotonous color and break up the appearance of large building walls.

93.1.4. Facade colors shall be low reflectance, subtle, neutral, or earth tone colors. High
intensity colors, metallic colors, black, or fluorescent colors shall not be used. Building
trim and accent areas may feature brighter colors, including primary colors, provided that
the width of the trim shall not exceed four (4) feet.

93.1.5 Building colors shall be carefully chosen so that each building complements that
of its neighbors. Colors can be classified as the “base” color (used on the majority of the
building surface), “trim” color (used on the window trim, fascia, balustrades, and posts),
and “accent” color (used on signs, awnings, and doors). The base color shall consist of
more subdued earth tones or brick shades. Trim colors shall have contrasting lighter or
darker shade than the base color. If natural brick is used, it shall not be painted.

93.1.6. The use of awnings on buildings is recommended so as to provide much needed protection
from sun, wind, and rain, and to improve aesthetics of the building exterior.

93.1.7. Awnings are recommended to be constructed with a durable frame covered by a
canvas material. Awnings that are backlit through translucent materials may be
acceptable but are not particularly encouraged. Aluminum and other metal canopies are
acceptable in most instances, particularly when integrated into shopping center designs.
Flameproof vinyl, canvas or metal awnings and canopies may be used.

93.1.8. Solid colors are preférred over striped awrfings, but striping is pgrmitted if colors
compliment the character of the structure or group of buildings.

93.1.9. Awnings are encouraged for first floor retail uses to provide architectural interest
and to encourage pedestrian activity. Where awnings are used, they shall be designed to
coordinate with the design of the building and any other awnings along the same block
face.

93.1.10. The design of fences and walls shall be compatible with the architecture of the
main building(s) and shall use similar materials. All walls or fences fifty feet in length or
longer, and four feet in height or taller, shall be designed to minimize visual monotony
though changes in plane, height, material or material texture or significant landscape
massing. Except in M-I zoning districts, chain link fencing is prohibited. Use of special
fencing design or materials shall be discussed in cases where site security is paramount.
All fencing materials must be approved by the department prior to construction.

93.1.11. Rooftop mechanical and electrical equipment shall be screened from public view
by building elements that are designed as an integral part of the building architecture, or
by a parapet wall.



Community Development

____ _ ]
From: Bob Moore <bob@mooreins.net>
Sent: Thursday, September 01, 2016 4:43 PM
To: comm.development@perry-ga.gov
Subject: Emailing: Keri_fence (3) Kerri Moore Interiors
Attachments: Keri_fence (3).jpg
Christine,

Only half of the building will be enclosed. It will house the air unit and Kerri's pots and plants. The
fence will not be visible from Macon Road.
There will be NO barbed wire. The fence will be black nylon and 6 feet high.

Bob Moore

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link
attachments:

Keri_fence (3)

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving
certain types of file attachments. Check your e-mail security settings to determine how
attachments are handled.

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https:/ /www.avast.com /antivirus







1620 Mocon R, - Proposed fence




