PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD
MINUTES

JANUARY 3, 2007

CALL TO ORDER:
Chairwoman Martin called the meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board to order at approximately 7:30 p.m. on Wednesday January 3, 2007.

ROLL CALL:
Those present were Agnes Martin, Chairwoman, Darnell Moorer, Vice-Chairman, David Rashmir, Mary Parker, Glenn Mathis and Cindy Norwood, Secretary.


Also present was Stephen L. Pearson, Director of Planning, Building and Zoning Dept. 

APPROVAL OF

MINUTES:
Ms. Martin asked if there were any additions or amendments to the minutes of the September 13th, 2006 minutes. There were no amendments or additions. The minutes were approved as published unanimously. 

OLD BUSINESS:
None.

NEW BUSINESS:
Subdivision and rezoning petition filed by Ms. Juanita Ridenhour, owner of a 9.63 acre tract of land; Land Lot 46 of the 13th District. Subdivision of one (1) lot into three (3) lots. Rezone from R-80 Single Family Residential to Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Ms. Martin asked Mr. Pearson to read the Staff Report. Mr. Pearson stated, “Tonight, we have before us, at issue, a subdivision and rezoning petition filed by Ms. Juanita Ridenhour, owner of a 9.63 acre tract of land, lying and being in Land Lot 46 of the 13th District Clayton County, Forest Park, Georgia.  This parcel is currently a wooded and unimproved Clayton County Tax Valuation Map ID No. 13-46A A024.  This 9.63 acre tract is currently zoned R-80 Single Family Residential. Ms. Ridenhour proposes to subdivide this tract into three (3) parcels. Tract 3 a 2.101 acre parcel is also the subject of rezoning tonight, from it’s current zoning classification of R-80 Single Family Residential to Planned Unit Development (PUD). This subdivision and rezoning is being sought to be purchased by IDI to accommodate the need for additional parking for the existing SouthPoint Building F, which houses O’Reilly Ozark Automotive Distributors, Inc. 4000 South Corporate Pkwy., located in the Industrial Development International (IDI) Industrial Park.  
SUBDIVISION
The purpose of this portion of the meeting tonight is to review a Final Plat for the subdivision of one (1) lot, a 9.63 acre tract into three (3) parcels. Tract 1 would contain 0.950 acres abutting City View Drive.  Tract 2 would contain 6.579 acres, (aka 4573 City View Drive) which abuts City View Drive and Stone Mountain View Drive (now Barton Drive). Tract 3 would contain 2.101 acres abutting the IDI Industrial Park Development. The proposed three (3) tracts are currently zoned R-80 Single Family Residential and are currently undeveloped. The applicant/owner, Ms. Juanita Ridenhour has submitted this petition under CFPCO Section 8-7-13(f) Short-Cut Method, which allows a subdivider (developer) to submit an application for final plat approval without submitting a preliminary plat, provided that;

1. each lot in the proposed subdivision abuts an existing public street;

2. the proposed subdivision will not effect any major alterations of utility installations, or other existing or proposed public facilities; and

3. the application for final plat approval meets all the applicable procedural, design and other requirements of these regulations  

The final plat for this subdivision meets the requirements of CFPCO Section 8-7-13(f) sub paragraphs (1) (2) and (3).  Again, the reason for this subdivision is so the owner (Ms. Ridenhour) can market Tract 3 and sell the parcel to IDI to expand parking for Building F. I would like to give the following overview of the criteria that relates to this issue.

· Boundary and plat information was prepared by George E. Ingram, Ga. RLS No. 1080, Patterson and Dewar Engineers, Inc. 2685 M L Scott Drive, Decatur, Ga. 30031. 

· Total Site Area:
 9.63 acres

· Three (3) Tracts:       

Tract 1:
0.950 acres

Tract 2:
6.579 acres 
Tract 3:
2.101 acres
This subdivision (proposed improvements i.e. parking lot) does not lie within an area designated Flood Hazard Map Zone per City of Forest Park Federal Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel No. 130042B, Panel No. H & I 04 effective May 16th, 1977. Our Staff has reviewed the final plat data required for approval and finds the final plat meets or exceeds the required minimum criteria. It is the Staffs opinion that the final plat be approved for recording in the Office of the Clerk of Superior Court of Clayton County. Ga. 

ZONING AMENDMENT – REZONING (Public Hearing)
I have already prefaced the reasoning behind the petitions to subdivide and rezone and now I will present the Staff Report for the rezoning petition R-80 Single Family Residential designation to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  The property was posted on December 15, 2006 with signs depicting meeting dates, times and locations of the public hearings related to this zoning issue. The legal ads for the required public hearings ran in the December 22nd, and December 29th, 2006 editions in the legal section of the Clayton News Daily.  The Planning and Zoning Board of course meets tonight January 3rd, 2007 in this courtroom to consider this petition and makes it recommendation. A second public hearing will be held on January 16th, 2007 in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 745 Forest Pkwy., Forest Park, Ga. 30297 at 7:00 p.m. Also, during the regular scheduled meeting, the petition will be considered and final determination by Mayor and Council will be rendered. The Staff Report that I am about to give is required by State Law O.C.G.A. § 36-66-4, 36-66-5, and 36-67-3 and the City of Forest Park Code of Ordinance Section 8-8-106 Standards of Review.  In ruling upon any application for zoning map amendment or upon any application for conditional use or upon any other application for which the discretion of the Mayor and Council or other decision making bodies are otherwise invoked, they shall at all times act in the best interest of the health, safety and morals and general welfare of the City. In doing so, they will consider one or more of the following factors, as it may be relevant to each application.  

1. Would the proposed amendment be consistent and compatible with the City’s Land Use and Development, plans, goals, and objectives?  Yes, the proposed parcel is contiguous to an existing industrial PUD; the industrial development IDI. The City’s plans, goals, and objectives are to allow further industrial developments as Phase II of the Ballard Road redevelopment plan.

2. Would the proposed amendment tend to increase, to decrease, or have no impact on traffic safety and congestion in the streets?  No, impact on traffic safety and congestion. The intent of the developer is to access the property through 4000 South Corporate Pkwy. to South Corporate Pkwy. an industrial grade road within the IDI Industrial Park. 

3. Would the proposed amendment tend to increase, to decrease, or to have no relationship to safety from fire and other dangers? No relationship. There will be no building / structure associated with the parking lot extension. The City of Forest Park’s Fire Department, a recipient of a Class 3 ISO Rating is more than adequate to successfully manage and mitigate any situation which might arise at this location.

4. Would the proposed amendment tend to promote, to diminish, or to have no influence on the public health and general welfare of the City? It will promote the health and general welfare by providing a safe controlled area in which to carry on this type of parking operation.

5. Would the proposed amendment tend to increase, to decrease or to have no influence on the adequacy of light and air? No influence. 

6. Would the proposed amendment tend to cause, to prevent, or to have no influence on the overcrowding of land? No influence. This project will be dedicated to vehicle parking only. 

7. Would the proposed amendment tend to cause, to prevent, or to have no relationship on the population distribution within the City, thus creating any area so dense in population as to adversely affect the health, safety and general welfare of the City?  No relationship.     This is an industrial non-residential venture to be developed on vacant unimproved property.

8. Would the proposed amendment tend to impede, to facilitate, or to have no impact on the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, or other public services, utilities or facilities? No impact.

9. Would the proposed amendment tend to be compatible with environmental conditions in light of surrounding developments? If compatible, what factors, if any, would diminish the value, use and enjoyment of surrounding properties?  Yes it is compatible. There are no diminishing factors to the value, use and enjoyment of the property, it should have no adverse impact on surrounding residential properties as it will not have direct access to residential streets and will be sufficiently buffered from the residential properties in accordance with the Industrial PUD criteria.

10. Would the proposed amendment tend to promote, to diminish, or to have no influence upon the aesthetic affect of existing and future uses of the property and the surrounding area?  It would promote the aesthetic affect of future uses of the property and surrounding area. This rezoning and development would have a positive affect on the value of the surrounding property. This site is currently vacant, the City of Forest Park’s Architectural Design Review Board will insure the same quality of industrial park design as the existing IDI Park, would also regulate this project.

11. Would the proposed amendment have measurable adverse economic effect on the value of surrounding or adjacent property? Same as number 10.  

12. Would the proposed amendment create an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and nearby districts? No, it is contiguous to 120 acre PUD zoned industrial park.”
Ms. Martin asked if anyone had any comments or questions for Mr. Pearson. There were no comments or questions for Mr. Pearson.   Ms. Martin then asked to hear from the petitioner. 
For the record; Gary Minor with IDI, I am Vice-President of Development, I live in Sandy Springs, Ga. First, I’d like to say; that’s got to be the most thorough presentation I’ve ever experienced and I’ve been to a lot of these. So I commend Steve and Cindy. Mr. Minor presented an aerial photograph of the property to the Board.  “The intent is to fulfill lease obligations that were a part of the original lease. O’Reilly’s has been there for a year or more and need the additional parking which they desperately need. Then it would be the obligation of the tenant (O’Reilly) to then come in with engineering drawings and properly permit the improvement, which is roughly 40-60 parking spaces.” 
Mr. Minor stated, “Let me just say; IDI has enjoyed what I refer to as complete luxury of working within the City of Forest Park, it has been nothing but a joy. I think we have provided a class triple A product and residence, and we’ve gotten cooperation from the City from the bottom up, every step of the way. It made a difference on the first tenant, which was NIKE,we were actually able to work out a way from a verbal commitment, to two weeks later, they were actually in doing production in an empty box which had no office area, no lighting, etc. in a way where we worked hand in hand with Steve and his group, where we got the deal, because we were able to do that in Forest Park, where all the other jurisdictions couldn’t figure out how to do that, and not feel like they’re breaching something, nobody understood, so it’s been fantastic for us, we would jump at the chance to do more in Forest Park.”  Mr. Rashmir stated, “I think we’re still the best kept secret.” Mr. Minor stated, “I’d like to keep you a secret.” Mr. Rashmir stated,” Steve does a great job.” Mr. Minor stated, “Well he doesn’t give anything away, he just knows how to work with developers.”  Ms. Martin stated that it was a pleasure to ride through the industrial park because it is well maintained and clean. Mr. Minor stated that they are planning on coming in and doing a facelift to all the buildings by going with more corporate colors. Ms. Martin asked if anyone else had any questions. There were no other questions. 
Ms. Martin asked for a motion on the subdivision petition. Darnell Moorer made a motion to approve the subdivision. Mary Parker seconded the motion. Voting on the motion was unanimous.

Ms. Martin asked for a motion on the rezoning petition. Glenn Mathis made a motion to approve recommendation of the rezoning petition. Darnell Moorer seconded the motion. Voting on the motion was unanimous.

Mr. Moorer stated, “About three Council meetings ago, Steve Pearson, the Director of Planning, Building and Zoning, did give an overview of the Planning, Building and Zoning Dept. and it was so thorough. I felt really, really proud to be a part of the Planning and Zoning Dept. via the Planning and Zoning Board. That was the best I had seen. It was so thorough. You mentioned Steve's thoroughness when gives a report, that's indicative of Steve Pearson with almost 30+ years of doing this type work.”
OTHER BUSINESS:

None.

ADJOURNMENT:
Glenn Mathis made a motion to adjourn. Darnell Moorer seconded the motion. Voting on the motion was unanimous.
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