PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD
MINUTES

MARCH 29, 2006

CALL TO ORDER:
Chairwoman Martin called the meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board to order at 7:30 p.m. on Wednesday March 29, 2006.

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


Also present was Stephen L. Pearson, Director of Planning, Building and Zoning Department and Michael W. Tuttle, Building Inspector.   

APPROVAL OF

MINUTES:
Chairwoman Martin asked if there were any corrections or additions to the minutes of the February 22nd, 2006 meeting.  There being none, the minutes were approved unanimously. 

OLD BUSINESS:
None.

NEW BUSINESS:
Darrell Anderson request to rezone a .157 acre parcel from Light Industrial (LI) to R-80 Single Family Residential – parcel located on Fourth Street, Forest Park, Ga. 30297 (Vacant lot)
Chairwoman Martin asked Mr. Pearson to give the staff report on this rezoning petition for the vacant lot on Fourth St.  Mr. Pearson stated. “Tonight we have before us, at issue, a rezoning petition filed by Darrell Anderson, Diamond Real Estate, owner of a 0.157 acre tract of land, lying and being in Land Lot 78 of the 13th District Clayton County, Forest Park, Georgia. This parcel is a vacant lot located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Jones Road and Fourth Street.  This parcel was originally zoned R-70 Single Family Residential and owned by Leroy Holsclaw, Leroy’s Welding Service 5220 Jones Road, Forest Park, Georgia 30297.  This lot abutted the welding shop property to the north. Mr. Holsclaw wanted to utilize the lot to park/store vehicles and equipment. However, the R-70 Single Family Residential zoning classification prohibited such parking/storage.  Mr. Holsclaw petitioned to rezone the lot to Light Industrial (LI) to coincide with the zoning designation of his welding shop. This petition was considered by this Board on September 27th, 2000 and unanimously recommended the zoning change from R-70 to LI, Mayor and Council voted to approve the petition October 2nd, 2000. Subsequently, Mr. Holsclaw erected a privacy fence around this lot and utilized it for its intended purpose.  Mr. Darrell Anderson has been actively purchasing lots in the (Rose Town) southwest Forest Park area.  He currently has (4) new houses under construction and this lot would make five if it is rezoned.  The (4) houses under construction are regulated by R-80 Single Family Residential zoning classification and are subject to the Noise Level Reduction (NLR), Acoustical Sound Ordinance.  Mr. Anderson has purchased this lot from Mr. Holsclaw, and is petitioning to change the current zoning classification of Light Industrial (LI) to R-80 Single Family Residential to allow him to construct another home in the area and be consistent with the zoning classification in the immediate area. 

The property was posted on March 13th, 2006 with signs depicting meeting dates, times and locations of the Public Hearings. The legal ads for the required Public Hearings ran in the March 17th and March 24th, 2006 editions in the legal section of the Clayton News Daily. Notification letters were sent to 8 adjacent property owners advising them of the public hearings.  The Planning and Zoning Board meets tonight, March 29, 2006 in this courtroom to consider this petition and make its recommendation. A second Public Hearing will be held on April 17th, 2006 in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 745 Forest Pkwy., Forest Park, Georgia 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, this parcel is contiguous to existing R-80 Single Family residential lots and prior to October 2nd, 2000, the lot was zoned residential. 

2. Would the proposed amendment tend to increase, to decrease, or have no impact on traffic safety and congestion in the streets?  Insignificant impact on traffic or safety. 

3. Would the proposed amendment tend to increase, to decrease, or to have no relationship to safety from fire and other dangers? No relationship.

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? Promote the public health and general welfare by providing a safe and compatible use with the surrounding area. 

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

6. Would the proposed amendment tend to cause, to prevent, or to have no influence on the overcrowding of land? No influence. 

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? Insignificant impact.    

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? Insignificant 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?  Compatible with environmental conditions of the surrounding areas. (Existing residential area)

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?  Promote the aesthetic affect of the area.
11. Would the proposed amendment have measurable adverse economic effect on the value of surrounding or adjacent property? No adverse effect on the value of surrounding area.  

12. Would the proposed amendment create an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and nearby districts? No.”  
Chairwoman Martin asked the Board if they had any questions for Mr. Pearson.  There were no questions for Mr. Pearson from the Board.  Chairwoman Martin asked Mr. Anderson if he would like to address the Board.  Mr. Anderson stated that what he would like is to rezone the property back to residential to build a house to match the surrounding homes.  Mr. Anderson stated that he has built three other homes there and this home would be built to match the existing residential structures in this area.    
Darnell Moorer asked what size this house would be. Mr. Anderson stated that it would be right at 1,600 sq. ft.  Chairwoman Martin asked how many rooms the house would have. Mr. Anderson stated that it would be 3 bedrooms 2 baths with ceramic tile, walk-in closets and double vanities.  Mary Parker asked how much the home would sell for. Mr. Anderson stated that it would be between $119-$121,000.  David Rashmir stated that it would be a great improvement to the neighborhood.  Chairwoman Martin stated that the other homes Mr. Anderson has built near this lot were very attractive. Chairwoman Martin asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak for or against this petition if not she would entertain a motion on the petition.  There was no one else to speak. 

Mary Parker made a motion to approve recommendation of the petition to Mayor and Council. Glen Mathis seconded the motion. Voting on the motion was unanimous.  Chairwoman Martin stated that the Board would send their recommendation to Mayor and Council and it would be on the Agenda for April 17, 2006 Regular meeting of Mayor and Council. 

OTHER BUSINESS:
None.

ADJOURNMENT:
Glen Mathis made a motion to adjourn. Mary Parker seconded the motion. Voting on the motion was unanimous.
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