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AGENDA 

FAYETTE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

140 STONEWALL AVENUE WEST 

April 4, 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. 

 

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on March 7, 2024  

 

5. Approval of Minor Final Plat for Sterling Ridge 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

6. Consideration of Revised Development Plan RDP-017-24 Xavier Hill, owner; requests to 

remove Lot 10A from Lafayette Estates Subdivision.  119 Lafayette Dr. is 0.481 

undeveloped acres. The property is located in Land Lot 219 of the 13th District and fronts 

on Lafayette Dr. WITHDRAWN BY PETITIONER  



Meeting Minutes 3/7/2024 
 

 

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 

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. 

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.  



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 of 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. 

6. The development shall provide a 30-foot access easement from the interior street to the 

right-of-way on Kenwood Road. 

 

There were no specific objections by staff. Most of the conditions you heard about are 

related to transportation uses. The property is located in North Fayette County, 

specifically at the southwest corner of Kenwood Road and Longview Road. It is 

currently zoned A-R and has one single-family home on it. You can see the land-use 

plan is low-density residential. There are some environmental features on the property 

that will be subject to the watershed protection ordinance. This is a closer look at the 

property by the aerial. You can see there is currently a single-family home on the lot 

now. That home does meet or exceed R-40 so if it remains that is no issue. Here is a 

survey of the property.  

Good evening, Mr. Chairman. My name is Rick Lindsey, and I am here tonight 

representing Stephen Willoughby Homes. My client would like to develop a high-

quality subdivision. The price point of the homes is projected to be $800,000 and up. 

As Debbie was describing there are some water issues on the NW corner and there is 

an easement that crosses over the property. We will comply with all the local 

ordinances with setbacks and such for the sensitive areas that are up in that part. I 

believe the conditions are acceptable. I would like to talk about the 30-foot easement 

that connects to Kenwood. I had a conversation with Debbie, and I believe if we put a 

street up there that connects Kenwood with the subdivision, that could serve as the 

access easement. Is that correct?  

Debbie Bell, “That is correct. The purpose of the request is in the long-range 

transportation planning. There are plans for a multi-use path along Kenwood Road. 

That hasn't been specifically engineered.  

Rick Lindsey stated that, “At this time there have been no definitive plans drawn. There 

have been some drawings back and forth, talking to the civil engineers, but no final 

plan as to what the subdivision street would look like. But the plan is for there to be 

internal streets with all the homes facing inward internally and not on Kenwood or 



Longview. On the west side of the property, those properties are already zoned R-40. 

Those to the south and the east are zoned A-R, and to the north right across the is a 

Baptist Church. It does fit in the neighborhood, and it also complies with the future 

land plan and the comprehensive plan of the county. Again, my client wants to develop 

a new quality subdivision for new residents coming into the northern part of our county. 

This area was developed primarily in the 70’s and 80’s and there hasn’t been 

development in a long, long time. This will bring a new home product to a market 

where there hasn’t been any meaningful development in this area for a long time. This 

will be a new home product for those looking for new construction and to live in 

expensive homes. Hopefully, this will provide some new shoppers who will patronize 

the stores and the restaurants in the northern part of the county. My client seeks to be a 

good neighbor and bring a quality product to the county. I would like to reserve the rest 

of my time for any rebuttal and to respond to anyone who might be opposed to this 

development.  

John Culbreth asked if anyone else would like to speak on behalf of the petitioner or in 

opposition. 

“Hello, my name is Darrell Carlson and I live on Longview Road. The side of my 

property is actually where this property backs up. I have a few concerns as do some of 

my neighbors. We haven’t been able to get a lot of the neighbors here tonight, but we 

are worried about our property values. I think that is probably out of the worry realm 

right now because of what was said about the $800,000. R-40 stipulates 1,500 s.f. or 

larger, which is not an $800,000 home. I am concerned about maybe a different 

classification of perhaps R-55 or something that would demand a bigger home. There 

are very nice homes in this area and many of us are worried about the decline of our 

homes. So, he has cleared up the $800,000 home so that must be at least 3,500 square 

feet. So, also a concern is I don’t know if the existing home that was there is going to 

stay. Also, how far off of Longview are these homes going to be? According to the 

description of the map, it looks like all of these homes are going to have frontage on 

Longview, because of the existing drive and what’s already there. I know the property 

well and I tried to buy it a number of years ago. My neighbors and I are very concerned 

about the homes that are going to front on Longview. This is a 25-mile-an-hour small 

road to live on and we have already increased the traffic on it probably two or three 

times from when the bridge was out on Kenwood, and it has made our street very 

disastrous. I have had 4-5 accidents last year just out in front of my house. That is my 

main concern, and I don't know if it is possible to reclassify it to an R-55 or what control 

we have over this. I just want to be here in opposition just to make sure that it doesn't 

devalue our homes in any way shape or form. It is also a concern; I would like to see a 

plat that shows where the homes are going to go. On the existing home, there was 

probably a 25- or 30-acre area that was cleared. It's got many pines growing up now, 

but I don't know if they can answer that. Where the positioning of these homes is going 

to be. If they are putting acceleration and deceleration lanes on our small street, it is 

going to have to be redone. If there are 8 homes off the street, how far will they be off 

the road? I don’t know what zoning requires for that.  

Thank you, sir, is there anyone else in opposition? John Culbreth asks.  

Good evening, I am Cynthia Cunningham, and I am Daryll’s neighbor across the street. 

One of our concerns is what it would do to property values, but hearing the $800,000 



valuation, I am not concerned about that. The lady over there spoke of a potential future 

project regarding pathways and in speaking about a future road. We have not seen a 

plan and he has not spoken to the engineers about it. If there was a new road then all 

the homes would be facing inward, with all the access from this new street that doesn't 

currently exist. If they didn't opt for that plan, then you wouldn't have a road there and 

all the houses would be backing up onto Longview. The addition of an acceleration or 

deceleration lane wouldn't alleviate the concern that Daryll has about car accidents in 

front of his home. Within the last year, seriously, there have been at least 5 accidents. 

Each accident involves 3 fire trucks, a couple of police cars, and a couple of 

ambulances, and the whole street is completely blocked. This is because there is a 

dangerous turn on a road that has not had a lot of maintenance. I don't, personally, think 

the current state of the road properly handles the volume and the speed of the vehicles 

that go down it now. I can only imagine how if this development were to come to 

fruition how the traffic would increase and I would think improvements to Longview 

need to be made, because who wants someone to get killed just so someone can build 

some new houses? Let's make people safe, please.  

“Thank you, anyone else in opposition,” said John Culbreth.  

Hello, my name is Steve Cunningham. A lot of concerns I have, one is that a lot of the 

homes out there have 5,6, 7 -acres. Having a development out there is kind of alarming. 

It comes out of the blue actually. You know there is a lot of wildlife out there. A lot of 

deer call that home out there. I am not sure they took surveys, but it is going to force 

them into other communities or the roads. It is a danger zone just the way it is. I am not 

sure anyone has been out there, but it can barely handle the volume it handles now. I 

just think it is a bad idea. If they could do 5-acre lots, perfect, there would be minimal 

impact on the environment. There are not a lot of trees out there so maybe they could 

plant some trees and keep it natural out there instead of a lot of noise and then 

abatements here, abatements there. It is just a mess. And the road is barely constructed 

the way it is. Thank you.  

Thank you. Anyone else?  

Hello, my name is Eloise Delaine, and my concern is Kenwood. The street now, where 

the houses are is called roadkill because every day there is some animal that has been 

killed on that curve and you are saying that you want to put that many houses coming 

onto a curve, you are asking for trouble, and we have been living there. The speed limit 

is 35, but if you go 35, you will be passed. And Kenwood and Longview to turn onto 

that road, you can't turn onto that road if someone is sitting on Longview. Because of 

that ditch, there is a ditch. So nowhere did he talk about improving the road on 

Kenwood or Longview. So, we need improvement on Longview and Kenwood, thank 

you.  

Thank you, is there anyone else who would like to speak against the petitioner? 

Llewellyn Bryant, thank you. I wanted to say that I do agree with all the opposition as 

they are my neighbors. What I am hearing here is this, Longview is not going to take 

that kind of development here. It is just too curvy and when that bridge went out it 

became really hazardous….it really did. So, not once or twice a year, but 6 times a year 

someone comes around that curve too fast and gets hurt. I don’t think so with an 

$800,000 home. That is going to devalue what we have, and we moved out there for a 

reason not to have development out there. We are not concerned about the people who 



need high-end homes. That is not a high-end home to me. That needs to start at about 

$1.5 million if they are going to do something they should be $1.5 million plus. I can 

see that. That would give them $1.5, and I do think something needs to be there on that 

site because it is becoming a landfill, but people see the house as abandoned then they 

just pull in a dump their trash, but again I don’t see that type of development coming 

out there. I have been out there for 20 years, and I didn’t move out there for this. I just 

don’t see $800,000 houses out there…eh no. So, that is all I have to say. Where do we 

get the plat and where they are going to build the houses and such?  

Debbie Bell, “All of the information in the agenda package, that is published online. 

Usually about a week to two weeks before the meeting, so all of this information is 

publicly available.” 

Danny England, “The plat is not required for rezoning. So, we don’t need a plat to 

rezone the property. Even if that were the case, there is no impetus for the developer to 

share the plat for public approval. It is provided to us, we approve it. We just approved 

one right before this case. So, we approve the plat, and we can approve or deny it, but 

that is not a matter of public input. This is all that is required for rezoning. We look at 

the possible uses that may go in, we say yes or no, but a plat is not required." 

Is there anyone else in opposition?  

Hello, my name is Debra Basso and I live on Thornton Drive. I have a couple of 

questions. One is there any guarantee that this is the size of the house they are going to 

put on, because if they are asking for 1,600 s.f. why wouldn't they go for more? Second, 

why aren’t we able to see what they are going to put? They are saying what they are 

going to put but why can’t we see it? I have nothing against this gentleman, but it is 

just his word. I think we are entitled to see something more concrete.” 

Danny England, “Well, you can return at the time this final plat is submitted to be 

approved.” 

Debra Basso, “But then do we vote for that?”  

Danny England, “You can voice your opinions, yes.” 

Debra Basso, “Why wouldn’t they approve it for larger homes, now?” 

Danny England, “The zoning code only has the minimum square footage. It doesn’t put 

a cap on the maximum. It is considered to be the baseline for the development standard. 

I can tell you mathematically that someone buying 41-acres and splitting it up for 8 

homes from a development standpoint does not make any sense from a development 

standpoint." 

Debra Basso, “Is there certain acreage that they are allowed to have to build this size 

of homes, like is it 1-acre, 2-acre?” 

Danny England, “The land use plan is one house per acre. So now we are looking at 

this development would be a 5-acre lot. This is a much larger piece of property.” 

Debra Basso, “So they are not going to put one-acre, one-acre, one-acre.”   

Danny England, “It is stipulated in the conditions that they can put no more than 8 

homes on this piece of property.” 

“Oh, hold on. That is 8 homes that can front.” 

Debra Basso, “So that is not how many homes that is how many can front, that is a 

whole different story then.”  

Debbie Bell, “May I please clarify?” 

Danny England, “I apologize, I read that incorrectly. I read it as 8 homes total.”  



Mr. Culbreth, “Alright, Debbie has the floor, please.”   

Debbie Bell, “The request to rezone is for R-40 which permits 1-acre lots. The 

stipulation about 8 is if homes have direct access to the road, they are limited to 8 new 

driveways on those roads. If they build an internal road like in a conventional 

subdivision there is not a limit of 8.” 

Debra Basso, “So they can put 40 homes there.” 

Debbie Bell, "Well that wouldn't account for infrastructure. There may be soils, and 

roads, infrastructure, stormwater. Things that go into creating a development plan that 

they can do 1-acre lots. So however many 1-acre lots they can fit into their design is 

what they are going to do."  

Debra Basso, “So, they are going to put in a lot more homes. So, now these people are 

going to have to worry about that. So, now we are not worried about 8 houses we are 

worried about 20 or 30.” 

Debbie Bell, “They can develop it as a conventional subdivision.”  

Mr. Culbreth, “Is there anyone else in opposition?”  

Hello, my name is Kimberly Ball and I live in the subdivision next door which is 

Bethsaida Woods South. I have been in the community for about 25 years and now that 

I hear that this could be 20 to 30 homes, that is a problem. I am concerned about the 

devaluation of my home and the traffic flow. I am concerned that there will be a bunch 

of houses in that one small area, so I do stand in opposition to this.  

John Culbreth asks if there is anyone else who wishes to speak in opposition or if not 

for the petitioner to come for rebuttal, please.  

Rick Lindsey says, “Thank you Mr. Chairman. As has been stated, the minimum size 

for any lot is 1-acre but there is a huge portion of this property that is not developable. 

Debbie, can I have the slide? There is a large area in the northwest corner of the parcel 

that is not developable under state law or county ordinances. The projected number of 

homes is somewhere between 25-27. I know Debbie has in her report, dealing with 

traffic that it might go up to 29, but I don't believe we are going to get that many homes 

there because we will have internal streets. There isn't a final site plan because the 

engineers are still working on this, and we have to get it rezoned first. When there is a 

site plan, as Mr. England has stated, it comes back to this body and there will be an 

opportunity for folks to weigh in. Of course, we will have to meet all the requirements 

of Fayette County but the R-40 that is requested, complies with the land use plan that 

was adopted by the county. The question of how close the houses will be to Longview. 

Again, each of the lots will be an acre, at least, if not more. In addition to that, the 

county is making sure that we have adequate right-of-way along Kenwood and also 

along Longview to apply with the county ordinances which were probably not in effect 

at the time those roads were developed. So, there will be some property that will be 

carved off of this plat that will be dedicated to the county if the county wants to widen 

the road, but it won’t belong to any individual homeowner. The acceleration and 

deceleration lanes are requirements of the county for any type of subdivision not just 

this one. I believe there is information in the packet from the people at the county.  

People who want to be in our county for the good school system, who are willing to 

pay the prices of homes here. I appreciate the gentleman who would like to see $1.5 

million homes, but I am here to report that most people can't afford $800,000 and that 

is a very high quality and high-priced home. My client wants to be a good neighbor and 



for the homes to fit in and not be considered to be a problem. He wants to make sure 

that the neighborhood stays nice and also to attract new residents who are good quality 

folks who can afford homes of this price. Again, it complies with the land use plan, and 

I believe it complies with all the requirements of the county. So, for those reasons, I 

propose that the planning commission recommend approval for rezoning. Thank you.  

Mr. Culbreth states, “Thank you, if there are no further questions or comments, we will 

bring this back to the board. Are there any questions that you would like to have 

addressed that you have not heard addressed?" 

Boris Thomas says, “I have a question. I was looking at the congestion in that area and 

how it would impact church activities and some of the activities on the street itself. I 

have been out here like 30 years myself. It is a little more crowded than it used to be.  

I would like to know if the county is planning to do any widening or any type of 

improvements to the road to help the ingress and egress with your 26 or so more 

neighbors.”  

John Culbreth asked, “Let me address that to staff when we get to that point. Can we 

require a traffic study when we get to that point?”  

Debbie Bell states, "There usually wouldn't be a requirement for a traffic study for a 

development of this size. Usually, that would be closer to a development with 100 lots 

there might be a requirement for a traffic study.”  

Ok, any other questions for the commissioners? If there are no further questions, shall 

we entertain a motion?  

 

Jim Oliver made a motion to approve Petition No. 1344-24 with conditions. Danny 

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

ADJOURNMENT:  

Danny England moved to adjourn the meeting. John Kruzan seconded. The motion passed 5-0. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:42 p.m. 

 

                              ********** 

 PLANNING COMMISSION 

     OF 

 FAYETTE COUNTY  

                                                                   

 

_______________________________ 

JOHN CULBRETH, SR.  

CHAIRMAN 

 

ATTEST: 

 

__________________________  

CHRISTINA BARKER 

PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY 
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RDP-017-24 
 
REQUESTED ACTION:  Revise the Development Plan for Lafayette Estates Subdivision       
   
PARCEL NUMBER:  1306 087 

 
PROPOSED USE:  R- 40 Residential Single-Family Subdivision 
 
EXISTING USE:  Undeveloped lot in single-family residential neighborhood  
 
LOCATION:  Lot 10A, Lafayette Estates aka 119 Lafayette Drive 
 
ZONING: R-40, Single-Family Residential 
 
LOT SIZE:  0.481 Acres 
 
DISTRICT/LAND LOT(S):  13th District, Land Lot 219   
 
OWNER(S):  1246 Hwy 314 Fayette Co, LLC 
 
AGENT:  Xavier Hill 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:  April 4, 2024  
 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC HEARING:  April 23, 2024  (Note: This meeting is on a Tuesday) 
 
 
 
REQUEST 
 
Per Sec. 104-595.(2)h.2., proposed revisions to a recorded major final plat shall, after prescribed 
public notice, be considered in public hearings before the planning commission and board of 
commissioners. 
 
APPLICANT'S INTENT 
 
Applicant proposes to revise the development plan for Lafayette Estates Subdivision by removing 
Lot 10A, consisting of 0.481 acres, from the subdivision. The applicant wishes to combine this tract 
with Parcel # 1306 011 and #1306 117 for the purposes of developing a single-family residential 
subdivision.  This lot, with frontage on an existing public street, would serve as the entrance to the 
subdivision.  
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STAFF ASSESSMENT 

 
At 0.481 acres, the lot is currently a legal nonconforming lot because it is smaller than the current R-
40 Zoning district requirements of 1 acre. Because the subdivision plat was recorded prior to 
November 13, 1980, all the lots are considered legal nonconforming. Removing the lot from the 
subdivision will cause the current nonconforming lot to be illegal because of the substandard lot 
size.  It is staff’s opinion that this change in the development may adversely impact the existing 
subdivision by adding a new street in place a of a residential lot.  
 

 FACTORS TO CONSIDER STAFF ASSESSMENT 
(i) Street character. Whether the request will result in a residence 

or accessory structure that will be out of character with the 
alignment of existing residences and accessory structures. 
Aspects to consider are the front setback established on the 
final plat, the alignment of existing residences and accessory 
structures, the degree a proposed residence or accessory 
structure will be out of alignment with the setback and/or 
existing residences and accessory structures and the 
presence of vegetation (trees, bushes, shrubbery, etc.) which 
may provide visual screening. 
 

This request does not add or alter 
the location or setback of any 
structures. Changing the lot from a 
residential lot to a road right-of-way 
would change the character. 

(ii) Lot size character. Whether the request will result in a lot that 
will be out of character with the size of existing lots. Aspects 
to consider are the lot width required by the zoning district, 
the minimum and maximum range of lots sizes, the number 
of lots within a size range, the average lot size and the degree 
proposed lots will be smaller than existing lots. 
 

This request would change the 
character of the residential lot. The 
lot would no longer exist; a road 
would be built here as an entrance 
to a new subdivision. 

(iii) Lot width character. Whether the request will result in a lot 
that will be out of character with the width of existing lots. 
Aspects to consider are the lot width required by the zoning 
district, the minimum and maximum range of lot widths, the 
lot widths within a range, the average lot width and the 
degree proposed lots will be more narrow than existing lots. 

 

The lot in question would no longer 
exist. The area would be used for a 
new road. 

(iv) Change of principal use. Whether the change of use will 
adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or 
nearby property, will result in a use which will or could cause 
an excessive or burdensome use of existing or planned 
streets, or utilities, or other conditions which give supporting 
grounds for either approval or disapproval of the change of 
use proposal. 

 

The proposed entrance to a new 
development will fundamentally 
alter the residential nature of the 
neighborhood.  In addition, it will 
increase the burden on a 
neighborhood street.   
 

Staff Note: At the time of this report, the applicant has conducted unpermitted land disturbance 
on the property, including encroachment into a State Waters buffer. Environmental Management 
is addressing these violations. 
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INVESTIGATION 
 
A. GENERAL PROPERTY INFORMATION 
 

The subject property is currently zoned R-40 (Single-Family Residential. It is platted as lot 
10A in Phase II of La Fayette Estates, recorded in Plat Book 6 Page 197, on April 14th, 1972. 
This property is not located in an Overlay District, although the parcels it will be combined 
with are in the State Route Overlay District, which will then make the entire project subject 
to the Overlay.  

 
Rezoning History:  
 
On September 10, 1971, the Board of Commissioners approved an amendment to the 
County’s 1960 Zoning Ordinance, which included adding Land Lot 219 to the Official Zoning 
Map.  This is reflected in the 1971 Zoning Map, which documents the designation as an R-
40 Zoning District. 
 
Subdivision Plat, April 14, 1972: 
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B. SURROUNDING ZONING AND USES 
 

The parcels surrounding the subject property are all zoned R-40 and the Future Land Use 
Map for all these parcels is Low Density Residential, 1 Unit/1 Acre. 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 45.30 R-40 Undeveloped 
Low Density Residential – 1-
acre minimum 

South  0.485 R-40 
Single-family 
Residential 

Low Density Residential – 1-
acre minimum 

East 0.531 R-40 
Single-Family 
Residential 

Low Density Residential – 1-
acre minimum 

West 0.454 R-40 
Single-Family 
Residential 

Low Density Residential – 1-
acre minimum 

 
C. 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 conforms to the Fayette County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
D. ZONING/REGULATORY REVIEW 
           

Access & Right-of Way: The property has existing access on Lafayette Drive. 
 

Site Plan: The applicant submitted a final plat for the property. It DOES NOT meet the 
current requirements for R-40, which requires that a parcel be at least 1 acre in size. 
Therefore, there is a condition upon this request that the applicant combine this parcel 
with the adjacent parcel under his ownership. 
 

F. DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 
 Water System – no comment. 
 Public Works/Environmental Management - No objections on removing from 

original subdivision.  However, providing access to a future subdivision will have to 
meet Public Works and Environmental Management Department Ordinances. 

 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed 
combination per the application. 

 Fire – No comment. 
 GDOT – Not applicable, not on State Route. 
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STANDARDS FOR CONSIDERATION OF A REVISED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Article XV. – Subdivision Regulations.  
 
Sec. 104-595. – Approval of subdivisions. 
 

(2) Major or minor final plat. 
 

h.   Revision to a recorded final plat.    
 

[Staff Note: Please refer to the table on the page 2 for staff assessment of these factors.] 
 

1. A revision to a recorded final plat shall show the name, phase (if any), date of the 
recorded subdivision plat being revised, and the exact citation with regard to the clerk of 
superior court records and the book and page number wherein said plat is recorded. 
See section 104-596 for requirements to be indicated on the revised final plat, as 
applicable. In addition, proposed revisions to a recorded final plat that substantially 
changes the street and/or utility layout, unless initiated by the county, shall require a 
revised preliminary plat in accordance with this section. 
 

2. Proposed revisions to a recorded major final plat of any existing residential or 
agricultural-residential subdivisions which adds property to, increases the number of 
platted lots, or changes the principal use on a lot shall be considered in public hearings 
before the planning commission and the board of commissioners and public notification 
shall comply with section 110-301, Public notification. The following factors shall be 
considered by the planning and zoning department, the planning commission and the 
board of commissioners when reviewing these requests: 

 
i. Street character. Whether the request will result in a residence or accessory 

structure that will be out of character with the alignment of existing residences 
and accessory structures. Aspects to consider are the front setback established on 
the final plat, the alignment of existing residences and accessory structures, the 
degree a proposed residence or accessory structure will be out of alignment with 
the setback and/or existing residences and accessory structures and the presence 
of vegetation (trees, bushes, shrubbery, etc.) which may provide visual screening. 

ii. Lot size character. Whether the request will result in a lot that will be out of 
character with the size of existing lots. Aspects to consider are the lot width 
required by the zoning district, the minimum and maximum range of lots sizes, 
the number of lots within a size range, the average lot size and the degree 
proposed lots will be smaller than existing lots. 

iii. Lot width character. Whether the request will result in a lot that will be out of 
character with the width of existing lots. Aspects to consider are the lot width 
required by the zoning district, the minimum and maximum range of lot widths, 

https://library.municode.com/ga/fayette_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOCO_CH104DERE_ARTXVSURE_S104-596THSUPL
https://library.municode.com/ga/fayette_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOCO_CH110ZO_ARTIXPOPRSTGOAM_S110-301PUNO
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the lot widths within a range, the average lot width and the degree proposed lots 
will be more narrow than existing lots. 

iv. Change of principal use. Whether the change of use will adversely affect the existing 
use or usability of adjacent or nearby property, will result in a use which will or 
could cause an excessive or burdensome use of existing or planned streets, or 
utilities, or other conditions which give supporting grounds for either approval or 
disapproval of the change of use proposal. 
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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. 
   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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UNPERMITTED LAND DISTURBANCE IN STREAM BUFFER 
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UNPERMITTED LAND DISTURBANCE IN STREAM BUFFER 

 

 

























Letter of intent

March 25, 2024

Xavier Hill
1246 Hwy 314, Fayette Co LLC

Fayette County Zoning Department,

1246 Hwy 314 Fayette Co LLC is the owner of 119 Lafayette Dr would like to submit a letter of

intent to remove the lot from Lafayette Estate S/D with the intention of using it for the entrance

to Lafayette Estate 2, which will comprises 10 to 15 home sites with lot sizes between 1 acres to

2 acres with the price range of the homes from 600k to 1 million plus for the homes with a

minimum square footage of 3,000 SQF.
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	(4) Horse quarters; and
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	(1) Lot area per dwelling unit:
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	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.
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	a. Major thoroughfare:
	1. Arterial: 60 feet.
	2. Collector: 60 feet.
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	(5) Rear yard setback: 30 feet.
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