





August 5, 2024
Planning Commission Minutes

The Planning Commission met Monday, August 5, 2024, at 5:00 PM at the City Municipal Complex,
161 N. Section Street in the Council Chambers.

Present: Lee Turner; Harry Kohler; John Worsham; Erik Cortinas; Paul Fontenot; Clarice Hall-Black;
Hunter Simmons, Planning and Zoning Director; Mike Jeffries, Development Services Manager;
Michelle Melton, Planner; and Cindy Beaudreau, Planning Clerk.

Absent: Jay Robinson, Hollie MacKellar and Rebecca Bryant

Chairman Turner called the meeting to order at 5:02 PM.

Approval of the Minutes July 1, 2024:
John Worsham made a motion to approve the minutes from the July 1, 2024.

Clarice Hall-Black seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot, Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

Old/New Business

o SD 24.06 Waiver request for the Preliminary Plat approval for Montrose Preserve PUD from
the standards of Article VI, Section M (Underground Utilities).

Summary: Hunter Simmons, Planning Director, presented the waiver request for the preliminary plat
approval for Montrose Preserve PUD from the standards of Article VI, Section M (Underground
Utilities). Mr. Simmons shared the aerial showing existing power lines and powerlines associated with
this phase. Staff is in support of this request.

Staff recommends approval of SD 24.06 waiver request subject to the following condition:

1. This waiver only applies to Lots 1-3 of the Montrose Village PUD.

Hollie MacKellar joined the meeting.

Erik Cortinas made a motion to approve the waiver for the preliminary plat approval for Montrose
Preserve PUD.

John Worsham seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot, Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.
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Consideration of Agenda ltems:

A. SD?2412 Public hearing to consider the request of the Applicant, Jade Consulting, LLC,
acting on behalf of the Owner, Two Hands Design & Development LLC, for Final Plat Approval of Hill
Top — Lot 29. The property is approximately 1.131 acres and is zoned a PUD — Planned Unit
Development. The property is located at 18655 Section Street. PPIN #: 389630

Summary: Hunter Simmons, Planning and Zoning Director, presented the request of the Applicant, Jade
Consulting, LLC, acting on behalf of the Owner, Two Hands Design & Development LLC, for Final
Plat Approval of Hill Top — Lot 29. Mr. Simmons stated that a fire flow test needed to be performed and
since that passed, no infrastructure is needed.

Staff recommends approval of SD 24.12:

Chairman Turner opened the public hearing at 5:12pm. Having no one present to speak the public
hearing was closed at 5:12pm.

John Worsham made a motion to approve SD 24.12.
Hollie MacKellar seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

B. SD?24.15 Public hearing to consider the request of the Applicant, Dewberry, acting on behalf
of the Owner, Tommy Thomasson et al, for Final Plat approval for Montrose Preserve PUD, Ph. 1, a 3-
lot major subdivision. The property is approximately 8.94 acres and is zoned as a PUD — Planned Unit
Development. The property is located on the west side of Greeno Road and south of Sibley Street. PPIN
#: 75979

Summary: Hunter Simmons, Planning and Zoning Director, presented the request of the Applicant,
Dewberry, acting on behalf of the Owner, Tommy Thomasson et al, for Final Plat approval for Montrose
Preserve PUD, Ph. 1, a 3-lot major subdivision. Mr. Simmons shared the zoning and aerial maps. A
main goal was screening the subdivision from the highway and the cemetery. A 40’ buffer has been
added to the common area to accommodate this goal. There is a 20’ buffer on lot 1. The City has accepted
the ROWSs and within the resolution, the City acknowledges that they do not plan to open those ROWs
at this time.

Follow-Up Activities Required by Final Plat Process:

o Staff will not sign the Final Plat until the road has been installed, tested, and inspected by our
Public Work Department. No punch list has been generated because road work has not been
performed.

o Copy of the recorded plat (Final Plat must be recorded within 120 days).

o Maintenance and Guarantee Agreement document is not considered fully executed until the Mayor
signs said agreement.
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(o] Remember to include the instrument # from the recorded plat
o] Remember to include 30 days in paragraph 3

Staff recommends conditional approval of SD 24.15 subject to the following conditions:

1. In lieu of fire flow requirements of the preliminary plat approval, there shall not be any further
building permits given for the three lots until (a) Daphne completes the 10”” water main extension
AND (b) the Engineer confirms in writing the fire flow at the newly installed hydrant meets
International Fire Code standards. The following note shall be added to the Plat as part of this
condition, “No building permit will be issued for any lot within this subdivision until a fire flow
report confirms there is adequate water to meet the fire protection requirements of the International
Fire Code.”

2. Roads will need to be paved and tested. Public Works shall review test results and confirm the road
has passed Final Inspections prior to Staff signing the Final Plat.

3. As-builts drawings with Engineer’s Certification shall be required prior to Staff signing the Final
Plat.

4.  Install bollard as required by Public Works.

Chairman Turner stated that he is uncomfortable passing the final plat without the roads being installed.
Jason Estes, Dewberry, stated that the work should be done in the next week.

Chairman Turner opened the public hearing at 5:20pm. Having no one present to speak the public
hearing was closed at 5:20pm.

Harry Kohler asked if the construction that is underway on the south side is part of the project. Mr. Estes
stated that may be Daphne Utilities. Mr. Simmons stated it may be ALDOT performing drainage repairs.

Chairman Turner requested that the trees are considered during the project. Hollie MacKellar reiterated
the protection of historic trees. Mr. Simmons stated that the preconstruction meeting with the contractor
will address that.

John Worsham made a motion to approve SD 24.15 with staff recommendations.

Erik Cortinas seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

C. SD?24.18 Public hearing to consider the request of the Applicant, S.E. Civil, acting on behalf
of the Owner, 68V Overland 2021, LLC for Final plat approval of Overland Subdivision, Phase 2, a 29-
lot subdivision. The property is approximately 12.48 acres and is located at the southeast corner of the
intersection of County Road 48 and River Mill Drive. PPIN #: 618027

Mike Jeffries, Development Services Manager, presented the request of the Applicant, S.E. Civil, acting
on behalf of the Owner, 68V Overland 2021, LLC for Final plat approval of Overland Subdivision,
Phase 2, a 29-lot subdivision. Mr. Jeffries shared the zoning and aerial maps. Mr. Jeffries shared pictures
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of the current mulch trails and his concerns of the long-term viability. Signs need to be placed on the
path. Mr. Jeffries shared a second mulch trail that should be restored at the entrance next to the model
home.

Follow-Up Activities Required by Final Plat Process:

. Copy of the recorded plat (Final Plat must be recorded within 120 days)

. Copy of the recorded O&M Agreement (Add Ph2 to the Ph1 O&M Agreement)

. Maintenance and Guarantee Agreement executed by the subdivider — this document is not
considered fully executed until the Mayor signs said agreement.
(o] Remember to include the instrument # from the recorded plat
o] Remember to include 30 days in paragraph 3

Staff recommends conditional approval of SD 24.18 subject to the following conditions:
1.  Amend the Site Data table to read “Current Zoning: P.U.D. Ordinance #1713
2. Add General Notes to plat:
(o] Drainage and Utility easements exists over all common areas.
o The Property Owners Associate is responsible for the maintenance of the walking trails
and keeping them in good working order.
3. Remove Planning Director signature block from the plat.
4.  Add trail markings to indicate the path through the woods to be approved by the Planning Director.

John Worsham asked why we allow mulch paths. Mr. Simmons stated that the City does not have a
standard for paths. Paths have been allowed to be counted as greenspace. The maintenance plan stated
the paths will be remulched four times a year along with, if there is an area of wash out, there are
instructions to dig it out, fill it with rock and remulch, creating a type of French drain to stop the water
from washing out the mulch.

Aaron Collins, S.E. Civil, had conversations with the client about permanent solutions to the walking
trail. Chairman Turner asked if the mulch would get pushed down with people using it. Mr. Simmons
stated that a liner may help, but the slope of the path is the main issue.

Paul Fontenot suggested a liner to contain the mulch and using different types of mulch and stated larger
chunks of mulch will float. There are spray products that would stiffen up the mulch. The main issue
would be to identify the areas of washout and take care of that. Mr. Simmons asked about the slope and
would a log, cross ties or stairs help. Mr. Fontenot agreed that would help.

Hollie MacKellar asked if they had expected this and are they proud of the project. Larry Smith, S.E.
Civil stated that the issue with the mulch trail is that the area has been a construction site. As the
developers begin to take over, the area will get better. Ms. MacKellar asked what would make it better.
Mr. Smith replied that trying to create step landings, by adding a railroad tie or timber every so often to
hold the mulch and create a flatter area. Mr. Smith is proud of the boardwalk and the bottom area looks
very nice with benches placed throughout. Ms. MacKellar feels like mulch should be removed all
together on paths and gave an example where it had to be replaced with pine straw.

Chairman Turner continued that the preliminary plats come for approval without elevations being shot.
Mr. Simmons agreed that Planning Staff only sees grading plans for common areas and not the lots. A
grading plan for the whole site may be needed at the preliminary stage.
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Chairman Turner opened the public hearing at 5:40pm. Having no one present to speak the public
hearing was closed at 5:40pm.

John Worsham made a motion to approve SD 24.18 with modified staff recommendations.
Clarice Hall-Black seconded the motion and the motion carried with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

D. ZC24.07 Public hearing to consider the request of the Applicant, Christopher Lieb, acting on
behalf of the Owner, Gerald W. Haring, to rezone property from R-1, Low Density Single-Family
Residential District, to B-4, Business and Professional District. The property is approximately 0.69 acres
and 1s located at 7671 Parker Road. PPINS #: 98380, 7684

Michelle Melton presented the request of the Applicant, Christopher Lieb, acting on behalf of the Owner,
Gerald W. Haring, to rezone property from R-1, Low Density Single-Family Residential District, to B-
4, Business and Professional District. Ms. Melton shared the zoning and aerial maps.

Staff recommends approval to the City Council of ZC 24.07 with staff conditions:

1. Regardless of the allowed uses in Table 3-1 of the Fairhope Zoning Ordinance, the following uses
shall be prohibited on the subject property:

Elementary School

Secondary School

Library

Public Utility

Grocery

Convenience Store

Convalescent or Nursing Home

Outdoor Recreation Facility

Mortuary or Funeral Home

Personal Storage

Boarding House or Dormitory

. Limited Manufacturing

2. Rezoning request is for the use as Professional Office. Any change in use other than Professional
Office shall meet all applicable laws and regulations at the time of application.

mRETITEE e a0 o

Chris Lieb, Lieb Engineering, stated that this is a personal project to convert the home into his personal
office and bring his business back to Fairhope. As a resident of Montrose, he appreciates the Planning
Commission protecting the trees.

Harry Kohler asked what type of business this was. Mr. Lieb stated it is an Engineering company.

Chairman Turner opened the public hearing at 5:46pm. Having no one present to speak the public
hearing was closed at 5:46pm.



August 5, 2024
Planning Commission Minutes

Hollie MacKellar made a motion to recommend approval of ZC 24.07 to the City Council with staff
recommendations.

Erik Cortinas asked to confirm the wording of condition #2. Mr. Simmons stated that if anyone requests
a use other than Professional Office, that individual would need to come back for another rezoning
approval.

John Worsham seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

E. ZC24.08 Public hearing to consider the request from the City of Fairhope Planning and
Zoning Department, for various proposed amendments to the City of Fairhope’s Zoning Ordinance.

Hunter Simmons, Planning and Zoning Director, presented the request from the City of Fairhope
Planning and Zoning Department, for various proposed amendments to the City of Fairhope’s Zoning
Ordinance. This amendment would require parking in the CBD for certain uses. The life blood of
Fairhope has been retail and restaurants. The current trends of the recent projects are office and
residential. The only one that has specific parking is residential units. The City is proposing to add a
new parking requirement table in the CBD which mimics Section IV of the Zoning Ordinance verbatim.
The amendment would add Table 5-1. Mr. Simmons shared the proposed parking space changes and the
study that brought about these proposed changes. Mr. Simmons then shared the locations of the proposed
parking spaces, the dimensions and sizes and parking credits. Chairman Turner suggested giving debits
for public parking spaces being given away and a possible impact fee/fine for every public parking space
given away. Mr. Simmons stated the stance has always been that staff will not support on street parking.
Mr. Simmons suggested that parking credit approvals be given by the Planning Commission. Chairman
Turner stated that it should come when the Site Plan approval application is presented. Hollie MacKellar
agreed with Chairman Turner and that the City needs to look at a parking plan. Ms. MacKellar suggested
looking at loading zones. Mr. Simmons and Chairman Turner agreed. Ms. MacKellar suggested that
business owners parking in front of their business should be penalized. Mr. Simmons stated that this
amendment would only affect new developments. Chairman Turner supports these amendments.

Mr. Simmons continued by sharing slides of the CBD and the parking. Mr. Simmons stated that by
placing parking on site, it limits the size of the building. One business had installed a gate arm to keep
the public from parking in the private parking. Ingress and egress are important when considering
parking.

Staff recommends approval of ZC 24.08 to City Council.

Chairman Turner opened the public hearing at 6:08pm.

Mac Walcott asked if there is actually a parking problem. How are we identifying it? After driving
around to find a spot, he may be a block and half away or two blocks away. We take a fresh look at

walkability. Do the cars matter more than the people do? It’s not the end of the world to have to walk a
few blocks to your destination. Mr. Walcott looked at the Comp Plan which embraces mixed use. Most
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of downtown is small lots. The changes that are being considered now indirectly or directly discourage
development on the small lots. How do you determine the 300’ thing? Because of the may category
instead of a shall, the property owners are at risk way into the project. Mr. Walcott suggested crafting
an ordinance with clarity.

Chairman Turner stated that a big problem that staff has recognized is that we are not getting a balance
of requests now. Since we have gone to a 40’ height, many buildings are going lot line to lot line without
much architectural attractiveness. Chairman Turner continued that we are trying to avoid a parking
emergency. The concern if we take what we have today and add more on street parking with each
development, how will the retailers stay in business. Mr. Walcott suggested impact fees to build another
garage. Mr. Simmons added that the parking authority is driving through every day to create a parking
study.

Larry Smith, S.E. Civil, is concerned with small lots, rear parking and a lot of driveways getting to the
back. Any time there needs to be parking in the rear, a business has to figure how to get to the rear which
would make a lot of different driveways. Mr. Smith acknowledged that office staff also eats at the
restaurants and the City is not only for visitors and asked the Planning Commissioners to keep that in
mind.

Ryan Baker, 460 Elwood, stated that the parking amendment will destroy downtown. Driveways taking
up parking spaces for curb cuts will create a whole new downtown. It will disincentivize multistory
buildings, street front approach and businesses that may want to move here. A building may need to be
torn down to build a parking lot. This amendment favors restaurant and retail and not office space. This
would limit the overall feel of downtown.

Gary Gover, 300 Lincoln Street, stated that he attended the Parking Authority meeting who is working
hard on these same issues. This problem needs broader participation. This also may affect pedestrian
and bicycle traffic.

The public hearing was closed at 6:25pm.

Mr. Simmons stated that staff has worked with the Parking Authority. Hollie MacKellar asked how
many people were on the Parking Authority. Mr. Simmons continued that many options were on the
table to help with parking in the CBD. If a retail store converts into an office space, then parking would
be required.

Clarice Hall-Black stated that she has not experienced a parking problem. Mr. Simmons reiterated that
this amendment focuses on new development. Mr. Simmons stated that one of the main reasons for this
amendment is that so people on the front end know what is required. Ms. MacKellar stated that we need
to look at what the City will look like in the next 30 years and not a knee-jerk reaction.

John Worsham and Chairman Turner suggested tabling this item until the next meeting.

John Worsham made a motion to table ZC 24.08.

Erik Cortinas seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with the following vote:
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AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black
NAY: None.

Adjournment

John Worsham made a motion to adjourn.

AYE: Lee Turner, Harry Kohler, John Worsham, Hollie MacKellar, Erik Cortinas, Paul Fontenot,
Clarice Hall-Black

NAY': None.

Adjourned at 6:34pm.

Lee Turner, Chairman Cindy Beaudreau, Secretary



This digital package has been condensed for size and some documents may not
contain all the original pages. All submittals were reviewed in full by staff in
preparation for the reports prepared for the Planning Commission.



Mike Jeftries






Summary of Request:

Public hearing to consider the request of the applicant, Sawgrass Consulting, LLC, acting on behalf of the
Owner, FST Rockwell, LLC, for Preliminary Plat approval of Rockwell Place Resub, a 10-lot Major Subdivision.
The property is approximately 11.70 acres and is zoned B-2, General Business District. The property is

located on the east side of State Highway 181, south of the Harvest Green East Subdivision and across from
The Waters Subdivision.

Site Data

Site Plan

1 SD 24.19 Rockwell Place Resub Preliminary — September 5, 2024



Comments:
The development is a re-subdivision of lot 1 of Rockwell Place Subdivision and was recently rezoned to B-2.
The infrastructure for this development already exists and is available along Bushel Drive.

A multi-use path has been constructed along Hwy 181 along with landscaping and connects to the multi-
use path to the south in the Encounter Development.

A portion of sidewalk will be installed along the northern property line to connect the multi-use path
along Hwy 181 to the existing sidewalk on Bushel Drive and connect to a sidewalk in the Harvest Green
East Subdivision.

Drainage is being master planned and designed for the entire site. A very shallow landscaped depression
will be created along the front of the lots. During normal conditions they will be dry and sodded.
Detention easements are located along the front of the lots.

The drainage has been reviewed and meets the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations.

Access points have been designated to limit the number of road cuts along Bushel Drive.

Greenspace is provided a 30" wide Greenway along the north and west property lines that includes and
the multi-use path and landscaping. None of the areas around the detention ponds are being credited as
greenspace.

A revised landscape shall be submitted incorporating landscaping around the detention areas along
Bushel Drive.

The subdivision regulations contain the following criteria in Article IV.B.2. Approval Standards.
“2. Consistency with Plans, Regulations and Laws - The Planning Commission shall not approve the
subdivision of land if the Commission makes a finding that such land is not suitable for platting and
development as proposed, due to any of the following:
a. The proposed subdivision is not consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and/or the City’s Zoning
ordinance, where applicable;

e Meets
b. The proposed subdivision is not consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan or any other plan or
program for the physical development of the City including but not limited to a Master Street Plan, a Parks
Plan, a Bicycle Plan, a Pedestrian Plan, or the Capital Improvements Program;

e Meets
c. The proposed subdivision is not consistent with these Regulations;
e Meets

d. The proposed subdivision is not consistent with other applicable state or federal laws and regulations;
or

e Meets
e. The proposed subdivision otherwise endangers the health, safety, welfare or property within the
planning jurisdiction of the City.”

e Meets

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Conditional Approval of SD 24.19 Rockwell Place Resub subject to the following
condition:

1. Review and approval of a revised Landscape Plan.

SD 24.19 Rockwell Place Resub Preliminary — September 5, 2024










































AT&T Alabama T: 251.471.8361
2155 Old Shell Rd F: 251.471.0410
Mobile, AL 36607 w.mitchell@att.com
www.att.com

December 4, 2023

Tim Lawley
Sawgrass Engineering

RE: Service Availability — Rockwell Place Subdivision

Dear Mr. Lawley,

This letter is in response to your request for information on the availability of service at the
above location by AT&T.

This letter acknowledges that the above referenced property is located in an area served by
AT&T. Any service arrangements for this location will be subject to later discussions and
agreements between the developer and AT&T. Please be advised that this letter is not a
commitment by AT&T to provide service to this location.

Please contact me at the phone number included in this letter with any questions.
Thank you for contacting AT&T.

Sincerely,

Wade Mitchell

Professional — OSP Design Engineer
AT&T Alabama

2155 Old Shell Rd

Mobile, Alabama 36607

Gulf District/ Mobile Office



RIVIERA UTILITIES

413 East Laurel Avenue - Foley, AL 36535
Phone (251) 943-5001

7/19/2024

Tim Lawley
Sawgrass, LLC

30673 SGT El “Boots” Thomas Drive
Spanish Fort, AL 36527

RE: Rockwell Place Lot 1

This letter is to confirm based on the site plan received; Riviera Utilities is willing and able to provide
electric service to above referenced property.

Riviera Utilities requires a 10’ easement along all side property lines and a 15’ easement along all front
and rear property lines. Please ensure all property plats reflect the easements.

Upon final design, Riviera Utilities will provide estimates for service fees and system installation
requirements to meet all Riviera specifications. Please contact the following Riviera employees
concerning costs and requirements.

Name Department Email
Wes Abrams Electric wabrams@rivierautilities.com

If you have any questions or comments, contact Riviera Utilities at 251-943-5001.

Thank you,

7“"' Dalloe

James Wallace


mailto:wabrams@rivierautilities.com

City of Fairhope

Planning Commission

September 5, 2024

ZC 24.02 - Legends at Point Clear

Project Name:

Legends at Point Clear

Site Data:

13.80 acres

Project Type:

Rezone from B-2 to PUD
Jurisdiction:

Fairhope Planning Jurisdiction
Zoning District:

B-2

PPIN Number:

39376, 210314

General Location:

West side of Greeno Road South, North
of Old Battles Road/CR-34
Surveyor of Record:

SCorUSA

Engineer of Record:

SCorUSA

Owner / Developer:

Steven W. Corbett

School District:

Fairhope Elementary School
Fairhope Middle and High Schools
Recommendation:

Denial

Prepared by:
HS and MM
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Summary of Request:

Applicant, SCorUSA, LLC requests to rezone two (2) parcels of approximately 13.3 acres from B-2
“General Business District” to Planned Unit Development (“PUD”). The development is to be known as
Legends at Point Clear and is located at 18323 Greeno Road (South). It is north adjacent to the Publix
Shopping Center at Point Clear (B-2) and directly east of Old Battles Village (PUD). Baldwin County
residential zoned parcels (RSF-E, RSF-1, and High Density Residential “HDR") also border the subject
property. JADE Consulting, LLC “JADE” is the authorized agent. MOP and Site Plan Review to follow.

1 ZC 24.02 Legends at Point Clear Rezoning B-2 to PUD



There are eight (8) buildings proposed.

There are two (2) commercial buildings facing Greeno Road with a total of 12,400sf. Access is by way of
Greeno Road, which is a public paved road and Wright Blvd to the south from the Publix Shopping
Center, which is private. A plaza is proposed facing Greeno Road.

Buildings 1 and 2 are two-story mixed-use with 23 residential units, ~16,000sf of commercial space, and
~5,000 sf of residential clubhouse.

Buildings 3-6 are multi-family residential ranging from 24 to 30 units each and are three stories high.
There are 108 residential units proposed in Buildings 3-6.

In total there are 131 residential units proposed with 28,579 sf of commercial space.

Conceptual Site Plan

There is also a multi-use trail proposed that will link Old Battles
Village to the Publix. The private trail is proposed to connect to the
Burnside Avenue public right-of-way. Much of the trail will be a
boardwalk that transects the low area, but will be designed to
accommodate pedestrian, bicycle, and low-speed vehicular traffic.
As drawn, the proposed trail transects over private property.
Applicant stated that there will have to be easements granted at
the Site Plan/MOP review phase.

2 ZC 24.02 Legends at Point Clear Rezoning B-2 to PUD



Additional Comments

Phasing Applicant should take measures during the initial phase of development to make sure there is
diversity among the residential and commercial components, i.e., the residential units built without any
commercial units.

Uses Since the development is to be zoned PUD the allowed uses are determined by the Ordinance and
Master Development Plan. Applicant is comfortable limiting the uses allowed within the mixed-use and
commercial units in the Legends at Point Clear PUD. For example, there is a plaza on the conceptual site
plan between the commercial outparcels that is an open public (civic) space that should be an enjoyable
gathering place not beside an automotive repair/service garage at a commercial lot. If approved, Staff
would recommend alterations to the proposed uses as stated below.

Greenspace Greenspace is provided by way of a plaza between the strictly commercial buildings,
courtyards in front of Buildings 3 and 4 (including around a pool in front of Building 3), and a park type
of greenspace in the rear. The Applicant states 3.3 acres are required to achieve the minimum 25%
greenspace requirements. The Applicant’s Greenspace plan illustrates 3.95 Acres of Greenspace, Staff
calculated eligible items to equate to 3.4 acres IF the courtyards front public rights-of-way. It is
important to note the street frontage types shown on the plan are requirements of the Village Districts
or Table 4-2 and are not Greenspace types. Greenspace may be further impacted by the results of the
third-party environmental review.

Eligible Greenspace

Connectivity and Buffers With Publix to the south this project is a logical extension and should
emphasize connectivity and walkability. Property to the north is currently zoned residential and buffers
are required and accommodated. Old Battles Village lies to the west. A major drainageway lies on the
westernmost side of the subject property. While roadway connectivity is always an important goal in

3 ZC 24.02 Legends at Point Clear Rezoning B-2 to PUD



Fairhope, and there is a stub-street available at Burnside Avenue, considerations of natural areas are an
exception to the rule. Preliminary plans illustrated the westernmost area as wetlands; however, a
further study stated there are no wetlands on the property. Staff has contracted a third-party review to
be certain. In any case, pedestrian, bicycle, and even connectivity for low-speed vehicles should be
provided at a minimum. The Applicant proposes to accommodate this access by way of wooden
boardwalks that span the low areas. Staff received concerns from several residents of Old Battles Village
regarding proximity to existing homes. While minimum buffers can be as little as 10°, no building is
proposed within 275’ of the western property line. Combined with the common areas in Old Battles
Village, no private lot would be within 300’ of a proposed building.

Burnside Avenue ‘Stub Street’

Location The current Comprehensive
Plan does not prescribe more intense
development near this property.
However, with the development of the
Publix shopping center to the south, the
intersection of Greeno Rd and Old
Battles Rd is contemplated as a new
node, or Suburban Mixed-Use node,
within the currently proposed
Comprehensive Plan.

The new Comprehensive Plan builds on
the historic concept of a “Village Node”,
but introduces concepts to create
places, otherwise known as Place

Types. A draft copy of the Suburban
Mixed-Use Center is included below.
Developments within these identified
Centers emphasis walkability, mixed of
housing types, blended with commercial
uses.

4 ZC 24.02 Legends at Point Clear Rezoning B-2 to PUD



It is important to note that design guidelines, i.e., “Regulations”, are critical to achieve the desired
results from a visionary document like a Comprehensive Plan. Policy must be created to support desired
results, which is not yet in place. For example, the summary below illustrates buildings that may be 1-3
stories tall. Current regulations limit buildings to 2-Steries/35’. It is not the intent of the new
Comprehensive Plan to allow three stories on all developments for the sole purpose of increasing
density, but instead to provide clear guidelines to enhance architectural details.

Excerpt of the Suburban Mixed-Use Place Type from the Draft Comprehensive Plan:

This Place Type can accommeodate a mix of land uses and development patterns that are ideally more
concentrated than other Suburban areas. Suburban Mixed-Use Centers should be master planned
developments where uses are interconnected with streets and blocks rather than separated into
individual pods.

Development Density and Form

This Place Type features buildings with a range of building footprints. Howewer, building heights can
range from one to three stories. Street setbacks should be generous along corridors, but should be
shallower along internal streets. Residential in Suburban Mixed-Use Centers is encouraged when
designed to be integrated into a walkable, mixed-use development. Such development ideally contains
a range of attached housing types (townhouses and multi-family) with a maximum of 10 units per acre.

This Place Type is generally suburban in form and character along major corridors with limited parking
between buildings and the comidor. Internal to development, buildings should front streets with parking
located primarily behind or beside buildings. This is because Suburban Centers are often located

along auto-dominant corriders; however, these centers can be designed to be improved versions

of auto-dominant development. Interconnectivity, internal streats that support multiple modes of
transportation, and a mix of uses can go a long way fo making suburban development more friendly to
pedestrians and bicyclists. Refer to the Community Design section for additional guidance.

Height Range 1-3 stories (generally up to 40 feet)
Pri v Land Lses
I_II"I"|.3I S Land Uses ~ _ o Building Form Variety of building types and sizes clustered and
Primary land uses For_th|s F'Iacg Type |nclud_e re_ta||,_ dining, grouped but linked by a connected street network
personal and professional services, offices, institutional uses, L . o
d a mix of housing types Building Setback Should be consistent within a block but cam vary
an g types. to include street fronting buildings on pedestrian-

oriented streets. Larger setbacks should be
required along highways and include significant

Geographic Form landscape.
Fairhope's _Suburt?an Centgm haue E! generally nodal form Streets Blocks are smiall and walkable. Streets form an
(the opposite of linear) which is typical of Place Types irreqular grid system within the neighborhood; may
considered to be “centers.” They have rectilinear shapes include alleys.
defined by streets and lot lines. Natural features may also be Transportation Automobile access with complete sidewalk network
a defining feature within and at the edges of these centers. and recreational trails.

Parking On-street and private off-street, may include alley

loaded garages

Open Space Preserved passive open space; neighborhood parks,
pocket parks, private yards.

Parking Per the Parking Schedule (Table 4-3), a mixed-use dwelling unit requires one space per dwelling
unit. All other dwelling units require 2 spaces per dwelling unit. Per the Applicant’s Site Data Table, they
provided 1 space for each of the residential units. Staff feels this is an incorrect interpretation. While the
development itself is a mixed-use development, four (4) of the buildings are solely apartment buildings.
Staff recommends each of the 108 units in Buildings 3-6 would require two spaces per dwelling unit.
However, because this is a mixed-use development, Staff would support the parking as proposed based
on a shared parking agreement where there are no reserved parking spaces for any use.
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Street Frontages The proposed project uses the street frontage guidelines of Table 4-2 of the Zoning
Ordinance. Streets must be publicly accessible and future plats must define accessibility and
maintenance responsibility. Access to the south is challenging because Wright Blvd is a private road.

Architecture

Applicant provided an Architectural Narrative that should be implemented throughout the complete
build out of the village concept creating active streetscapes and “buildings are designed to create an
eclectic mix of small businesses, small scale, pedestrian nature, and a blend of outdoor to indoor
integrated into the topography and natural landscapes.”

Commercial Buildings

Elevations
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Proposed Plaza with Commercial

Mixed-Use Buildings
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Elevation

Floor Plans
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Multi-Family Residential Buildings

Example Elevation

Example Floor Plan

Current regulations limit buildings to twe-steriesand 35’. Since height is measured to the mean point of
the roof, the roof peak is oftentimes higher than 35’. Staff estimates ridgelines could commonly be
approximately 39’. The commercial buildings and mixed-use buildings fall within this range, but the

request for 48’ max roof height ANB-three-stories-does-notalign-with-currentregulations. The Applicant

supplied the following cross-section to illustrate the elevation difference throughout the site.
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Staff has concerns about creating a precedent for three-stery buildings over the prescribed height limits
and does not feel that is the only available option. Additional height might be supported in some unique
cases, such as increasing greenspace or preserving natural areas above and beyond required minimums.
While this project, as currently proposed, meets minimum requirements it does not significantly go
above those requirements. Alternatively, Staff questions whether a change in unit types, i.e., replacing
3-bedroom units with 2- or 1-bedrooms units, would allow the Applicant to maintain the same unit
counts within a two-story footprint that falls within the height limit. The Applicant may have other
options.

Article Il Section C.1.e Criteria

Fairhope’s Zoning Ordinance contains nine (9) criteria by which an application for re-zoning shall be
reviewed:

(1) Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan;

(2) Compliance with the standards, goals, and intent of this ordinance;

(3) The character of the surrounding property, including any pending development activity;

(4) Adequacy of public infrastructure to support the proposed development;

(5) Impacts on natural resources, including existing conditions and ongoing post-development conditions;
(6) Compliance with other laws and regulations of the City;

(7) Compliance with other applicable laws and regulations of other jurisdictions;

(8) Impacts on adjacent property including noise, traffic, visible intrusions, potential physical impacts, and
property values; and,

(9) Impacts on the surrounding neighborhood including noise, traffic, visible intrusions, potential physical
impacts, and property values.

The review comments for each criterion are discussed in detail below.

(1) Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan;

Response: The development was designed with components of the village districts. This intersection was not called
out as a potential village opportunity in the 2015-1016 Comprehensive Plan; however, the Publix Shopping Center
and later phases of Old Battles Village have created a Suburban Mixed-Use Center opportunity with the city zoned
parcels. The City is in the process of adopting a new Comprehensive Plan that points out the Greeno Road and Old
Battles Road (County Road 34) intersection (all corners) as a Suburban Mixed-Use Center. The primary land uses
for a Suburban Mixed-Use Center are retail, dining, personal and professional services, offices, and a mix of
housing types. The different use types are connected by pedestrian friendly streets/sidewalks with usable spaces
like the proposed plaza and greenspace(s). This area is largely county zoned.

(2) Compliance with the standards, goals, and intent of this ordinance;

Response: PUD Planned Unit Development: This district is intended to encourage innovative development that
meets comprehensive plan goals and is tailored to the unique constraints and conditions of a particular site. This
district allows flexibility in uses, designs, and building layouts as opposed to other zoning districts to better serve
community needs. This development appears to meet the definition of a PUD and the intent of this ordinance.

10 ZC 24.02 Legends at Point Clear Rezoning B-2 to PUD



(3) The character of the surrounding property, including any pending development activity;

Response: The surrounding properties are mostly county zoned residential including High Density Residential; thus, a mix of
retail/commercial and more residential units with city mandated green and civic spaces and connectivity should
complement the surrounding property.

(4) Adequacy of public infrastructure to support the proposed development;
Response: Public infrastructure is readily available at the Publix development, but final details and associated development
costs will be determined during future phases.

(5) Impacts on natural resources, including existing conditions and ongoing post-development conditions;

Response: Wetlands may be present on the subject property although Applicant has a June 12, 2024, EcoSolutions opinion
stating that the potential wetland is a dry drain. See below. Nonetheless, Staff requested an independent 3™ party to assess
and delineate the subject property. If wetlands are determined to be present, then appropriate buffers will be required
during the development process. A 100’ drainage easement is currently proposed. The City’s 3™ party review may guide
more restrictions of this easement/buffer.

(6) Compliance with other laws and regulations of the City;
Response: At the time of development all applicable laws of the City will be applied.

(7) Compliance with other applicable laws and regulations of other jurisdictions;
Response: At the time of development all applicable laws will be applied.

(8) Impacts on adjacent property including noise, traffic, visible intrusions, potential physical impacts, and property

values;

Response: This is a growing Suburban Mixed-Use Center and as such there will be impacts. Details such as traffic will be
fleshed out as development begins with a traffic study. The City requires landscaping and screening when incompatible land
uses are adjacent. The project has amenities that are available to adjacent properties.

(9) Impacts on the surrounding neighborhood including noise, traffic, visible intrusions, potential physical impacts, and
property values.;

Response: Staff do not anticipate any significant issues relating to these criteria. A traffic study will be required. All
required buffers and setbacks will apply to address any concerns. The project will be thoroughly reviewed as development
takes place. There will be a MOP and Site Plan Review following this initial rezoning case that will take a deeper dive into all
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.
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Conclusion and Recommendation

The ‘new’ comprehensive plan is still a draft and currently under review. If approved, design guidelines that are
incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance will be critical. In this case, the buildings have been designed and the
architecture can be reviewed. Staff feels this can be evaluated, but current regulations, even within the Village
Centers would limit buildings te-twe-steries 35’. Without design guidelines, we hesitate to make a positive
recommendation for this project fearing a precedent for future projects but do acknowledge there are many
positives found within this proposed plan. Baring unforeseen results of the third-party environmental review,
Staff would recommend approval of the project as proposed if all buildings were fwe-steries 35’. However,
there seems to be no gain from the additional height/story of the four buildings other than additional/larger
units. Due to the height, in particular, we must recommend denial.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends Denial of ZC 24.02 to rezone PPINS: 39376 and 210314 from B-2 “General Business
District” to Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) and to be known as Legends at Point Clear with the
following condition(s):

1. Building Heights of Buildings 3-6
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PHASE THREE
SLDE 2632 A-D CRF{4) PARCEL "A"
STATE OF ALABAMA
COUNTY OF BALDWIN
A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIF 6 SOUTH, RANGE 2 EAST, BALDWIN COUNTY, ALABAMA;
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A CONCRETE MONUMENT AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF RW BATILES LLC REPLAT, AS RECORDED ON SUDE 2776 B-D OF THE RECORDS W THE OFFICE OF THE JUDGE OF PROBATE, BALDWM
COUNTY, ALABAMA; THENCE RUM NORTH B9°-18'-58" WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID RW BATTLES LLC REPLAT A DISTANCE OF 295.7% FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (LLEGIBLE); THENCE RUN SOUTH NOTES
89'=28'=38" WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 241.80 FEET TO A 1-=1/4" OPEN TOP PIPE; THENCE RIJN SOUTH 89°=38'=31" WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 106.51 FEET TO A
CAPPED REBAR (MOORE); THENCE RUM NORTH 00'—26'—47" WEST A DISTANCE OF 325.86 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE): THENCE RUN SOUTH 89°-34'—40" WEST A DISTANCE OF 224.84 FEET T0 A ekl R e Mol ! “W@W—O‘Eﬂ‘;ﬁwf L
CAPPED REBAR (MOORE); THEMCE RUN SOUTH 00—25'—38" EAST A DISTANCE OF 325.57 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE); THENCE RUN SOUTH B9°-34'—04" WEST A DISTANCE OF 29563 FEET TO A 17 WATTER SURVEYING, NES SHO\\& SR WBTHE U.S. HIGHWAY 98
IRON FIPE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF COMMON AREA 3, OLD BATTLES VILLAGE, PHASE THREE, AS RECORDED ON SLIDE 2632 A=-D OF THE RECORDS W THE OFFICE OF THE JUDGE OF PROBATE, NGHT—DF—\I‘.!T ARE TNL’EN FROM ‘ SURVEY BY 11{2 ENGINEERING, INC.; PROJECT
BALDWIN COUNTY, ALABAMA; THENCE RUN NORTH 00'—14'=51" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID COMMON AREA 3 AND A PROJECTION THEREOF A DISTANCE OF 498.20 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR NUUBER 153521, DATED MARCH 9, 2022. '
(WATTEER); TIENBE RUN NORTH 80'=47'=03" EAST A DISTANCE OF 1,167.17 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (HWR) AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 1, JEFFREY SMITH SUBDIMSION, AS RECORDED ON '
2356—F OF THE RECORDS N THE OFFICE OF THE JUDGE OF PROBATE, BALDWIN COUNTY, ALABAMA, SAID POINT ALSO BEING ON THE WEST RIGHT—OF—WAY LINE OF GREEND ROAD (U.S. HIGHWAY 98, 245 2 mnmmmumsummlsm@msmmavms
R/W): THENCE RUN SOUTH O0°=31"=40" WEST ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT-OF=WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 499.87 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, THE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 11.82 ACRES, MORE OR ENGINEERING, INC.; PROJECT NUMBER 1533—21, DATED MARCH g,
3. THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON IS SHOWN ON THE FEMA FLOOD WNSURANCE RATE
_— MAP NO. 01003C0757 M, DATED 04,/19,/2018, AND IS SHOWN TO BE N FLOOD ZOME
PARCEL "B “X=UNSHADED".
STATE OF ALABAMA 4. THIS SURVEY DOES NOT REFLECT ANY TITLE OR EASEMENT RESEARCH OTHER THAN
COUNTY OF BALDWIN WHAT IS READLLY VISIELE ON THE SURFACE OR PROVIDED BY THE CLENT.
- 5. BEARINGS SHOWM HERFON ARE STATE FLAME COORDINATE GRID BEARNGS AND ARE
A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 6 SOUTH, RANGE 2 EAST, BALDWIN COUNTY, ALABAMA; GEARMIGS SHOM HEREON ARF STATE PLANE COCRIMATE GRID SEARBGS ND
Ee) MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: NORTH 15 —00° 11° 507,
§ COMMENCING AT A CONCRETE MONUMENT AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF RW BATTLES LLC REPLAT, AS RECORDED OM SUDE 2776 B—D OF THE RECORDS IN THE OFFKE OF THE JUDGE OF PROBATE,
g BALDWIN COUNTY, ALABAMA: THENCE RUN NORTH B9°=16'=5&" WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID RW BATTLES LLC REPLAT A DISTANCE OF 29579 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (ILLEGISLE): THENCE RUN
SOUTH Bo*—28'—38" WEST ALONG SAKD NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 241.89 FEET TO A 1—1/4" OPEN TOP PIPE; THENCE RUN SOUTH 89-39'—31" WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 106.51 FEET
‘; TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE) AT THE POINT OF BEGINMING OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PARCEL: THENCE CONTMUE SOUTH B'—39'=31" WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 20873 FEET TO A
F=1 CAPPED REBAR (MOGRE) AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID RW BATILES LLC REFLAT, THENCE RUN SOUTH 85=34'-04" WEST A DISTANCE OF 16.21 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE);, THENCE RUN
= NORTH 00°=25'=38" WEST A DISTANCE OF 325.57 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE); THEMCE RUN NORTH B9°=34'=40" EAST & DISTANCE OF 224.84 FEET TO A CAPPED REBAR (MOORE) THENCE RUN
= SOUTH 00'—26'-47" EAST A DISTANCE OF 325.86 FEET T0 THE POINT OF BEGINMING. THE DESCRIBED PARCEL CONTAINS 1.68 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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From: Mary Pat Gallagher

To: planning
Subject: ZC 24.02 Rezone of 18323 Greeno Road
Date: Sunday, August 25, 2024 1:41:58 PM

Good Afternoon Ms. Beaudreau and team,

I understand that there is a request to re-zone 18323 Greeno Road to allow building of a multi family, or apartment,
complex there. 1 live in Old Battles Village, the neighborhood behind this lot, and I have a few concerns that I hope
you could address?

If approved, how would the new multi family complex effect the traffic, water infrastructure (especially considering
recent years of water restrictions), sewers; and what plans and budgets are in place to mitigate these effects?

Also, how do all of these recent multi-family projects affect our schools, their budgets and their ability to continue
providing a quality education?

What plans are in place to increase the police and fire departments to better serve a more dense population and how
is that to be budgeted?

Our prior town experienced very fast growth (with a significant increase in apartments over single family homes)
that had a negative effect on the community as a whole. Crime increased, traffic (congestion and safety) became a
problem, our schools experienced overcrowding, water was restricted every summer, infrastructure (bridges and
roads) wore out and were costly to repair. But more than all of that, our community became just another suburb and
most of the locals moved away. | know from experience that overbuilding apartments has a negative impact on a
community and | am concerned that we have smart growth plans in place so that Fairhope grows in a healthy,
planned manner that can be maintained long term.

Thank you so much for your help.
Kind regards,

Mary Pat Gallagher

617 Sharpsburg Ave.

Fairhope

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:gallagher.marypat@gmail.com
mailto:planning@fairhopeal.gov

From: Brad lllingworth

To: planning

Cc: Jessica lllingworth; Brad lllingworth

Subject: Case ZC24.02: Rezone 18323 Greeno Road from B-2 to PUD
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2024 4:11:51 PM

August 27, 2024
Regarding Case ZC24.02
Request: Rezone 18323 Greeno Road from B-2 to PUD

To whom it may concern:

At a minimum, we urgently request you do not connect the proposed apartment complex with
the Old Battles neighborhood! Connecting will negatively impact our property values! In
addition, | request you leave as large of tree buffer as possible between the houses on
McArthur Lane and the proposed apartment complex!

We respectfully challenge this development! wequestion the following:

A- The capability of Fairhope’s infrastructure (utilities, etc) to support the impact of this
development

B- The proposed development is a lack of alignment with Fairhope’s long standing pride and
draw to single family homes (and not *apartments’)

C- The data demand for more apartments with existing volume already in development (note
the large apartments being constructed at 104 and 181)

D- The workforce and labor demand within Fairhope does not support the demand for such a
development

Sincerely,

Brad and Jessica Illingworth
662 McArthur Lane

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:illybradjess@gmail.com
mailto:planning@fairhopeal.gov
mailto:jbillingworth@comcast.net
mailto:illybradjess@gmail.com
https://usb.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com/alert-details/?dep=LTbjxtgLOytKEoYtsqFAhg%3D%3DKDMGwUW01jD0cyM3oHZq57Bucq3rqL3JJKoNc%2BuxS9uNGiOeeKHIX2Jo43A9WB%2BKOIwngxs3WHDdn0dGRC%2BG76DqcvnDjA5e25OTN98QyWLuQIOf%2BOrpZNWChF8V4GFL8UraS3ZNaDQQDEakryBYWA5W0eGZcxGFI%2Fd%2FZjqCTy9jfvFtwPwfsSoCIAEWK8bKQAo3SYTGsBCDE0U%2BNajt%2Fisgyw8mx%2BKNi0N7ygaktmp2HoJlSU0YkEK4VKNorqrZ6Wl3kTOCiLU5cdLEjRbYWlwlPN1kWur008MQ2TnGpcOljeJR36BLb8GBqnSOOL%2BjqwY6FP5L%2FgWp7NshUGnDv3sGstSiMHvgRExUYfBVXGlvzN3PDcLKzRERP4ZrLN5ylFTtCcKMfwrpscvW5vkf%2BDN2cpRfu7BvDcijOO73%2BO6Nwauy%2BC3mo72414QNzXcUf6nQedYMLbWWgXdlCmgDOgXY67%2FKpL%2FtZRjMalT2JBFgkzKFqo1Ppi2MwtFbAeJQrjkTxU8ZuhQCh4eQ6rqHSumSBWfPD%2BmW44%2FNZAJT8xh1agQQTv8%2FUuc5EuXCTh4xKEeSt6VIVYqZVysnFeXw9msezPCUijfR79OLqPR3%2BNzsulPUZBpGLs2itKCtkWce5YhuIFn36hQ2eBCbmWs2WOm%2ByC0sp7%2B5D%2BTTE3hrt44%3D

From: 2516435085@mms.att.net

To: planning
Date: Tuesday, September 3, 2024 10:13:37 AM

We were planning on attending the meeting on the 5th, but now will be unable to. We would like to voice our

opposition to the proposed development known as Legends at Point Clear and especially our opposition to Burnside
becoming a thru street.

Dale and Julie Roark
667 McArthur Lane


mailto:2516435085@mms.att.net
mailto:planning@fairhopeal.gov

From: areg_marx@comcast.net

To: planning

Cc: "mary marx"

Subject: Rezoning 18323 Greeno Rd

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2024 10:44:12 AM
7]

Dear Cindy,

We have concerns about the new zoning for an additional 133 apartment units. We are a small
community that also has an HOA and if this new development should be developed Burnside street
could become an access for residents for the apartment complex. This could possibly be an
additional 200 vehicles going through our neighborhood. Since we are an HOA and pay monthly fees,
this gives us skin in the game. The vehicles using our neighborhood for access have no skin in the
game. Our speed limitis 20 mph, and | am in fear that the speed limit will not be obeyed. We have
many children who ride their bikes and will be in danger of possibly getting injured. | am currently
researching the possibilities of having HOA making OBV a gated community. Please reconsider what
is best for our community and children.

Thanks

Greg Marx

901-361-0807

655 McArthur Lane


mailto:greg_marx@comcast.net
mailto:planning@fairhopeal.gov
mailto:mpmmar28@gmail.com
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From: PETER OLESKY

To: planning
Subject: Opposition to 18323 Greeno Rd PUD
Date: Sunday, August 25, 2024 4:11:45 PM

| am writing in reference to 18323 Greeno Rd request for rezoning B2 to PUD. | live
in Old Battles Village (OBV) and | suspect they may connect into our streets. The
grid that we live in, Old Battles to Twin Beech and Greeno to Section St, already has
Old Battles Place apartments and Shellbrooke Pointe apartments. This would be
another 133 apartment units on 13.3 acres, already listed on the developers website
as “coming soon”, they are pretty confident. Our friends at the county approved more
high density residential on that little strip between Publix and Bridgette Mitchell on Old
Battles Rd. When the county was making the future land use map they listed the
farm fields next to OBV as potential high density residential. | called Matt McKenzie’s
office and was told that “we know these folks and they will never sell”. | asked what
legal standing that gave me, silence. | can't find the current future land use map so |
don’t know what it says now.

Hunter may remember a man who presented more high density residential on Section
just south of the Dragonfly going east, turning north to Twin Beech near the
Shellebrooke Apts. | think that the man said it was going to emulate an alpine village,
little cottages built on top of each other. Call it what you like, it's just more high
density residential. | didn’t want that Publix and most of the neighbors didn’t either
but I think that it was unzoned county and there were no options. The once or twice |
go to Publix in a week | can drive up to the O.G. Publix. Everything that has been
built or approved since OBV was approved is commercial or high density. This is not
the fruit and nut or the CBD but people are trying.

| understand that land values are making it difficult for developers. That's not our
problem, it's a problem for the land owners and the developers. Negotiate a different
deal that considers the density at under 10 units per acre. The county gave more
density to the developer on the land across from the Newton School on 32, Matt was
the only no vote. | thought that the initial density was generous to a fault. More
density can’t be the answer to every zoning issue but, that's what the developers
think. OBV used to be what the city wanted future development to look like but now
we are being surrounded by things that look nothing like OBV.

| also have some thoughts on B2 that includes RV parks. That’s not good either,
people are buying these RV'’s, bringing them to the RV park on a drive out tag and
living in them. RV parks should be in R6 or provide proof on length of stay under 90
days.

Peter Olesky

929 Charleston Loop
Fairhope
470-351-7102


mailto:polesky@comcast.net
mailto:planning@fairhopeal.gov
https://usb.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com/alert-details/?dep=3GKMKVsEeV33zzhvYQcdpQ%3D%3Drf2ca%2FKB7AlOA84FImFrpxIUJXwFDZPxtGpypMN%2Bj9wg1riyGkhBDH4iEWce4k6Myfe51a7WE1LjcAIcbxLzJjLuseTospG40pZRVJLww2WUHC6ZesbcJxszbD2mj3bBnnXvtNIPYtJ3KIlhnxTAQPNdNYFBl%2FwJUCMSKRgjQRGTwcE08isJj%2B2rE5mH7csPjB1918eB5aj00HfoSOz0KwE3t4bfSLQIo1et4TotqrUWwqBpnr%2B3yf%2F%2BJRvhM1NToqyeEe%2BCtsEjHmRwG0XHjbScenn6TtdXd2mOmEU9p%2FCQp0tITTREvMt10DDqfZSJhlo0VjPtsYgKkQWbOgQJLiKEcf8dThNgBAN1NNhc%2FtZPJksOX48oucMks1141HYosrl7BjmqPPxIRCt697tdr9OxXkfrkf%2FUWeuHm%2B5e%2BohJ%2FhnN6WxPIWo39TXAuxvK1xXDNkQrPw1cE8gRmbE5oWSVBAQdWiFnZ7Ou5fdBWVuHqL9rq2tiUyFq9%2BAuhXIf%2FSWYq2ebHGs33MyytXOk3rwZbZzpAP%2BjwA%2Fkpq30SgmQH6GbDmlgYuik2MRwPS8MUxizXtbhjlLFgEyF3RR%2BLJWBplg4KiTJWkbK950kwsjlp3xkyB6T6pjO%2BNFbL7ondqkZO9GgxeB37dt3gR0x3A%3D%3D

From: ChristineWeeks

To: planning
Subject: Case ZC 24.02, rezone 18323 Greeno Road from B-2 to PUD
Date: Sunday, August 25, 2024 3:25:55 PM

Fairhope Planning Commission,

My husband and I live in the Old Battles Village neighborhood and received a letter regarding the rezoning of 18323
Greeno Road from B-2 to PUD. While we do not necessarily object to the rezoning of the property known as 18323
Greeno Road, we would like to express our concerns about how this development could impact our neighborhood.

We would strongly urge you to have the developer keep as many trees as possible as a buffer from the new
development and our neighborhood. We would also ask that no through street be constructed into our neighborhood
to attach the development to our neighborhood.

Also, there is a portion of the dry creek, Point Clear Creek, that runs behind our neighborhood but is also part of the
parcel in question. Will the developers be granted permission to build on the dry creek or is that protected property?

Thank you for your consideration to our concerns. As new residents to Fairhope and to the State of Alabama, we are
hopeful to continue to enjoy our new home and community in the way we purchased it.

Guy and Christine Weeks
651 McArthur Ln.
Fairhope, AL 36532
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