SAND@)RINGS

GEORGIA

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

TO: Mayor & City Council DATE: June 13, 2012
FROM: John McDonough, City Manager

AGENDA ITEM: RZ12-004/CV12-004 - 5975 Mitchell Road, Applicant: St. James
Anglican Church, Inc., Rezone from R-1 (Single Family Dwelling
District) to TR (Townhouse Residential District) with concurrent
variances

MEETING DATE: For Submission onto the June 19, 2012, City Council Regular
Meeting Agenda

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: (Attach additional pages if necessary)
See attached:

Memorandum
Rezoning Petition

APPROVAL BY CITY MANAGER: QLW APPROVED

NOT APPROVED

PLACED ON AGENDA FOR: (@l l ﬂ, ((9"0‘7\/
CITY ATTORNEY APPROVAL REQUIRED:  ( \/) YES ( ) NO
CITY ATTORNEY APPROVAL:

REMARKS:
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To: John McDonough, City Manager
From: Angela Parker, Director of Community Development /Z/L
Date: May 30, 2012 for submission onto the June 19, 2012 City Council meeting

Agenda Item: RZ12-004 5975 Mitchell Road, a request to rezone the subject property from R-1
(Single-family dwelling District) to R-5A (Single Family Dwelling District)

CMO (City Manager’s Office) Recommendation:

APPROVAL CONDITIONAL of the request to rezone the subject property from R-1 (Single Family
Dwelling District) to R-5A (Single Family Dwelling District) to allow fourteen (14) single family
dwelling units and DENIAL of the requested concurrent variances.

Background:
The site is located on the east side of Mitchell Road, about 250 feet south of the intersection of

|
|
Hammond Drive and Mitchell Road. The property is zoned R-1 (Single-family dwelling District) '
currently developed with a vacant church and accessory structure(s).

Discussion:
The applicant intends to rezone from R-1 (Single-family dwelling District) to R-5A (Single Family

Dwelling District).
Additionally, the applicant is requesting four (4) concurrent variances as follows:

1. Variance from Section 6.9.3.F. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required forty (40) foot
perimeter setback to twenty (20) feet, and

2. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required fourteen (14)
foot interior building separation to ten (10) feet, and

3. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required twenty (20)
foot side yard setback adjoining a local street to ten (10) feet for lot #1, and

4, Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.1. of the Zoning Ordinance to allow the required twenty (20) foot
front yard setback to be measured from the back of curb.

Concurrent Review:
The staff held a Focus Meeting on April 4, 2012 at which the following city departments provided

comments:
Building and Development Division
«  Fire Department
= Transportation Division
« Code Enforcement

In addition, the following external departments were contacted for comment:
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« Atlanta Regional Commission

«  Fulton County Board of Education

«  Fulton County Department of Planning and Community Services (comments received)

«  Fulton County Department of Public Works

«  Fulton County Environmental Health Services (comments received)

«  Sandy Springs Council of Neighborhoods

«  Sandy Springs Revitalization Inc.

«  Georgia Department of Transportation

. City of Atlanta Department of Watershed Management (comments received)

« U.S. Postal Service Address Management Systems

« MARTA

« Fulton County Emergency Management

7840 Roswell Road, Building 500 ® Sandy Springs, Georgia 30350 ¢ 770.730.5600 © 770.393.0244 fax * www.sandyspringsga.org
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Rezoning Petition No. RZ12-004/CV12-004

HEARING & MEETING DATES

Community Zoning  Community Developer Planning Commission Mayor and City

Information Meeting Resolution Meeting Hearing Council Hearing
March 27, 2012 April 26, 2012 May 17, 2012 June 19, 2012
APPLICANT/PETITIONER INFORMATION
Property Owners Petitioner Representative
: Arrowhead Real Estate Planners and Engineers
St. James Anglican Church Partners, LLC e ﬁgg
PROPERTY INFORMATION
Address, Land Lot, 5975 Mitchell Road
and District Land Lot 123, District 17
Council District 3

244 feet of frontage along the east side of Mitchell Road. The subject property has

Frontageand Area /.1 area of 2.365 acres (103,019 SF).

Existing Zoning and  R-1 (Single-family dwelling District) currently developed with a vacant church and

Use accessory structure(s).
Overlay District N/A
2027
ggtl::f;il;?:lsg:e R5 to 8 (Residential 5 to 8 units per acre), Urban Residential.
Map Designation
Proposed Zoning R-5A (Single Family Dwelling District)
INTENT
TO REZONE THE SUBJECT PROPERTY FROM R-1 (SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT) TO

The

R-5A (SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT), WITH CONCURRENT VARIANCES.

applicant intends to rezone from R-1 (Single-family dwelling District) to R-5A (Single Family

Dwelling District).

Additionally, the applicant is requesting four (4) concurrent variances as follows:

1. Variance from Section 6.9.3.F. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required forty (40) foot perimeter
setback to twenty (20) feet, and

2. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required fourteen (14) foot
interior building separation to ten (10) feet, and

3. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required twenty (20) foot side
yard setback adjoining a local street to ten (10) feet for lot #1, and

4. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.1. of the Zoning Ordinance to allow the required twenty (20) foot front
yard setback to be measured from the back of curb.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATION
RZ12-004 - APPROVAL CONDITIONAL
CV12-004 #1 - DENIAL
CV12-004 #2 - DENIAL
CV12-004 #3 - DENIAL
CV12-004 #4 - DENIAL

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The petition was heard at the May 17, 2012 Planning Commission meeting. The Commission recommended
deferral to the June 21, 2012 Planning Commission meeting (4-0, Frostbaum, Maziar, Tart and Rubenstein for;

Duncan not voting; Pond and Squire absent).

Location Map

5975 Mitchell Road
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BACKGROUND. -

RZ12-004

The site is locateci on the east SIde of Mltchell Road, about 250 feet south of the
intersection of Hammond Drive and Mitchell Road. The property is zoned R-1 (Single-
family dwelling District) currently developed with a vacant church and accessory

structure(s).

EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING OF ABUTTING - PROPERTY - i

Fee-silﬁple —
Single-family
Dwellings

TR.. . .

Townhomes

North 780-057 (Braemore) 2.45 15 units 6.12 units/acre
Fee-simple
TR Single-family . . .
East 784193 Dwellings 2.53 10 units 3.95 units/acre
{Cameron Manor)
Single-family
South cur Dwellings 11.34 44 units .3'88
Z81-133 . units/acre
(Ridgemere)
West R-1 .5950 M1tc'hell Rd. 5.05 1 unit 0.20 units/acre
Single-family Home
TR Townhomes . .
West 781016 (Surry Place) 537 29 units 540 units/acre

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

Zoning Map

Local Business Types
Address Points

| —— Creeks
| [ subaivisions T

| Zoning-Categorles
i R-1 Single Farrily Dweling Distiict

N R4 single Family Dweling District |

| [ A-0 Apartment Office District

| | TR Townhouse Residential Districts
| I O Office and Institutional District

] || cuP Community Unit Flan District
AG-1 Agricuttural District

5975 Mitchell Road

Prepared by the Cily of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

Future Land Use Map

5975 Mitchell Road
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[ ] Futton 2009 Parcels
Future LUP - 2028 3
Plan Adopted from Fulton County, Georgla
R2-3 Resdential, 2 to 3 units per acre
| || R5-8 Residential, 510 8 units per acre
I Lwe Living Working - Community
| | CF Communiy Facilty

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

Subject Property
. L \’

Subject Rropay Subject Property

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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Subject Property

North of Subject Property
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RZ12-004

South of Subject Property
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West of Subject Property
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RZ12-004

SN
NOTICE OF REZONIN
v RENL-004 Jenin-004
‘operty Location: S-q_' g :
MiTcHELL R4,
Request TQRE’ZONE FROM R—l to TR

b T CONGRRENT VARIANCES

Public Hearing(s): Commission
ﬂ;ll‘l}— — AT00pm
Mayor gd City
(o 1 11/12
b Sandy Springs Cty Hai
Morgan Falls Office Park

ME00p.m

West of Subject Property (Surrey Place)

SITE PLAN ANALYSIS

The site plan submitted shows the existing Church and Barn and shows the proposed fourteen (14) lot
subdivision. The subject property is 2.365 acres and appears to be wooded and sloped toward the east and
south.

PARKING

Section 18.2.1, Basic Off-street Parking Requirements, requires a minimum amount of 28 parking spaces (2 per
unit) for overall project, and 56 spaces are provided.

LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS
It appears the entire subject property will have to be graded. This grading will affect the majority of existing
vegetation; however, the Tree Conservation Ordinance will have to be followed.

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing en June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ANALYSIS - : R R
The Environmental Site Analysis Report is sufficient and satisfies the 1equlrements of the Sandy Spnngs
Zoning Ordinance. The reporting on all items of the analysis stated either positive, minimal, or no
environmental issues, with the exception of the following: There are slopes exceeding 25% and there are large
trees growing on the property. Additionally, it is unknown if there exists any Archeological/Historic value
within the subject property. The report, in its entirety, is within the case file as a matter of record.

The staff held a Focus Meetmg on Apl il 4, 2012 at whlch the foIlowmg depa1 tmental comments were prov1ded

+ The requested 10’ building separation will be required to follow the
Sandy Springs Ordinances and International Building Code
requirements including fire safety.

~ Sandy Springs
. Building Officer

» Development shall not increase size of basin draining onto any adjacent
property.
» Prior to permitting development, provide analysis of downstream
conveyance conditions and capacities along the downstream
conveyances between the project site and the point at which the project
site drainage basin area is no greater than 10% of the total drainage
basin area. Development shall provide stormwater management
facilities as necessary to avoid exceeding capacity of downstream
conveyances for up to a 100yr storm event.
In addition, for interested parties to be able to evaluate impact of
rezoning, it appears reasonable in this case to require a grading plan,
tree conservation plan, and a stormwater management plan and
report/study for the development.
If the MCC decides to approve the application the following conditions
could be added:

Sandy Springs Chief
. Engineer

The current layout does not provide room for the existing Landmark
trees to be saved. Extreme site modifications would be required to
make concessions for the existing trees, Therefore, to allow the current
configuration, locations of installed large canopy trees to be appropriate
to provide sufficient root and canopy growth as determined by the City
Arborist, Additional trees to meet the canopy requirement and/or
canopy mitigation trees that cannot be installed on the site shall be paid
into the tree fund.

« Stormwater management area to be planted to provide a water quality

element and provide aesthetic value to the adjacent properties.

« Any necessary Buffers shall be planted to buffer standards with
evergreen plant material at a planted height of 8,

Chief Environmental
- Compliance Officer

- Officer » There are no maintenance code violations.

Frepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

- The requested 10’ building separation will be required to follow the
Sandy Springs Ordinances and International Building Code
requirements including fire safety.

«Please ensure that there is a fire hydrant within 500 from the most
remote corner of the furthest house.

E Sandy Springs Fire
E -+ Protection Engineer

z

O . « Construct sidewalks on Mitchell Road street frontage and provide
= Sandy Springs .. . . o1

LR s pedestrian circulation (sidewalks/ access) within development,
e Transportation : . . .

S including pedestrian access to sidewalk/street.
. “pg . Planner
e Georgia Deparltment » There are no GDOT requirements that need to be addressed at this time.
R of Transportation

The staff has not received any additional comments from the Fulton County Board of Education.

PUBLICINVOLVEMENT e s
Required Meetings
The applicant attended the following required meetings:
—  Community Zoning Information Meeting held March 27, 2012 at the Sandy Springs City Hall
— Community/Developer Resolution Meeting held April 26, 2012 at the Sandy Springs City Hall

Public Comments (also see attached letters)

Community concerns from the CZIM includes the following:

Mature trees removed

Effective drainage and drainage facility location

Front setback not being met

The need for sidewalks on Mitchell Rd.

Too much density and type of product and price point compared to surrounding properties
Building Heights

Buffering to adjoining properties

Location of utilities

Historical significance of property

Negative impact to traffic in the area

Community concerns from the CDRM includes the following:

* Preservation of landmark trees on the property

» Reduce total number of lots proposed to a maximum of 10-13

» Justification of hardship for setback variances

* Impact, especially visual, on adjacent properties due to proximity of new homes

» Screening between new and existing homes

»  General concerns over the amount of grading and impervious surface proposed, potential draining

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Departnient of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

issues, and stormwater facility maintenance

*  Construction type (please see the following link to the developer’s website for examples
http:/ / columnsgroup.com/ properties.htm)

»  Height of proposed homes adjacent to Cameron Manor

» Impact and/or replacement of retaining wall adjacent to Cameron Manor

»  Historic value of property and potential to save wishing well

= Traffic impact to surrounding area

= Braemore residents are concerned over the proposed building height of the homes

Notice Requirentents

The petition was advertised in the Sandy Springs Neighbor on May 9, 2012 and May 18, 2012. The applicant
posted a sign issued by the Department of Community Development along the frontage of Mitchell Road on
April 13, 2012,

Public Participation Plan and Report

The applicant has met the Public Participation Plan requirements. The applicant will be required to submit
the Public Participation Report seven (7) days prior to the Mayor and City Council Hearing on june 19, 2012.
The Public Participation Report was submitted on or before June 12, 2012

Per Article 28.4.1, Zoning Impact Analysis by the Planning Comumission and the Department, the staff shall make a
written record of its investigation and recommendation on each rezoning petition with respect to the
following factors:

A. Wihether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in view of the use and development of adjacent and
nearby property.
Finding: The staff is of the opinion that the proposed uses are suitable in view of the use and
development of adjacent and nearby property. The surrounding area consists of: Single-
family uses and Townhomes (to the north, east, south, and west). The proposal allows for a
proper transition between these areas; however, the proposed density is higher than most the
properties in the immediate area (see page 3 of this report).

B. Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or nearby property.

Finding: The staff is of the opinion that the proposal may have an adverse impact on the use or usability
of adjacent or nearby property.

C. Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal may have reasonable economic use as currently zoned.

Finding: The staff is of the opinion that the subject property has a reasonable economic use as currently
zoned,

D. Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive burdensome use of existing
streets, transportation facilities, utilities, or schools.

Finding; The staff is of the opinion that the proposal will not result in a use which will cause an
excessive or burdensome use of the existing infrastructure,

E. Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policies and intent of the land use plan.

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

Finding: The staff is of the opinion that the proposed use is consistent with the Future Land Use Map,
which designates the property as R5 to 8 (Residential 5 to 8 units per acre), Urban Residential,
The density proposed by the applicant is 5.92 units/acre and falls within the 5 to 8 units per
acre.

The R5 to 8 residential category allows for a range of dwelling types, which can include
detached, single-family homes, and duplexes, with prospects for lower density townhouses
and apartments within planned developments. These areas are served by public water and
sewer, This category has limited application in Sandy Springs - a large area north of Morgan
Falls Road west of Roswell Road, an area within the Huntcliff master planned community, and
other smaller sites that are transitional between lower density residential neighborhoods and
live-work designations. This future land use category is implemented with the following
zoning districts:

E R-6, Two Family Dwelling, 9,000 square foot lot size (4,84 Units Per Acte)

E R-53, Single Family Dwelling, 7,500 square foot lot size (5.8 Units Per Acre)

E NUP, Neighborhood Unit Plan (single-family dwellings only, up to 5 Units Per Acre)
E CUP, Community Unit Plan (if limited to 8 Units Per Acre)

F. Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and developnient of the property which give
supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning proposal.

Finding: The staff is of the opinion that there are no existing or changing conditions affecting the use
and development of the property, which give supporting grounds for approval or denial of the
applicant’s proposal.

G. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use which can be considered environmentally adverse to the natural
resources, environment and citizens of Sandy Springs.

Finding: The staff is of the opinion that the proposal may permit a use which could be considered
environmentally adverse to the natural resources, environment, or citizens of Sandy Springs.

VARIANCE CONSIDERATIONS

Article 22 of the Zoning Ordinance indicates the following are considerations in granting variances, of which
only one has to be proven:

A. Relief, if granted, would be in harmony with, or, could be made to be in harmony with, the general purpose and
intent of the Zoning Ordinance; or,

B. The application of the particular provision of the Zoning Ordinance to a particular piece of property, due fo
extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to that property because of its size, shape, or topograply,
wonld create an unnecessary hardship for the owner while causing no detriment to the public; or,

C. Conditions resulting from existing folinge or structures bring about a hardship whereby a sign meeting minintm
letter size, square footage and height requirements cannot be rend from an adjoining public road.

The applicant is requesting four (4) concurrent variances as follows:

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on june 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

1. Variance from Section 6.9.3.F. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required forty (40) foot perimeter
setback to twenty (20) feet.

The applicant has indicated this variance will not result in any harm to the health and safety of the
general public and that application of the requirement would place a hardship on the applicant. The
applicant has indicated that this variance is in harmony with the area and in harmony with the general
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.

The staff is of the opinion the variance request is not in harmony with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance.
Regarding adjoining properties, structure spacing from the perimeter property lines that are shared with the
subject property, staff understands the following situations: Northt (Braemore) ~ a 10 foot landscape strip is
required and provided; East (Cameron Manor) - spacing of 25 feet is required and provided; and South
(Ridgemere) — the existing spacing ranges from 10 feet to 25 feet, And even though the shape of the property is a
relatively narrow rectangle, there are no extraordinary or exceptional conditions pertaining to the property. The
hardship appears mostly self-imposed, due to the type of development and number of units requested. The
proposal might pose a detriment fo the public. Therefore, based on these reasons, the staff recommends DENIAL
of the variance to reduce the required forty (40) foot perineter setback to twenty (20) feet.

2. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required fourteen (14) foot
interior building separation to ten (10) feet.

The applicant has indicated this variance will not result in any harm to the health and safety of the
general public and that application of the requirement would place a hardship on the applicant. The
applicant has indicated that this variance is in harmony with the area and in harmony with the general
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.

The staff is of the opinion the variance request is not in harmony with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Even
thouglt the shape of the property is a relatively narrow rectangle, there are no extraordinary or exceptional
conditions pertaining to the property. The hardship appears ntostly self-imposed, due to the type of development
and number of units requested. The proposal might pose a detriment to the public. Therefore, based on these
reasons, the staff recommends DENIAL of the variance to reduce the required fourteen (14) foot inferior building
separation to ten (10) feet.

3, Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.2. of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the required twenty (20) foot side
yard setback adjoining a local street to ten (10) feet for lot #1.

The applicant has indicated this variance will not result in any harm to the health and safety of the
general public and that application of the requirement would place a hardship on the applicant. The
applicant has indicated that this variance is in harmony with the area and in harmony with the general
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance,

The staff is of the opinion the variance request is not in harmony with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance.
Additionally, existing Mitchell Road setbacks for similar properties in the immediate area range from 35’ to 40°.
Even though the shape of the property is a relatively narrow rectangle, there are no extraordinary or exceptional
conditions pertaining to the property. The hardship appears mostly self-imposed, due lo the type of development
and number of units requested. The proposal might pose a detriment to the public. Therefore, based on these
reasons, the staff recommends DENIAL of the variance to reduce the required twenty (20) foot side yard setback
adjoining a local street to ten (10) feet for lot #1.

4. Variance from Section 6.9.3.G.1. of the Zoning Ordinance to allow the required twenty (20) foot front
yard setback to be measured from the back of curb,

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Departiment of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

The staff is of the opinion the variance request is not int harmony with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Even
though the shape of the property is a relatively narrow rectangle, there are no exiraordinary or exceptional
conditions pertaining to the property. The hardship appears mostly self-imposed, due to the type of development
and number of units requested. The proposal might pose a detriment to the public. Therefore, based on these
reasons, the staff recommends DENIAL of the variance to allow the required twenty (20) foot front yard setback
to be nieasured fron the back of curb.

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

‘CONCLUSION TO FINDINGS 1

It is the opinion of the staff that the proposal is in conformity with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan
Policies, as the proposal involves a use and density that is mostly consistent with abutting and nearby
properties and provides appropriate transition. Therefore, based on these reasons, the staff recommends
APPROVAL CONDITIONAL of this petition. However, the staff recommends DENIAL of the associated
concurrent variances numbered 1 through 4 as there is no clear hardship to justify the requests and the
requests could not be made in harmony with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance.

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Commumnity Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012
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RZ12-004

STAFF RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS ' I REER ' &
Should the Mayor and City Council decide to rezone the sub]ect plopexty flom R- (Smgle famﬂy dweilmg
District) to R-5A (Single Family Dwelling District), the staff recommends the approval be subject to the
following conditions. The applicant’s agreement to these conditions would not change staff recommendations.
These conditions shall prevail unless otherwise stipulated by the Mayor and City Council.

1. To the owner’s agreement to restrict the use of the subject property as follows:

a. To a total density of no more than 5.92 units per acre or fourteen (14) units, whichever is less.

b. To Single-family Dwelling Use.

Attachments

Site Plans Received May 3, 2012

Letter of Intent Received March 13, 2012

Applicant Zoning Impact Analysis received March 13, 2012

Letter Fulton County Dept. of Health Services received April 27, 2012

Letter Fulton County Dept. of Planning and Community Services received April 27, 2012
Letters of Concern/Opposition Dated Received as indicated

Prepared by the City of Sandy Springs Department of Community Development for the City Council Hearing on June 21, 2012

PRO53112 Page 18 of 18




<)

NN T K L THYO G
s BALNDD & GVA ATE) W W LKL

00TZOZI  LDEIOUL
T10Z '0F Armagay aLva
Ol VS

e
NV1d LIS
DNINOZTd

T

20280 AR
paleraly

i

sbuuds Apues jo Ao

jueiipedeq
Jusurdoyersq Aunuiwon

7
b
i
4
i
i
PSSR
B3

4,
i{

1 B J
= P
S 2
(INSWISYT ALITLN 5E) . “ T M . f@\u
. Y0¥ ZFA AT g § lvaunival o~ i
) Ry el — Rt cha

s i e,

«_,\ﬂwuww;w ==
AN .___
L

™ DJYDSANVT
At

sl bk R REIED '
e e o P oa Tl |, | I
LTS I L ] : 4
ISNOISIAT™ I

ﬁ!

mm el 1
1 LB
| 11 8 vawy | [
3 Wa s, NOWNOD ] !
= em =
f8Z 2 PN 1
mw = = : =R B w 1N |.ozrex 7 ;
g w m VM- EC-CTI=¢1 O TV XL 3 N-mthm%ﬂl: *
.m Vm 2 mm 5 e i = e - SO OL T NOUS B, S

5 Z . B ; TLSE-L98-0y @ INITd NVA UL (L Bs zeo'vor) 1 QaRVA YO TVOO'l
22 w T ST z [} vE13S 218
CE um mm g :LOV.LNOO ¥NOH ¥2 rlﬂl‘ Z S it
mm Nm mstq LE | A FOVYOLS ANNOYDNAANN
= . o . i . N1 Q3d1A0Ud SI .
35 mm mm-mmn mb e g INAWIOYNYIX f
mﬂ m ...m«m o 2 ERDALY 3170 DNINVA . ULLYAWNAOLS ol ;
L ] e o F
fglnd ER e, e LIS VIDUOID ‘'SONIUJS ANVS ‘TVOY
wm m 2 b B Rt (ot e =] TTIHOLIA SL6S 'SSTNAAY 2LIS 'T \V
3 = o5 e ——— /
mm = m w. “pesimn oe T —— e o ¥ \
T B v LU R WINOH ATONYL 2T10MS ’ nv\_
£ o P m——p—— setmtv 7
-M = w SO INNAO TIAT | ! o,
25O e a1 vy [N k-
3 =) 9 SONTUIT AQNYS e QU R Pl 0 LNIRTUTEVIRN NIVILI TS IKOR | \\./4\\1« 3
B> | B ———— N B s K 3
Wm = mm e !ab.”:rh.!”ﬁ.uﬂl.lllﬂu.m.ii:@.ahég»uﬁ /\{,.L!
Gl _ﬁw — VAVA AL — (SN SV NOILVOOTALIS C o et L
\ ) : SHONVIUYA dVIN VIR )

/




SNOLLIONOD

VI Ve 0 KY T DYYO L
Crirn WA £ QWA AW B I LM

«@, \\\W \,_,

, i s
| ﬁ\\ ! \
o &v ; L~
! \ A

\ b T i /

00TToz  LDOU i A L e /1
i A B, - o R
omat 7 7. /] DS s ouama |

Juewedsg
Juawdoereq AUNWOD
sBuudg Apuss Jo A0

U0Z 80 AN

poAleaaYd

T Y P : | =
_ e —— B
N = W L & _ _ 501 o4 /STt 8 h — T L
s ﬂ\\\ | m.‘..c%ﬁ& Tywrooan | m k&_\ =" _RA\N\.NN\ (e \\\.\\\\xL
b 35yma = Tzams 1w [ss | L
~ oo a1l y I “ g s i
; _lm\.\_‘\\b&:l|| \ .INl,l._ N 7
[ o0 N . _.Ix.._u...,_.
AL L ez | moensasd T TN
T R X gt 3 o ot ©° s
rr ] LEER _..A./ﬁx NPT \ e ‘_

ONILSIXH

A s \\\N\ﬂ.i — Y, /./.f ,\J J\
ey b o) B R VAL V1Y G4 2 Al
SRR BTN v s\ - S it

LTI RN R I —_——
© owewes 7, Ot |4 |
e e 2 o v
— e | b \. A Vo

\ - - Ly . L |
g

g Lt

J.SZ.LLE0N.

~ BN - \on :
(i RN T ¢ o X7
\_.,_ﬁ_ﬂ woor N k) ._f N\ . ‘_.__,\ ! N
oo o e + M | ein : % /..__ \ g mlf W:
e e - ;
TR Ll e T = \~ : \ Faou - R =) ﬂ,
\ 5 Eia / [ | Q
ISNOISIATI ya b &g
‘rlnljlllll F A / v | P i /wa npu
p— N e N / I W
M_ﬂ% _ i ./.__ = By ’ ’ ...f.//
iUl gt | Sy
= \ AL | . - S
25 = [ (o9 ; 4
mm W il 0292k somoax N\ R W
i = ST 96,10.685 i
28|n e J ! : #
g 3o st = N )
P i = ' \ STWOHNIOL JYONIY! L
Blzdl, fim -L98-#0 ® LNI'Td NVAYE :
52 M Mm 2 FO ILOVLNOD ¥MNOH #T VIDYOID SONIYJS AANVS 'AVOd
AT S |5.E8 LB = - Vo v TIIHD LU S£6§ 1SSTUACAY LLIS 1
SAER[ERIERET v ||| covarrmsenmier o cmemsouenon —_ s
gmlss @ 158225 gt N N T DMV TG R 3 P I
3n|Z ¢ |5izzy Tw e P e <
.mm H W wn mu .wnw Jﬂzﬁa?ttt.u OO ST Vised H
HFEIZG E A% o/, = = Ry AT DD LIVAID 307D ” )
v -1 mrn o = : 8 —
wm m . m ._m..m“b TR A o - s N : e Ty 21RO 50 7S ,si..u
i E 2 > Tl { b ; : i s
5al— - = gl N e } & ! ! ™
wn > uQ e - . _
7Sl (3 AL LU T4 ———" & e
25/0 1 T S Y o oae . o ’ 1 3 R LIS AT OV TE AP
2 NPT ANV LTSI g -’ ey \ i
Ms el < TVIINTICOS 08 VN - BNINOT O A 4 & ~, o 1 TTHIS TVIGHALND 1NN O 3 AN TRV T
mm W_ N T 8 10 = .aﬂc% i W A S A S TR TVIOT IS YA U
mw < nmw SRV e —— vavammaes| | B N Sl I v L sy
Fma = VIVOALS (SN dVA NOLLVOO T911S SHONVIEVA




MITCHELL ROAD — TR TOWNHOME ZONING

SANDY SPRINGS
Georgla
LETTER OF INTENT:
Applicant: Arrowhead Real Estate Partners, LLC ESA Revislon Number;

Phéne Numbar: 404-867-3572

The intent of the zoning proposal Is to rezone the existing church site that Is currently zoned R-1 to be
zoned TR — Townhome Residential community. The proposed site is to support residential housing of
7.95 units/acre that complies with the comprehensive land use plan of 5 to 8 units per acre for this site.
See balow for the Sandy Springs Comprehensive Land Use Map. The site Is a 2.4 acre parcel that is
currently partially developed as an existing church that Is in a worn condition as exists today. The site s
has moderate tree coverage on the site will a few large diameter trees throughout. The site is moderately
sloping from east and west toward the middle of the site and its low point is located on the southern

portion of the site.

The TR zoning was determined by the applicant and the staff to be the best suited for the proposed
development, the TR district allows both lownhome attached product and detached single family product
to be constructed on the site at a maximum density of 8 unitsfacre. The surrounding developments are
similer to this proposal. The surrounding area has townhomes and single-family homes that help
compliment the proposal of residential housing. Access (o the site is located off Mitchell Road, which
appears lo be a 50’ right of way. The entrance is to have access directly across from an existing
fownhorme community. The proposal is to construct a private road system within the community with
easements on the road for public utilities and private ulllities to be constructed to support the proposal.

There will be a few concurrent variances filed with the application to adjust sethacks in order to construct
the community with townhomes that interact with the strestscape and single-family homes to comply with
the TR zoning and its surroundings. The site Is bordered by residential zoning and to the south by a
CUP development. The overall zoning fits within the comprehensive land use plan and will provide a
good residential model for the surrounding area. The site will have low impacts to traffic in the area; the
slte is a small site with a small number of townhomes and detached product allowed to fit on this site.
The site can support from a planning prospective units that would exceed the 8 units  acres threshold,
however the applicant wanted to comply with the plan and Hmit the number to a maximum of 8 unlls /acre

hased on surrounding conditions.

Recelved

MAR 1 8 2012

Clly of Sandy Sprin,
s
Community De ve/opngeﬂt
Depariment

V20 - 004




MITCHELL ROAD ~ TR TOWNHOME ZONING Recelved
SANDY SPRINGS
Georgla

9 MAR 1 8 2012

IMPAF(gR?waéYms Clty of Sandy Springs
Community Development
Department

Applicant: Arrowhead Real Estate Partners, LLC ESA Revision Number.

Phone Number: 404-867-3572

Analyze the impact of the proposed rezoning:

1, Does the zoning proposal permit a use that is suitable in view of the use and development of
adfacent and nearby properly? ' :
a. The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding zonings, its simitar in type of
product with the townhomaes and single family detached In the area.

2. Doss the zoning proposal adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or nearby
property?
a. The proposal does not affect the existing use, the church Is not in use and Is In poor
condition as exists on the property. The proposed zoning fits much better with the
surrounding area by providing the same type of uses that surround the property and the

area,

3. Does the property fo be rezoned have a reasonable economic use as currenlly zoned?
a. The properly does not have a reasonable use as currently zoned. The existing church s
not the highest and best use for the area and the property. The surrounding area proves
this by having similar uses all around the slte and in nearby subdlvisions.

4, Wil the zoning proposal result in a use that could cause an excessive or burdensome use of
existing streets, transportation facilities, utilittes or schools?

a. The uss will not cause an excessive use, the comprehensive land use map calls for the
densily that is being proposed. This fits well with what Is In the area and provides
housing that will not have an excessive impact on the road network. The zoning utilized
in the area are sufficient to support the density proposed. The proposal will enhance the
surfounding area by providing nice upscale housing.

5. |s the rezoning proposal in conformity with the policies and Intent of the fand use plan?

a. Yes, the site Is fully in compliance with the land use plan. The land use plan calls for
residentla! zoning for the site to be from 5 to 8 units / acre, The proposal Is to construct
and zone residential housing below 8 units / acres, which complies not only with the area
surrounding the site, but also the land use plan by Sandy Springs.

6, Are there existing or changing conditions that affect the use and development of the property
which support elther approval or dental of the zoning proposal?
a. The surrounding area around the church has been developed in accordance with the land
use plan. The site as exists is not the highest and best use as shown in the land use
plan. The support should be provided for the zoning based on the land use plan and the

surrounding area.

7. Does the zoning proposal permit a use that can be consldered environmentally adverse to the
natural resources, environment and cltizens of tha Cily of Sandy Springs?
a. The proposed use is in compliance with the environment, the resources and area of
Sandy Springs; this can be seen from the aerial image of the surrounding uses being

simlitar.
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Department of Planning and Gommunity Services

Fulton County Government Service Center at Fulton Industrial

5440 Fulton Industrial Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30336

Patrice S. Dickerson, Manager of Planning & Zoning
City of Sandy Springs

Department of Community Development

Planning and Zoning Division

7840 Roswell Road, Building 500

Sandy Springs, Georgia 30350

Dear Ms, Dickerson:

| am in receipt of your zoning package solicitin
Springs zoning agenda for the May Plannin
Council Meetings. | have reviewed all i
a significant impact on Unincorporated Fulton County. Thank yo

review the requests.

Sincerely,

et

Randy Beck, Director
Planning and Community Services

Recelved

APR 27 2012

April 11, 2012

g comments on the upcoming City of Sandy
g Commission and June Mayor and City

terns within the package and find none of them have
u for the opportunity to

Clly of Sandy Springs
Community De vaf:pfgaﬂt

Department




MEMORANDUM

Pattice 8. Dickerson, Manager of Planning & Zoning
City of Sandy Springs, Department of Community Development

W we ..;;]
M. il
| ARSRH] C iy ] Vi
EILTAN EDUNTY FROWM: Monica Robinson, B.S., M.B.A., Environmental Planner K,
: Department of Health Services, Office of the Director
Recelved
DA'TI: April 23, 2012
APR 9!
SUBJECT:  Zoning Comments for May 2012 _ R2Y 2012
c‘.gf?’ Or Sandly Sptings
. o : ' w ’ QIR 3
AGENDA : . L : ggﬁ; gf""@fﬂpmaﬂ{'
__ITEM E e ac . ZONING COMMENTS e
RZ12-003/ The Fuiton County Department of Health Services recommends that the applicant be required to
CVI12-002 comect the proposed medical office building to public water and public sanitary sewer available to the
site,
Since this development constitutes a premise where people work, live, or congregate, onsite
sanitary facilities will be mandatory, prior to occupancy.
‘This development must comply with the Fulton County Code of Ordinances and Code of Resolutions,
Chapter 34 -- Health and Sanitation, Article [11 - Smokefice Air,
This department is requiring that plans indicating the number and location of oulside refuse containers
along with typical details of the pad and approach area for the refuse containers be submitted tor
review and approval.
RZ12-004/ The Fulton County Department of Health Services recommends that the applicant be required to
CV12-004 connect the proposed townhomes development to public water and public sanitary sewer available to

the site.

Since this proposed development constitutes a premise where people worl, live, or congregate, onsite
sanitary failities will be mandatory, prior to use or occupancy.

The proposed facility must comply wiih the Fulton County Code of Ordinances and Code of
Resolutions, Chapter 34 — Health and Sanitation, Article 11l — Smokefiee Air,

If this proposed development includes a public swimming pool as defined in the regulations including
spas, whirlpools, etc., the owner or confractor must submit plans for review and approval by this
Department and must obtain a Department of Lealth and Wellness pernit to construct before issuance
of a building permit. Also, the owmer of the facility must obtain a Departinent of Health and Wellness
permit to operate the pool prior to opening.

This department is requiring that plans indicating the number and location of outside refiise containers
along with typical details of the pad and approach avea for the vefuse containers be submitted for

review and approval,

This depmitment is vequiring that all existing slructures to be demolished must be inspected by a
cerlified pest control operator {o insuve that the premise is rat fiee, If evidence of rodent infestation is

found, the property must be baited prior to demolition.

Ifthis proposed development includes an existing individual onsite sewage management system(s), and
the system(s) will be abandoned, it shall be abandoned in accordance with Fulton Counly regulations.

If this proposed development includes an existing individual onsite water supply system(s), and the
system(s) will be abandoned, it shall be abandoned in accordance with Fulton County regulations.

Pg 1l of?2




AGENDA

ZONING COMMENTS ,

ITEM ' .
ZM12-001/ The Fulton County Departient of Health and Wellness recommends that the applicant be required to
CV12-003 connect the proposed development to public water and public sanitary sewer available to the site.

Since this proposed development constitutes a premise where people work, live or congregate, onsite
sanitary facilities will be mandatory, prior to use or occupancy.

The proposed facility must comply with the Fulton County Code of Ordinances and Cods of
Resolutions, Chapter 34 — Health and Sanitation, Articlo 11 — Smokefres Alr,

Since this proposed development includes a food sexvice facility, the owner must submit kitchen plans
for review and approval by this Department before Issuance of a building permit and beghming

construction. The owney inust obtain a food service permit prior fo opening,

Since this proposed development inchides a public swimming pool as defined in the regulations
including spas, whir[pools, etc., the owner or contracioy must submit plans for review and approval by
this Department and must obtain a Depactment of Health and Wellness permit to construct before
issuance of a boilding pemnit. Also, the owner of the facility must obtain 3 Department of Health and

Wellness permit to operate the pool prior to opening.

ing that plans incicating the number and location of outside refuse containers

This department is requiy’
o submiited for review

along with typical detalls ofthe pad and approach avea for the vefilse container b
and approval,

This department is requiring that all existing structares to be demolished must be mspected by a
certified pest control operator to insure that the premise is rat free. If evidence of rodent infestation is

found, the property must be baited prior to demolition.

Received ']

APR 29 2012

Clly of Sandy Springs
c‘o._fnmtmﬂy Development
Depariment

Pg2of2




Trettin, Doug

Frony Charlotte Marcus <charleyann@bellsouth.net>
Sent: Friday, March 23, 2012 3:07 PM

To: Trettin, Doug

Subject: RE: St. James Anglican Church

Attachments: St James.odt

Doug,
Please advise that you received the attachment and if you have any questions/comments let me know.

Thanks.
Charlotte Marcus




St. James Anglican Church, Ine.

T he St James Church sits on property at 5979 Mitchel! Rd. NW, off Hammond Rd
in Sandy Springs, GA. This property is posted BCP 1928 which should make it of historic value.
Also located at 5895 Mitchell Rd, is the Lon Mitchell House, circa 1870, which appeats to be part of
the original property. With both properties on Mitchell Rd, it seems the road bears the family name of

the original settlers in Sandy Springs.

The two story building known as St James Church resembles a small cottage. It was used
as the church sanctuary for Sunday services and Bible study. Bishop Vincent Tanker and Friar Sanjay,
two brothers from India, served as clergy. The very small congregation was made up of people who
appeared to be of different ethnic backgrounds. Several were Afiican Americans; some came as
individuals; and others were families with children. I attencled Sunday services several times and
became acquainted with Friar Sanjay who picked up congregants, led services and at some point lived
upstairs in the church building. )
I do not recall ever meeting the Bishop, but spoke to him several times on the phone. Sometime
ago, the Bishop died and Friar Sanjay moved to an apartment. In secent times the roof of the church

building leaked. Therefore, the congregants meet elsewhere.

When I moved to Surey Place Condos which is almost directly across the street from the

churchyard, 1 frequently walked down and around the property which is down in a hollow.
1t seems especially relevant to report the Friar told me about, two sisters who on occasion came to
visit the church. Because, they or their family members, fived in the building when they were

children, This property was said to be tied up in an estate.

Behind the church is a red building obviously built as a barn, which at some point was
used as a Montessori school. At the time T observed it was used for storage of books plus

-odds and ends.

The Mitchell Rd side yard of the church was fenced off by a partly broken, white, picket fence.
The fence seemed fo surround an old playground with a black tive swing hung by a rope and a metal
stand on which swings would hang, The general condition of the buildings and the property was
neglected probably due to lack of funds, However the property blossomed with plants and flowers in
the Spring, creating a picturesque rustic, romantic atmosphere, In all to me it remains a historic and

holy seiting,

On the building are two other perhaps significant items: A covered, round well for water, built of
stones and a stone constructed chimney with a cooking pit.

Submitted by Charlotte Marcus

5996 Mitchell Rd., NW, Apt. 25

Atlanta, GA 30328-4875

404-255-0663 (home) 404-388-4681 (ceil)




Presently an application exists to rezone this historic property to (Townhouse Residential District)
with concurrent variances. Public Hearing(s) Design Review Board N/A\
Communily zoning Info Meeting 3/27/2012
Mayor & Council 6/9/2012

1 personally object and appeal to this rezoning based on the historic and veligious principals
and facts

Charlotte G. Marcus
5996 Mitchell Rd NW #25
Atlanta, GA 30328
404 255-0663
charleyann@bellsouth.net




St. James Anglican Church, Inc.

T he St James church sits on property at 5979 Mitchell Rd. NW off Hammond Rd in Sandy
Springs, GA, This property appears to be of historic value, as it is posted to date back to 1928, There
is reason to believe that it may well be originally the property of a large, prominent Mitchell family.
Which would suggest, Mitchell Rd was named for the Mitchell Family, Down the Street on the same
side as the church property is a latge house known as The Mitchell House that is likewise posted as

built in 192877

Presently the sitc of the church property houses a very small building, which is the church
sanctuary and small rooms of various sizes; formerly used for Sunday services and bible study
by a small congregation led by Bishop Vincent Tanker, plus by Friar Sanjay, two brothers from India.
The congregation was very small, made up of people who appeared to be of different ethnic back
grounds, Several were Afiican Americans: some individuals and some with children who perhaps were
families. I attended Sunday services several times and became acquainted with Friar Sanjay who
picked up congregants, led services and at some point lived upstairs in the church building.

I only to my recollection met the Bishop, but spoke to him several times on the phone. T know about
five years ago or so, the Bishop died and the Friar moved to an apartment. I do not recall what year,
but at one point the roof was leaking, therefore the congregants meet elsewhere, if in fact they

continued to hold services.

When I moved to Surtey Place Condos which are almost directly across the street from the
churchyard,which is a hollow with a steep downward driveway, I frequently walked down and around
the property which property about an acre or more,

It seems especially relevant fo report the Friar told me there were, I believe, two sisters who on
occasion came to visit the church, as they or family members, lived in the building when they were

children. [ was told that the property was ticd up in an estate,

Behind the church is another red building that looks to be constiucted as a barn. This building at
some point housed a Montessori school. It was when I observed it used for storage of books and odds

and ends,

The immediate side yard of the church was fenced off by a partly broken, white, picket fence.
The fence seemed to surround an old playground with a black tire swing hung by a rope. I believe the
general condition of the buildings and the property were neglected due to lack of funds, However
property blossomed with plants and flowers in the Spring, creating a picturesque
rustic, romantic atmosphere. In all to me it remains a historic and holy setting.

On the building are two other perhaps significant items. A stone enclosed structure that seems
to bo what was a well. Also a stone constructed chimney with what must have been be a cooking

BBQ pif,




Presently an application exists to rezone this historic property to (Townhouse Residential District)
with concutrent variances, Public Hearing(s) Design Review Board N/A\
Community zoning Info Meeting 3/27/2012
Mayor & Council 6/9/2012

I personally object and appeal to this rezoning based on the historic and religious principals
and facts

Charlotte G. Marcus
5996 Mitchell Rd NW #25
Atlanta, GA 30328
404 255-0663
charleyann@bellsouth.net




LISA anp GERHARDT HOFF

12 BRAEMORE DR, NW ATLANYA, GA 30328
TEL.: 404-255-1054 OR 404-255-1183
E-MAIL: GMHOFF@AOLLOM

March 27, 2012

To the Sandy Springs Zoning Commission

Sandy Springs City Hall

Re.: Rezoning to TR Request RZ12-004/CV12-004, 5973 Mitchell Road, St. James
Anglican Church

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Lisa Hoff and I live at 12 Braemore Drive, NW, which is a townhome community
with the official address of 5995 Mitchell Road. We are at the corner of Mitchell Road/
Hammond Drive, next door to the St. James Anglican Church. Our developtment consists of 13

unifs on 2.7 acres.

1 also represent the following neighbors:

M. and Mis. Glyn Philpot, Uit 9;
Ms. Bonny Marshall, Unit 13;
Mis. Carmen Noel, Unit 10;

Mr, and Mrs, Tom Fraser, Unit 1.

Our main concerns with the proposed site plan for 5975 Mitchell Road which shows 19 units on

2.4 acres (density of 7.9 units per acre) are:

. That the centuries-old old oak trees on the church property will not survive any
construction distucbance. We therefore ask that prior to the application for a Land
Disturbance Permit an on-site evaluation of existing specimen trees, buffers, and tree
protection zones within the property boundaries by the Sandy Springs Arborist be
arranged, and that a copy of such evaluation will be required to be submitted along

with application for a Land Disturbance Permit.




« That the 30’ setback and 10’ landscape strip will not be enough to give Braemore
Units 5 through 9 any privacy. Please note that on the south side an additional 25°-
wide buffer is planned in addition to 40 setbacks,

. That 41 parking spaces for 19 units does not correspond to the required parking
spaces of Article 18.2 of the Sandy Springs Zoning Resolution. There is no possibility
of parking along Mitchell Road.

. That traffic at the corner Mitchell Road/ Hammond Drive will back up and obstruct
Braemore’s gate at 5995 Mitchell Road. We therofore request that a traffic impact
study be ordered.

« That documentation by the Sandy Springs Preservation Society be provided which
shows that no historically important structures will be destroyed. The property
belonged to one of the founders of Sandy Springs and there is a church building, a

barn and a stone well on the property. Photos of these structures are attached to this

fetter,

For the above reasons we petition the Sandy Springs Zoning Commission that the rezoning

decision to TR will be postponed until the requested studies and documentation can be

submitted,

Sincerely,

VANY 74

Lisa and Gerhardt Hoff




Trettin, Doug

Fram: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 417 PM

To: jerry@erbestietd.com; Jerry Erbesfleld; Char fortune; ninahuman@aol.com; Chatlotte
Marcus; Kimberly Brigance; GMHOFF@aol.com

Cc: Trisha Thompson; McEnerny, Karen; DaHushPup@aol.com; Jack Florek; imbarb545

@aol.com; jhuntws2@gmail.com; rosegal@bellsouth.net; aticpa@belisouth.net;
dorcas.winton@harrynorman.com; hgati@comcast.net; Linda Gordon; Philip Sweeny,
Collins, William "Chip”; Chi Le; Trettin, Doug; Jack Florek; jhuntws2@gmail.coin; Pauison,

John; Charlotte Marcus; patty@watershedallianceofsandysprings.org
Subject: Update On Rezone of Mitchell Street-Residents-Good News/Bad News

Hello to All,

Good news! I spoke with Bryan Flint, the Developer, again this afternoon
regarding an update on the Mitchell Rezoning Project. He has submitted a
plan for R-5 Single Family Detached Homes instead of town homes. The bad
news Is that the density is not what I expected. The plan is for 15 homes
and in order to build that many homes(a neighborhood) with a price point
comparable to Ridgemere or Cameron Manor, there is going to be less
"buffer" around the perimeter. I was hoping for no more than 10 or 11
homes. I have pleaded with Bryan to keep as many of the old trees and
tree line to the back as well as planting cypress or replace any the builder
removes during construction. I have asked for a "tree wall" around the
entire perimeter which will be especially important to Braemore and
Ridgemere. Hopefuily, this will help to protect our privacy and view. He has
indicated he is trying to salvage as many trees as possible and trying to do
something with the historic wish well too. Of course, no one wants to stare
into someone's back yard or loose any canopy but there has to be some
give and take on everyone's part. I, for one, am nauseated at the mere
thought of loosing any my beautiful trees, view and have serious concern
for the safety of my home( from destroyed roots and future falling

trees). In addition to all of this, the Developer Is sticking by his
commitment to install the retention storm unit underground. I have several
questions for the engineer designing this unit Thursday night (particularly
about run-off , layout and maintenance of the facility).

Several of you have asked about the contents of the barn and buildings. I
have asked Bryan to find out from the owner if the old historic bell can be
purchased along with anything else of interest. He will let me know. He Is
not willing hire someone to photograph the historic buildings ( so they will

1




be remembered for history's sake) but is not opposed to having someone
else do so(sorry Kim). Maybe, we can all look at doing this together.

All in all, of the five top issues ( density,price point/ single family detached
homes, underground retention pond, trees/canopy and historic
preservation) , I think we came as close as we are going to get on a
compromise from the developer. If he sticks to his commitment, places it
on paper and the city passes the R-5 zoning for single family detached
homes, I think it is somewhat of a win. Again, all of this has to be
submitted and approved with no surprises.

1 know there are many questions and more issues like traffic, noise, front
set back, etc. I would encourage everyone to come to Thursday's city
meeting with their own list but to keep in mind the compromises that have
been made so far by the Developer. I would also ask that emotional
outburst be curtailed knowing they could dilute or destroy progress that has
been made up to this point. Like everyone, I am skeptical and will only
breathe a sigh of relief after I see the new plan on paper and know every
detail is settled to our satisfaction. Maybe we will get lucky and he will
decide to builld only 11 units or the city will only allow that many on the plot

of land,

Again, I thank everyone who has dedicated so much time and energy
to this issue. I look forward to your responses and feedback.

Kind regards,

Sandy and Philip Sweeny




Trettin, Doug _

From: Char <charfortune@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2012 11:21 AM

To: 'Sandy Sweeny'; jerry@erbesfield.com; ‘Jerry Erbesfield’; ninahuman@aol.cony; 'Charlotte
Marcus'; 'Kimberly Brigance'; GMHOFF@aol.com

Cc: "Trisha Thompson'; McEnerny, Karen; DaHushPup@aol.com; *Jack Florek’; imbarb545

@aol.com; jhuntws2@gmail.com; rosegal@bellsouth.net; aticpa@bellsouth.net;
dorcas.winton@harrynorman.com; hgati@comcast.net; ‘Linda Gordon'; 'Philip Sweeny’;
Collins, William “Chip"; 'Chi Le'; Trettin, Doug; Paulson, John;
patty@watershedallianceofsandysprings.org; 'Steve Dils (Avison Young)',

charfortune@comcast.net
Subject: RE: Update On Rezone of Mitchell Street-Resiclents-Good News/Bad News

Importance: High

Sandy — You have engaged in this rezoning effort with heroic efforts and I appreciate so much all you are doing. Thank
youl Thanks to you, too, Jerryl You hoth have been awesome in communicating with Bryan our mutual concerns. It's
great that he has been willing to amend his proposed plan; however, I'm not sure the single family dwelling site plan is
doing us any favors, Given the extremely tight sethacks, we might be better off with a townhouse development...........

I highly encourage everyone to attend the meeting this Thursday, so we can express our concerns inmass. (That sald, |
have a previous commitment that | can’t break. | totally trust Sandy to speak for me.) In reviewing all the email
correspondence about the proposed development, | would suggest we consolidate our comments into four main topics

that ultimately affect our existing home values, as follows:

1. Slte Design

2. Neighborhood Context

3. Environment

4. Tree Preservation and Coverage

1. Site Design
a) Layout — it should provide logical, functional and appropriate relationships among the dwelling units, yards,

streets, open space, storm water management facilities, existing vegetation, noise mitigation, sidewalks, fences,
etc. It should also Include usable backyard areas that can effectively accommodate decks, patios and
landscaping without visual or structural encroachment on adjacent dwellings and appurtenances. Further, it
should identify existing utilities and make efforts to show proposed storm water management outfall area and
encourage utility collection.

h) Open Spaces — the Site design should include usable, accessible and well-Integrated open spaces

¢) Landscaping — the Site design should allow for appropriate and appealing landscaping around the dwellings,
storm water management facilities and open spaces.

d) Amenities - In a perfect world, the Site design would allow for recreational amenities, play area, street

lighting, sidewalks, etc.

CHAR’S COMMENTS RE: Site Deslgn

As preliminarily submitted, Bryan's site plan fails most of the tests above. The adjacency of the dwellings Is

EXTREMELY tight and doesn’t meet the test of loglcal, functional or appropriate, In my opinion. A 5’ slde yard
sethack Is nothing. (The distance hetween Henrletta’s house and ours 12’...by way of comparison. A 20’ rear

sethack Is about the width of a typlcal two car garage, by way of comparison.)
- There are no open spaces on the proposed plan except for the storm water dralnage area, Again, it's ahout
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the width of a two-car garage.
- The proposed plan gives us no informatlon about Landscaping.
- The proposed plan shows no sidewalks, street lighting, amenitles or play areas.

2. Neighborhood Context
a) Daes the proposed Site development fit into the fabric of the neighboring communities?
b) Does it transition nicely to abutting and adjacent uses?
¢) Do the sethacks encroach on nelghboring homes and communities?
d) Are the architectural materials and square footage sizes of the homes compatible with neighboring houses

and communities
e) Is the orientation of the proposed dwellings appropriate to adjacent streets and homes?

CHAR’S COMMENTS RE: Neighborhood Context
| would say that a single family dwelling development DOES fit into the fahric of nelghboring communities and

that It can transition nicely into abutting uses, EXCEPT that the setbacks are way too narrow. As laid out

currently, this development will literally spill out Into adjacent communities and crowd properties line unlike
anything we are accustomed to. | think most of our homes are at least 2,500 SF and many are 3,500 SF or
more. WIILit be an apple to apples comparison?

3. Environment
Bryan’s development should respect the environment and be consistent with the objectives of neighboring

community and county guidelines.
a) Preservation — The proposed Site development should conserve the natural environmental resources by

protecting and/or enhancing the habitat
b) Slopes and Solls — The design should take existing topographic conitions and soll characteristics into
consicderation and make a firm commitment to state of the art storm water management and low-impact site

design techniques.
c) Drainage — The volume and velocity of storm water runoff from new development should be managed in

order to avold impacts on downstream properties in Cameron Manor and Ridgemere. He needs to prove that
off-site drainage impacts will be mitigated and that the storm water management facility is designed and sized
appropriately. Drainage outfall should be verified by the county and the location of it mapped so we all know

where it will outflow.
d) Lighting — The proposed development should commit to exterlor lighting fixtures that minimize nelghborhood

glare and impacts to the night sky.

CHAR'S COMMENTS RE: Environment

The proposed development will pretty much scrape the site of any natural foliage thereby causing drainage
issues that could negatively impact Ridgemere and Cameron Manor, We would need an independent
englneer to give us an opinlon of what Bryan's most current plan will do to us.

4, Tree Preservation and Tree Cover
a) The proposed development should be designed to take advantage of the existing quality tree cover. We need

to get this verified by the county and do everything possible to keep the large tree canopy between our
communities. Further the storm water management and outfall facilities should be located to avold conflicts

with tree preservation areas.

CHAI'S COMMENTS RE: Tree Preservation and Tree Cover
The site plan as proposed will most likely obliterate all the tree canopy cover that we see from the back of the

cul-de-sac, This Is unacceptahble under any clrcumstance,

I welcome your thoughts and suggestions, as we need one consolidated voice. The question remains: Are we better off
with a townhouse development with 40’ setbacks or a cluster home development with virtually no setbacks?




Char

Char Fortune

525 Cameron Manor Way
Atlanta, GA 30328
404.229.8960

From: Sandy Sweeny [mallto:sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk] :
|

Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 4:17 PM
To: jerry@erbesfield.com; Jerry Erbesfleld; Char fortune; ninahuman@aol.com; Charlotte Marcus; Kimberly Brigance;

GMHOFF@aol.com
Cc: Trisha Thompson; McEnerny Karen; DaHushPup@aol.com; Jack Florek; Imbarb545@aol.com; jhuntws2@gmail.com;

rosegal@bellsouth.net; atlcpa@bellsouth.net; dorcas.winton@harrynorman.com; hgati@comcast.net; Linda Gordon; Philip
Sweeny; Collins William " Chip"; Chi Le; dtrettin@sandyspringsga.gov; Jack Florek; jhuntws2@gmail.com;
jpaulson@sandyspringsga.gov; Charlotte Marcus; patty@watershedalllanceofsandysprings.org

Subject: Update On Rezone of Mitchell Street-Resldents-Good News/Bad News i

Hello to All,

Good news! I spoke with Bryan Flint, the Developer, again this afternoon
regarding an update on the Mitchell Rezoning Project. He has submitted a '
plan for R-5 Single Family Detached Homes instead of town homes. The bad |
news is that the density is not what I expected. The plan is for 15 homes

and in order to build that many homes(a neighborhood) with a price point
comparable to Ridgemere or Cameron Manor, there is going to be less .
"huffer" around the perimeter. I was hoping for no more than 10 or 11 L
homes. I have pleaded with Bryan to keep as many of the old trees and

tree line to the back as well as planting cypress or replace any the builder

removes during construction. I have asked for a "tree wall” around the

entire perimeter which will be especially important to Braemore and

Ridgemere. Hopefully, this will help to protect our privacy and view. He has
indicated he is trying to salvage as many trees as possible and trying to do
something with the historic wish well too. Of course, no one wants to stare

into someone's back yard or loose any canopy but there has to be some

give and take on everyone's part. I, for one, am hauseated at the mere

thought of loosing any my beautiful trees, view and have serious concern

for the safety of my home( from destroyed roots and future falling

trees). In addition to all of this, the Developer is sticking by his

commitment to install the retention storm unit underground. I have several
cuestions for the engineer designing this unit Thursday night (particularly

about run-off , layout and maintenance of the facility).

Several of you have asked about the contents of the barn and buildings. I
have asked Bryan to find out from the owner if the old historic bell can be
purchased along with anything else of interest. He will let me know. He is
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not willing hire someone to photograph the historic buildings ( so they will
be remembered for history's sake) but is not opposed to having someone
else do so(sorry Kim). Maybe, we can all look at doing this together.

All in all, of the five top issues  density,price point/ single family detached
homes, underground retention pond, trees/canopy and historic
preservation) , I think we came as close as we are going to geton a
compromise from the developer. If he sticks to his commitment, places it
on paper and the city passes the R-5 zoning for single family detached
homes, I think it is somewhat of a win. Again, all of this has to be

submitted and approved with no surprises.

I know there are many questions and more issues like traffic, noise, front
set back, etc. I would encourage everyone to come to Thursday's city
meeting with their own list but to keep in mind the compromises that have
been made so far by the Developer. I would also ask that emotional
outburst be curtailed knowing they could dilute or destroy progress that has
been made up to this point. Like everyone, T am skeptical and will only
breathe a sigh of relief after I see the new plan on paper and know every
detail is settled to our satisfaction. Maybe we will get lucky and he will
decide to build only 11 units or the city will only allow that many on the plot

of land.

Again, I thank everyone who has dedicated so much time and energy
to this Issue. T look forward to your responses and feedback.

Kind regards, -

Sandy and Philip Sweeny




Trettin, Doug o

From: Dickerson, Patrice

Sent: Fricay, May 04, 2012 9:52 AM

To: Trettin, Doug

Subject: FW: Citizen comments for Mitchell rezoning
Attachments: comments part 2.cdocx

Please include as an attachment.

Palrice

From: Jeff Mitchell [mallto:jeffmitchell@live.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2012 7:50 PM

To: Dickerson, Patrice

Subject: Citizen comments for Mitchell rezoning

Ms Dickerson,

The emall I sent this afternoon bounced back. I thought maybe if I split It up it may go through.

Thanks,

Jeff

This e-mall message (including any attachments) {s for the sole use of the intended reciplent(s) and may contain confidentlal and privileged informatlon. If the
reader of this message Is not the intended reciplent, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this message (including any
attachments) is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this message In error, please contact the sender and destroy all coples of the original message
(including attachments). The City of Sandy Springs is a public entity subject to the Official Code of Georgia Annotated §§ 50-18-70 to 50-18-76 concerning

public records, Email Is covered under such laws and thus may be subject to disclosure,




Citizen Comments on the rezoning of the historlcal property at 5975 Mitchell Road

Dear Department of Community Development and City Planning Commission,

In April 2014, the city of Smyria planning department felt pressure to get some business going.
They accepted a developer’s proposal to bulld a couple spec homes. Even after the neighborhood
voiced opposition, Smyrna city council voted for dramatic varlance changes (Amendment Request Z11-
001) to the properties original plan and current zoning to enable the developer to make enough profit to

do the deal.

The developer promised to increase tax revenues, save the community from falling home
values, and promised that they could sell these homes and finish this development.

, One house sold as they already had a buyer, However, as you can see from the FMLS listing,
4558 Lols Street, Smyrna GA was listed June 14, 2011. After over 300 days on the market in the highly
desirable Vinings area, this similar type home, which is proposed by Arrowhead on Mitchell Road, is still

unsold today. | am assuming buyers do not want to pay this price on such a tight ot when there Is so
much inventory and better deals already on the market. These developers have not been good
nelghbors as the remaining land is littered with construction materials, an open shed, and construction
trafler. In addition, they have five “dirt and weed"” vacant lots still awaiting development. At this point,
they have already taken advantage of the economy by getting thelr vartances and locking up the land for
future development, After getting what they wanted, code enforcement issues and being good
nelghhors are minor nulsances, This s just one recent example of what can happen. If this very real
outcome happens at 5975 Mitchell Road and the staff, pfanning committee, and city council say “oops
my mistake” it will be too late for this historical building, trees and surrounding communities. The
developers will already have locked In their desires and profit and will wait to finish the development
however long that takes. What will you then say to the citizens that you serve? The decision that you
are making now for or against this neighborhood will not be forgotten for a very fong time. Please
considerate this heavily as If it was your awn neighborhoed in these economic times.

Current FMLS data shows that there are 440 homes for sale within a 3 mile raclus of this
property. Within 2 miles there are 225 detached single family homes listed. 100 of these homes are
within the $300,000 to $599,000 price range. Also, within this 2 mile radius there are over 135 attached
homes with 38 of these homes above $200,000. in addition, there are 43 homes listed with 17 homes in
the $300,000 to $599,000 price range In this immediate neighborhood. Attached are a few examples of
current listings in Arrowhead’s promised price range of 4 to 5 hundred thousand dollars. Please note
the much farger lots and green space surrounding these homes. In addition, please explain to these
current Sandy Springs citizens why you think it Is a good idea to put more housing Inventory on the
market today at the expense of these surrounding Sandy Springs nelghbors,




From Arrowhead’s own statements on April 27" 2012, they do not have financing and will piece
meal it together as needed from private equity partners, They will bulld a couple houses then if lucky
they may build a few more and so on. This would mean that this property would be a continucus
construction site from 7:30am to 7:30pm for at least 2-3 years or more. Would you like this in your

backyard?
We recuest that staff and Commission not recommend thls development.

However, if this property must be clear cut and developed at this time. | have a question. Why
have zoning requirements Iif you always give varlances?

Please honor the R-5A zoning with no variances and a 40 foot perimeter sethack. Inaddition,
please require the developer to plant immediately after grading a row of 10 foot or talter Leyland
cypress trees every 6-8 feet along the perimeter of the property adjoining other communities to ensure
current residents quiet enjoyiment and privacy of their homes. We also request that the developer be
required to Immedfately replace on their property or adjoining property any trees damaged by this
heavy equipment, Numerous trees have died within the first 3-4 years from the root stress and soll

compaction of these types of developments.

Your backyard is where you live your lives. Relax on your deck and have your morning coffee as
well as play with your kids. We chose this community because we did not have someone 20 feet from
our home. We believed that we would be somewhat protected from these type of profit squeezed
developments with the small church and beautiful tree canopy Ina park like setting next door. We
assumed with an R-1 zoning that any potential development would be reasonable keeping most of the
green space {(maybe 5-6 homes). A high density development s not appropriate for this neighborhood
as there should be a reasonable balance along this street. A 14 home development on this site destroys
too much green space, tree canopy, and privacy by forcing this 20 faot setback. The developers argue
that since things were built previously they should get the same., This does not take Into account that
this historical and beautiful church parcel Is a maln factor in why many nelghbors paid a premium to live
in this area. These neighborhoods were huiit before Sandy Springs was a city and Fulton County did
not always look out for Sandy Springs Interest. | ask that you protect these neighbors by ensuring that
Sandy Springs does not become another Atlanta. Please he more concerned about what makes Sandy

Springs great, heritage and green space.

Just because youy can do something does not always mean you shoyld. Please do not recommend this
development.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Braemore Residents




Unfinished development - Lois Street Smyrna/Vinings




Spec house 4558 Lols Street Smyrna/Vinings. Over 300 days on market,

Buyer Full Reporl
A Reshdential Detached Aclve

W 4237423 Broker: PRUDO3  Area: /2 vr
4053 10 5 51

Counly: Cobb Stato: Georgia
SubdiComplex: Collages Al Lois Paint

Lvis  B@drms Baths HIBlh Yr Buill: 2011

from Wesl Vitlaga onto Qakda'a Left on Mam St Lelt on Lois St

Public:  Expanswe Skylno Views! 4 bedsd.6 bath custom buit home. Large, opan spaces vath custom dalas and buit ins throughoul. Klaii lavel features &'

$455,000

City: Smyyma

Zip: 30080

Ago Dase: NewsUnder Construction
Watarfronl: 0

Eten:  Nickajack

Middlo: Campball

High:  Campball

Upper 3 2 0 Lake: None
Main i 1 9 Slorles: 2 Or + Slofas
Lower O 0 Q

i ;

| -_";\"I Vetal 1 H ¢ Slyle:  Coltago. Traditional

" b Diteclians.
Y Soulh Coblb to Oakda'e Rd Left on Main St (neat lo Cobb Lbrary) Top of Hl o Lefi on Lois 1 OR Exit Right

hand sceapad hardwoous, blue stone heplace, privata custom paved side courlyard. Master svite v/ freside sdling private deck, and spad ke balh

vil cedar longue & groove vaulted caitng Close to Vest Vitage ard the Silver Comel Trail

Bedroomy;  Bdim On Main Lav. Othar

Masler Balh: Otker
Kitchon: Cabirets Staly, Islard, Other, Counter Top - Stone

Dining:  Dning'Greal Rm Houso Faces: SC
Consl: Other, Stucco - Hardcoal Tonnls on Prop: N
Parking: 3 Car Garago. Altached, Avto Garage Door. Sude/iRear Ealry Pool: None

Road: Paved, Public Mainla'a Homo Warrantly:  Yes

Rooms:  Great Room, Library/Offica. Other
Basemenl:  Bath/Stubbed, Fu'l

Lot Sizo: Under 113 Acta

Lot Dosc:  Level Driveway, City Viewe

Green Building Cedification:

Fealurog ——08 90— ——— —

nep: 2

Selting: Other

Lot Dimanslons:  lacies

HERS Indox: 0

Olher Dascriplive Information

Nelgh, Amenities:  Otrer, Homeowners Assoc
Appliance Desc:  Other, Sec System Owned

Interior: that

Exterior: Deck, Franl Porch, Olher
Handicap Desc: Other

Flreplace: Faclory Burt
Hoat Typo:  Gas, Other, Zoned

Cooling Desc:  Celing Fans, Cenlral Eleclie, Olher. Zoned
Enorgy Feat:  Nona, Oliner

Water Source:
Laundry Foat:  Laundry Iteom, Other

Dock: None Boal House: Nore

Legal, Flnanclal and Tax Informatlon

LandLol: 677 Distilel: 17 Sccllon/GMD: 2

Plal BookiPago: 240:25 Deod Book/Page:  14841/5344 TaxiTax Yi: $G81/2010
Special: Nona Owner Flnance: N Owner Second: N
Annl Master Assoc Fee Dosc:  £0/ None

Annl Assoc Feo:  $0/None

Tax ID: 17 C3700480

Puble Water Sewer Desc:  Pub Swir Connecld

Lol: 1667  Block: 0

S F3.000  SqFtSource: Bulder
Assumable; N

Asmnt Dug/Contemp.: N

it. Fee: SO

Mgmt Emall:

CPHB:

SwimiTennls;  $0/None HOA Phono:

Mgmt Co: Mgmt Phono:
Sold

Bale Price: Duo Diligenco Ends: Closlng Date:

Qrlginal List Prica:  $450.000 Prop Closing Date: DOM:

SPIOLP %: Cosla Pald by Seller: Tetms:

Soll Agent 1D: Soll Agent: Londer Mediate:

Tuesday, May 1, 2012 10:13 AM
[ha axcutacy of 01 pfenmalien 1ggardiess of soueca mcleding bul n

chan'tt hs vaofard Pyennnh azizanal oesassbina g =rd%=e b

Binding Agreament Dato:
Tolal DOM:

Sell Oltlco:

squara olaga. is dzemed ratiabla bul not quarentead ard
ji pelinandi i R it B lder o




Print Friendly - All Pages

Buyer Shoil Repont

T | Residential Delached Actve
a1 5014742 Broker:

City: Alanta State: Gevigia
Subdicomplex:  Hammaond Hills

Arear 1731

Counly: Fullon
Year Quilt: 1960

Examples of current listings within a 1 mile radius of the historical property at 5975 Mitchell Road

Iape 2 ol S

$300.000

Zip: 20324
Stylo: Ranch

# Bedron: 3 # Balhs: 210 Storles: | Slory
Bedroony:  Beim On Main Lav, Master On Man

| Master Bath: - Showier Only
| intertar:  Disp Attic Stais. High Speed Intemoet Avatabla, Hhs & Her Glosats. Hardweod Flow

Parking: 2 Car Garage, Auto Garago Door, Kilchen Lovel

Dasement:  Crawl Spaco
Hbhood:  Marina, Park, Playground, Swimming Pool. Reslautant. Streel Lights, Tennis 1ightc

Lot Slzo: 112 Yo M4 Acres HEP: ToxesiTax Yr: 53
Lot Dese:  Corner, Leve), Lovel Drveway, Rm-PaoliTennis
Elam; High Ponl Midulo: Ridgaview Higl:  Rivenvaod

Public:  4-SIDED BRICK RANCH WIHTH HUGE FENCED BAGK YARD! (OVE-IN READY WIHTH GLEAMING HARDWOOD FLOORS KITC
FAMILY WITH GRANITE AND UPDATED APPLIANCES, UPDATED DATHS AND NEW WINDOWS 100 OP TIONAL SWIMTLNI
WINNING HIVERWOOD HIGH SCHOOL

Sold Informattan

Salo Prlce: SPIOLP %: Glosing Dato:
TT T 7] resldential Detached Contingent-Due Dilgence $376,000
| " I 6003212 Broke:: Area; 131
Gily: Allanla Stato: Georgla  County: Fulton 2t 30328-1€
; vy SubdiComplox: CAMERON HALL Yoar Bullt; 19693 Stylo:  Tradhie
u 0 i Bedm: 3 nBahs: 211 Storles: 2 Stories
it Bedroom: Ol
T Master Dath:  Double Vanity, Sep Tub'Showar, Whilpool Tub
¥ terdor: 90+ Ced Man. 2-Story Foyer, Cathedral Ceding, Disp Allic Staus, Entrance Foyer
f'{ Flaors, High Speed ntemaet Availablo, His & Her Closels Troy Cedings, Walk-In €1
=] Carpet

Parking: 2 Car Garage
Basement:  Dayhght, Exterior Entiy, Finished. Full, Intorior Entry
Hbhood: Cabla Tv Aval Homeowners Asson

Lot Slze: 1310 112 Acra 0FP: | Taxes/Tax Yr: 55,
Lot Desc:  Level Dnveway, Prvata Backyaed
Elom:  Heaids Feny Middle: Ridgeview High:  Rivenyool

Public:  IMMACULATE HOME IN INCREDIBLE SANDY SPRINGS LOCATION MASTER SUITE OF YOUR DREAMS ON AN ENTIRE FLC
ROOM, SPALIKE DATH, OFFICEMNURSERY & OVERSIZED WALK-IN CLOSET. BRIGHT, VAULTED GREAT ROOM OFFERY A
SPACE FORRENTERTAINING EAT-IN KITCHEN, SEPARAITE DINING ROOMOBEAUTIFULLY FINISHED 2 BEDROOM IN LAWIT
INCLUDES LIVING AREA & WET BAR IN FULL DAYLIGHT TERRACE LEVEL FORESTED, PRIVAIE FENGLD BACKYARD Kt
NEWER ROOF. SIDEWALKS TO NFARBY SHOPSIDINING. g1 1hformation

Salo Prico: SPIOLP %: Closing Dato:
T T ] Roesidential Detached Pending Exisling Lender Appt $500,000
-} i 4328161 Brokor: KWFAO! Arca: 131
L Vi City: Atlanta Stole; Georgra Counly! Fuilen 2ip: 3032335
}‘jl 2 I ' SubilComplex: River Shote Eslales Year Buill: 1960 Style: Ranch
'i ' #f Badmy: 4 N Baths: 370 Slorios: 1 Story

Bodroom: Master On Main
fMastor Bath:  Doub'e Vanity, Tub/Shower Combo
lnlorlou: 901+ Ceil Kam, Disp Allic Stairs, Entrance Foyer, Hardwoodd Floos, High Speed In

His & Her Closets, WaldWall Carpet, Wel Bar

'*---um
— Palklnn. 2 Car Carporl, Mlached, Kicken | ovel, Sido/Rear Enlry
b ll.uemom Bath, Daylight. Exterior Enlry, Fivished, Full, Intenor Entiy
\g"ﬁ‘_‘"f | Nbhood:  Gab'e v Avail, Humaosncrs Assoo, Slreot Lights, Walk to Schoals
Lol §lzo; 172 To M Acres nEp: 2 TaxesiYax Yr: 85,
Lol Desc!  Level RnvPosl Tens
Eleny: Heards Ferry Middle: Ridgavicw Hight  Rwenvaod

Publle:  Evarylhing you want in a house - updated kichen, open floorplan, and well mamlained 0 you can mava rght in' Top diawer kal wig
aranito and lop.oftha lina apphancas ko mtegrated refngifieczer, Woll cooklop, dishwasher diawers, icemaker and morg! Kil opai
$ea30ns Sun room ovarlooking pool, playset and flal yard, Gata at top of diva keeps all conlained! Master sta wiupdated bath, his ¢
beautiful hardwoods Fin bemt wigreal coom, wet bar, BIR and BA. Tons of storage New ronf Wow! Ownatlagent

higy/inls. usionmls.con/DotNet/Pub/NMulliGetView Py asny AT
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Buyer Shoit Report
310 | Residential Detached Activa $3£0,000
A | 1 4284526 Brokor: VWSROI Area: 131
City: Atlanta State: Georgra  Counly: Fulton Zip: 20328-4¢
SubdiComplox: Weoded Forresl Year Bullt; 1962 Siyle: Ranch
o Bodin 4 # Balhs: 270 Stories: 2 Stonas

Bedroom: Bdim On Maln Ley
| Master Dalh:  TubiShower Combo
Intertor;  Hardwoced Floos

| Parking: 2 Car Carpont .
| Basement: BalhSlubbad, Daylghl, Extenior Enliy

| Nbhood: Nona

Lot 8lzo: W3 to 12 Acte HEP: TaxesiTax Yr: $4,
Lol Desc:  Ciy View
Eleny: Heards Feny Middle: Ridgoview High: Rivervood

Potential Commarcial. Greal Daall Has been used a a very successiul renlal over the pasl few years. Nevdy renovated vl hardwo

Publlc:
Prime localion in tha center of Sandy Springs commereal atea, high end reslaurants, shopping. and bars arg vallin valing distanc
formation
Salo Prlce: SPIOLP ¥t Soldintomation ;551 Oate:
o i | Reskdential Detached Actwve $344.900
1128 1 i 4326028 Broker: KWFAOI Area: 131
Cily: Atlanla State: Georg'a  Counly: Fulton 2ip: 30325-4¢
SubdiComplex: Rdgemare Year Built: 1085 Style: Cluste
# Bedrnn 3 ' 8alhs: 271 Storles: 2 Stonss

| Bedroom: Masler On Main, Reonwmate FIPlan
Master Bath:  Doub'e Vandy, Garden Tub, Sep His'Hars, Sep TubiShowar
[ntorlos: 91t + Ced Main, 10 fi+ Cedl Main, Double Vinly Other. Enlrance Foyer, Hatdwoaod FI

Internel Available, His & Har Closets, Walk-In Closel(s), WaltWall Carpel

Parking: 2 Car Garage, Aflached, Aulo Garaga Door, Kilchen Lavel
Basement: Daylght, Extenor Ealry, Finished, Full. Intarior Entey
Nbhood: Cab's Tv Avad, Homeowners Assoc, Slreel Lighls, Svamat ag Pool, Watk lo Mata

Lot Size:  Under 113 Acto HEP: | TaxesfTax Ye: S3.
Lot Dasc: Level Divaway, Wooded
Elem: Heards Ferry Middle: Ridgevew High: Rwenvoad

Public:  In-tovm clustar with a private commundy pool  Beaulful hardwood Foors throughoul main fevel, soanng ceding in hving 100m valit e
fiteplaca, separata dining room - curiently used as honta off.ca, sunny kichan witi 'ols of counter and cabinel spaco. bayed vindo
and rea canopy. Spacious room sizes and open f'oor plan are pedlect for enteraining. Plantation shullers and naulral colors Maste
tarraca lavel Is perfect for home office, media of re¢ room

Sold Informatlon

Salo Prico: SPIOLP % Closing Dato:
= o Resldential Detached Achva $339.000
LA LA LN e Broker: BHCOO! Area: (31
| City: Atanta Slate: Georgia County: Fulton Zip: 30328
Subd/Complex: Rulgemers Year Bulll: 1962 Style: Tradits
| ¥ Bedim: 3 i Baths: 211 Slorlos: 2 Stories

Bedroom: Olhar
Master Bath:  Doubla Vaniy, Witirgoel Tub
Intorior: 9t + Ced Man, Double Vaty Othr, Disp Attic Stairs, Entranca Foyer, Hardeocd FI

Closel(s)
Parking: 2 Car Garage, Allachied

Basoment: Crawvl Spaco
Nbhood: Cablo Tv Avad, Homeowners Assoc, Swimming Poal, Restouranl, Streel Lights

Lot Size: Under 113 Acta HFP: 0 TaxosiTax Yi: §3,
Lot Das¢: Corner, Cul-Da-Sac. Lovel
Elem: Heards Feny Middle: Ridgaview High: Rivenwood

Publie:  Lovaly brck lraditional homa 10 Ridgeniére, a quiel enclave 1a close-n Sandy Speng. near Restaurants & shopping. This hema Is v
¢lgs & hargwoods on main level Banqual s:ze Dinng Ry, spacious Kitchen v/ Breadfast Rm Vaulted Faindy Rm w/ fireplace & b
adjacent Library of Music Rm opens 10 palio. Spacious Msirwiwalcin closet, Mstr Ba vivehirlpool, double vanly, shawer. Two add
clasels Laundiy upslairs.

hitps s usionmils.con/DotNe!/Pub/NMuliiGei View Py asny o
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Buyer Shoil Repoil
] Resktential Detached Aclva $425 000
4 5002786 Broker: Area: 131
.| City: Atlanta Slate: Georgra  Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328
SubdiComplex: Riversida Year Duill: 1664 Style: Ranch
A Bedmi 3 #f Baths: 210 Storles: 1 Story

Bedroom: Bdim On Maln Lay, Mastar On Mam
Master Bath:  Doubla Vanity, Sep Tub/Showear
Intorlor:  Disp Al Stairs. Hgh Speed Intemel Avaitable. Entranca Foyer, Hardxocd Floors.

Patking: 2 Car Carporl
Basemeonl: Etesior Enlry, Parlial
Nbhood: Cab'e Tv Avar, Street Lights

Lot Slzo: 141310 112 Acre IFe: ToxesiTax Yr: 53
Lot Desc: Private Backyard )
Elom: Heards Fenry Middle: Hidgeview Hlgh: Riwvenveed

Pablic:  Avesonia renovalion!! Open Sacial Space vaHardwood Floors Amating Kolchen wiStainlass Apptances. Granle Courlaitops Al
wiraised bowl sinks, custom cabineley. Step oul to fabulous paol, stone fireplaca and etep up Lo level yard. New Reol HVAG beau
naulral decor - ready lo move righl in!

Sold Informatlon

Salo Price: SPIOLP %t Glosing Date:

R LT ) T b TS = -
' e Resldential Detached Active $400.000
.,',".;5 ! b{“f{i' o # 5010075 Broker: Area: 131
At L beasan ot !

g PR e | City: Altanta Slate: Georgia  Counly: Fuiton Zip: 30328.2¢

’ || SubdiComplex: River Shote Estates Year Bulll: 1965 Stylo: Ranch
o it Bedmy: 4 # Balhs: 371 Storles: 1 Stoiy

© 00 | Bedroom:  Bdrm On Mam Lev, Master On Main, Sptt Bdim Plan

- . Master Bath:  Double Vandy, Tub/Shovier Combo

£1{|r1 If!‘:?’ 7| Interlor:  Bookeates Disp Allic Slans. Doub'a Valy Qther, Entrance Foyer. Hardwood Floart
~ Tl - tnternet Avaitable, Watk-In Closel(s)

gt 11 [y ¢ \
,'\}iﬁ' | Parking: 2 Car Carport, Ktchan Level, SideRear Enly
% | Basement: Balh, Boal Door, Daylghl. Finished, Full, Interior Entry
i ,J_r Nblood: Cabla Ty Aval Homeowners Asscc Slreel Lights, Walk to Schoo's
Lot Siza: 1310 112 Acte HFp: 2 Taxesifax Ye: $3
Lot Dasc: Level Duveway, Privato Backyard, Wecded
Elem: Heards Ferry I'.'IIJdIo: Ridgaview High: Rwanvocd

Publie:  Affordabla chainiing homa in great schoats in one of Sandy Springs favorite neighborhosds. Upgdated kichen & baths. Hardwaod I
opens 1o Fam Rm. hist bedicom wiown balh has doors 10 huge deck. Fantaste Lnished basement vafamily coom valipl. barga Maste
wisiting room & cxpangiva bath plus haif bath & seving barwisink Peacelul screencd porch opens 10 a deci across the back of I
qreat private backyard. Waik to Epste n School

Sold
Salo Price: SPIOLP %: nlormallon o ing Dalo:

1] Rasidential Detached Activo $3719500
| M. A3N0277 Brokor: CORO22 Area: 132

City: Atlanta State: Gaorgla  Counly: Fuiton 2ip: 30323
Subu/Complox: Cameron Hall Yeoar Buill: 1903 Syle: Clusle
H Bedrm: ## Baths: 212 Storigs: 2 Storias
Bedroon:  Master On Main, Spht Bdro Plan
Master Bally  Doub'a Van'ly. Sep Tub/Shower. Vaulled Ceilngs. VWnitipool Tub
Interior; 91t + Ced Main, Calnedral Ceing, Doub'a Valy Other, Disp Allic Stairs, Ealranca
Closets. Hardwood Floors. Tray Ceilngs, Walk-1n Closal(s), WalbWall Carpet Beol

Parklig: 2 Car Garage, Allached, Avlo Gatage Door. Kitchen Lovel
Basemenl: Slab.Nona
Nbliood: Gabla Ty Avail, Homeowners Assoc, Street Lights, Undorgrad Uts, Walk to Schoo

Lol Size: Undai 13 Acte nFp: 2 Taxes/Tax Yr: §4,
Lol Doge: Cul-Da-Sac, Level Drivewa{. Privala Backyard, Weodad
Elem: Hzards Ferry Middlo: Ridgeview High: Rweryood

Public:  Not yourusual 54 and a deor! Low malnlenance cluster homs lang on privale, vicoded o), This home lives Lo a bwo story wwimas!
sacond foor is downslairs, not upstaies. John Weiland home in excallent condition. Neutral paint, no watlpaper! Ogen plan vablg kilc
Living toom open to dining reom & spacious masler on maln Terraca level has another famdy room wifireplacs, 3 bedrooms (o 28
tols of storage. Two privala decks Near Chaslain & shepplng in Sandy Springs. Rivenvood Hi. Very qulet ne’ghborhocd

hup:/tmds. fusionmls.cony/ DotNet Paby/ MultiGet Viewlx.asnx VIR
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Buyer Shorl Repoit
7 e Rosldentlal Delached Aclve £4G0.000
L s | i 4321097 Broker: CLIKO! Area: 131
" Cily: Sandy Sprngs State: Geargia Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328
SubdiComplex: [ANCASTER WALK Year Built: 1097 Stylo:  Tradili
#Bedrm: 4 i Baths: 471 Storles: 2 Stones .

Bedroom: Other
L1 Master Bath:  Garden Tub, Other, Sep Tub/Shower
Interlor:  2-Slory Fayer, Disp Allic Slars, Enlrance Foyar, Hardwoed Flaors. Tray Cedngs

Parking: 2 Car Garage
Basement: Bath, Daylyght, Exterior Entiy, Finished, Full, Intatior Entry
Nbhood: Homzowners Assoc. Steeal Lights, Undergmd Unis, Waik to Shopping

Lol Slzo:  Undur 113 Acte HFe: 0 TaxesiMax Yo §4,
Lot Dosc: Cul-Da-Sac
Elem: Heards Fery Middle: Ridgeview High: Riverwood

Public: A0 5BA PLUS eparale office & finshed basement area large enough for In-lavy suite Franoly, safe cul-de-sac Open. brght flo
<olors & spacious!

S I
$alo Prico: SPIOLP 9 old Information 4y, 19 Data:
B Realdential Dotaches! Aclive $440,060
4. 4337110 Broker: OUFFOL Area: 131
Cily: Sardy Sprngs Stato: Georgia  Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328
£ 1 . Subd/Gomplex: Lancaster Wars Year Built; 1698 Style: Traday
[ 10| ipedm: 4 WBaths: 3/1  Storles: 2 Stories

| Bedroom: Othat
Master Bath:  Doublo Vanity, S¢p TubiShower, Whirpool Tub
Intarlor:  2-Slory Foyer, 91 + Ceil Main, Doub'a Vily Other, High Speed Intemet Avalabla, |

Hardwood Floors, Troy Cerings, Watc-In Closetl(s), WallV/all Carpal

LIS jj,-r“:-

Parking: 2 Car Garage, Atlached, Aulo Garage Doar
| Basement:  Bath, Daylighl, Extedior Enlry, Finished, Full, Interior Enlry
Nbhood: Homeownners Assoc, Sireel Lights, Undergmd Ulds

Lol $ize: Under 113 Acta WFP: 1 ToxesiTax . $4,
Lot Dese: CulDe-Sac Privale Backyard
Elen:  Heards Fery Middle: Ridgev.ew gl Riversood

Public:  Execulive homa in fabulous 'ocat:on - quiet enclave! Open Living Space wie'eégant 2 stary entry  Great Roam walh vall of windows
Kiehan wGas ¢ootlop & Grando. Plantaton shulters and neulral decor maka Lhls a must s¢e, Finished Tewraco Loyl viRec Rm '

Bath New Rool and Carpal.

Soald Information

Salo Pilco: SPIOLP %: Closing Date:
| Resldential Detached Active $425.060
i 4220149 Drokor: RIMAAOL Area: 131
| City: Avanta State: Geogia  County: Fullon Zip: 30328.2¢
SubdiComplox: RIVERSIDE Year Bulll: 196 Style: Tradith
W Bedrm: 4 fl Baths: 6/1 Storles: 2 Slorias

] Bedroom: Bdim On Main Lev, Master On Maln
‘| Master Bath:  Double Vanity, Sep Tub/Shawar, Whiripool Tub
Interlor: 9t + Ced Ma'n, Calhedral Ceiting, Doubla Vinty Olher, Enlranca Foyer, His & Her €

Flaors, Rear Stalrs, Wa'k-In Closcl(s), Wail\Wall Carpel

Parking: 2 Car Gatage, Mtached, Kitchen Level
Basemonl: Balh, Exlarior Enlry, Finished, Ful, Inlarior Enlry

L e B0 Cable Ty Avad, Playground, Svamasing Pool, Streel Lights, Tenals Lighted, Swim T
Lol Sizo: 34 Up To 1 Acio #FP; 2 TaxesiTax Y. $6,
Lot Dos¢:  Grack, Luvel, Level Driveway, Privata Backyard, Wooded
Eleny:  Heards Feny Mlddio: Ridgaview High: Rivenvood

Publict  COULD BE 4 OR 5 BEDROOMS AND THE MASTER BEDROOM COULD BE ON MAIN FLOOR, EVERY BEDROOLY HAS FULL T
DE-SAC, KITCHEN WITH SEATING FOR 8 OR 10, DINING ROOM SEATS 124, 2 FIREPLACES, LARGEST LIVING ROOM AND
LIBRARY IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD EXTRA LARGE FAMILY ROOM, MASTER BEDROOM & BATH TAKE 34 OF UPSTAIRS!

B/ tmls. Susionmls.con/DotNet/Pub/MulliGet View Ex.nsox MmN
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Buyer Shoit Reporil

Rasidential Datached Active $639.600
il 4332429 Broker: HNOHIZ Area: 131

Cily: Sandy Sprags State: Georgia Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328-%
| Subd/Complox: Glan Feny Year Built: 2004 Stylo: Tradtx
# Dedrny: 6 # Baths: 5/0 Storlas: 2 Stories

Bedroom: Bdim On Man Lev, ln-Law StelApl

| Mastor Bath:  Double Vanity, Sep Tub/Shouwer, Wineipool Tub

L Intorlor: 10 ft+ Ceil Kan, 2-Story Foyer, 91t + Ceil Klain, Double Vily Olher, Disp Allic Stae
Inteinet Avalable, Enfranca Foyer, His & Har Closals, Hacdwood Floors, Troy Cer
Capel, Bockeases

Parking: 2 Car Garage, Aulo Garage Door, Kilchan Lovel, Side/Rear Enliy

| Basomont: Bath, Daylght, Extedior Entry, Finished. Full, Interior Entry

Nbhood: Cable Ty Aval, Public Trans.. Homaonners Assac, Park, Playground, Street L'ghts

Lol Slze:  Under 13 Acte il FP: 2 Toxes/Tox Yr: $0.
Lot Dosc:  Corner, CutDa-Sac. Lavel, Level Driveway, Prvate Backyard
Efem:  Spalding Drive Middle: Ridgaview High: Rwenvood

Publle:  Newesl koma in Subdivison. Bult in 2004 wifinest trm and hinishes. Great Fanyily homa. Walk to Abemathy Park Awatd-vwinnng n
District GBRI5E, Gourmel Kitchen wiGranito Counteilops & Istand. 2-sty Great Room, Cozy Master Sute vl weplace. His & Her CI
Bath features Whirlpool Tub, Sep Shower & Double Vanties Full Finished Lowar Area includas Bedrgom, Bath, Exerciso Area and

Sol K
Sale Price: SPIOLP % i informallon: oo et
Residential Detached Active $526,000
# 4293108 Broker: HNBHI3 Area: 131
City: Atlanta State: Georgia Counly: Fullon Zip: 30323
Subd/Complox; Lancaster Walk Year Buill: 1997 Slylo: Tradis
#Bedry: G # Baths: 371 Slories! 2 Stories

Bedroom: tastar On Main, Roommata Fl Plan, Splt Bdim Plan

Master Bath:  Doub'e Vanly, Garden Tub, Sep Tub/Shower, Vaulted Celngs

Interior:  2-Story Foyar, 9 1L + Ceil Maln, Cathedral Ceiing, Disp Altic Stairs, Hyh Speed Inte
Ealrance Foyer, Hardwood Floors, Trey Cehings. Walk.In Closel(s), WallA\Val Caip

Parking: 2 Car Gatago, Allached, Auto Garago Door, Kilchen Level
Basemonl: Bath, Daykight, Exterior Entry, Finished, Full
Nbhood: Cable Ty Avail. Publc Trans , Other, Honteownars Assoc, Park, Playgiound. Racq

Utds
Lot Slzo: 113 1o 112 Acrd HFP: | Toxes/Tax Yr: $4,
Lot Deso: Cul-De-Sac, Laval, Leval Drivaway, Private Backyard
Elam: Heards Ferry Middle: Ridgeview High:  Rivenvood

Pablic:  [his beautilul home has been totally renovaled with: new 1oof, naw painlinside & oul, yorgeous granila Kilclien counters, naw hards
and new carpel upstars. Wial a find in an excellent school districl, Quiel cul-da-sac neighborhood Prima tocation with only nhnule:
vathin wa'kng distanca to shops & grocery. Opan, Ight & bright cathedral ceitngs and a greal freplace Sep LIMOR. dan, sunny bre
huge outdoor deck & 2-car garage Roomy, full finished basement has 5th & 6th badrooms vath full bath, oversized den.

Sold In lon
Sale Prlco: SPIOLP % foemat Glosing Datg:

: Resklential Detached Acliva $5G9.000
i I 5007662 Oroker: Area: 131

City: Atlanta State: Georgia  County: Fu'ton Zip: 30323
SubdiComplex: Rivershore Eslales Year Dulit; 1984 Style: Ranch
#Bedrm: 3 # Baths: 310 Slorlos: | Slory

Bedroonk:  Master On Main

Master Bath:  Shower Only

Interior:  Daubla Vnly Othor, High Speed Intamet Avar'abla, Entrance Foyer, Hardwosd Floo

Parking: 2 Car Carport, Alached. Kilchen Lovel
Basenionl: Dayvght, Exterior Enlry, Finished, Intenor Enlry, Partial
Nbhood: Cable Tv Aval, Homeowners Assoc, Stieel Lighls

Lot Size: 112 To ¥4 Acres RFP: | Taxes/Tax Yr: §2
Lol Desc: Privale Backyard, S'opad
Elom: Heards Fony Middle: Ridgaview High: Riverweod

Public:  Adorable Rivar Shore canch recently renovatad from lop ta bollom! No exgense spared in th's cule homa - s apparent weith tha atl
throughoul New ket wicuslom cabinetry, granita counteilops and stainlass apps. 2 pantrias for greal storage! Goigeous hardwoods
Recessed Ighting, cuslom closal shalving and more! All new baths, including master wiltamelass showar and ha'l bath vath dual va
\wiree room and full bath. New oof, new windows, additonal hot water healer and mora! Private back yard with room for play and/oi

htn:/limds. Tusionmls.con/DotNer/Pab/MultiGel Viewl s asny Lmn
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Buyer Shoil Report

T ] Residantial Detached Aclive $650.000
| # 6005958 Broker: Area: 131
City: Atlanla Siate: Georgia  Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328
SubdiComplex: RIVER SHORE ESTATES Year Bull: 1976 Style: Ranch
* | #Bedmy: 4 #f Balhs: 3/2 Staries: | Story

| Bedroom: In-Law Ste/Apl, Master On Main

Master Bath:  Doubla Vanity, Tub/Shower Combo

Interior:  Doub'o Vily Olker Disp Allic Stairs Entrance Foyer, His & Her Closets, Hardwooo
WatcIn Closel(s). WalvWall Cargel, Baokcases Exposed Beams

/.

e 2
\ t."‘l”‘l-:r - e,

Parking: 2 Car Garaga. Allached, Kitchen Level SideRear Enley
"I IS Basemeant: Balh, Dayighl, Exlenor Enlry, Finshed, Ful, Interior Enlry
s HNbhood: Cablo Tv Aval Homeowners Assee

) RS TEER

Lot Slzo: 112 To 34 Acres HFP: 2 TaxesITax Yri $9.
Lot Desc:  Level. Rn-Poo'fTeanis. Pavala Haclgnrd. Sloped
Eloin: Heards Feny Midule: Ridgaview High: Rivenvood
Public:  Greal Renovaled Home in Souaht After RIVER SHORE ESTATES! Must Sea Inside! Renovated Kichen w! Grande Counlers Maw
Apptiances, Bui't In Dask. Seperata Lwing Roam and Latga Dining Room. Wide Plank Hardwaods in Large, Vauited & Beamed Fin
wi'Wet Bar Area Larga Bedrooms! Beautiful Euopean Deors & Windows  Full Basemant-Paitiatly Finished vil Fees:ds Room Larg
Fu'l Bath Planty of Additional Unfinishad Area for Slorage & Workshop Space. Larga Deck and Yard

Sold Inl L
Sala Price: SPIOLP % rCtammpton Closlng Dato:

Roshfential Datachad Acliva $549.500
#. 5014051 Broker: Area: 130

City: Allanta Slate: Georgra  Counly: Fullon Zip: 30328
SubdiComplox: River Shore Estales Year Buill:  1€62 Style: Ranch
o Bedo: 4 i Balhs: 2171 Storles: 1 Story
Bedroon: Bdim On Main Lev, Mastar On Main
| Mastor Bath:  Showar Only
| Interlor:  Bookcatas, Hgh Speed Inlemet Availabla. Entrance Foyer, Hatdwood Floors, Trey

“| Parking: 2 Car Garage, SideiRear Enlry, Kitchen Level
Basement: Full. Extorior Entey, Intarlor Enlry, Daylyht
Nbhood: Cab'e Tv Avail, Homaownais Assoc, Sleeet Lights

Lol §lzo: 34 Up To | Acee nep: 2 TaxesiTax Yr: $5,
Lol Desc:  Cormer, Prvala Backyard
Eteny: Heards Farry Middle: Ridgewew High: Rivenveod

Pullic:  Well maintained ranch on larga comer lobin River Shote Estates! Professionally landscaped tivs house is desgned for indoor coml
Ly Seeeened porch oveilooks puvate wooded backyard & pool . 2 decks fuither enhanca ouldogr enjoyment, one on uppef kevel
amyplz spaca for ovtdoar cooking’dning. & the othar off tho MBR peifect for your main'ng coffae Ranovated MBR & biath. larga LR
shate BA and d1h BR can be BR'OIfc2. Larga laundiyimivd rcom vaball bally leads to deck Huga bsmi opzns lo pool & fulunz sq It

Sold Informatlon

Salo Prico: SPIOLP %: Closing Dato:
7] Residential Detached Active $544,900
4310017 Broker: ATCAO02 Area: 131
City: Atlanta Stale; Georgia  Counly: Fulton Zip: 30328-%
SubdiComplex: GLEN FERRY Yoar Bulll: 2003 Style: Europe
# Qedrnn: 5 /1 8alhs: 470 Slorfos: 2 Slories

| Bedroom:  Bdim On Main Lev

Master Bath:  Scp Higitlaes, Other, Sep TulvShower

Interlor:  2-Story Foyar, 9 1 ¢ Ceil Main, Disp Allig Stalrs, Enteance Foyer, His & Her Closels
Floors, Other, Tréy Cailngs, WaliWall Carpal

Parking: 3 Car Garage, Aulo Garage Door, Kitchan Level, SideiRear Entry
Basement: BallvStubbad. Daylight, Exterior Enliy, Full
Hbhood: Gablo Tv Avad, Playgtound, Sireel Lighls

Lol Slza: Under 113 Acro WEP: 2 Taxes!Tax Yi: $6.
Lol Desc: Comer
Elom: Spa'ding Drive Middle: Ridgeviow High: Rivenvood

Public:  OF MATCHLESS CONSTRUCTION AND APPEMM%JCEI LIGHT, BRIGHT AND OPEN ONE OF A KINO HOME WITH CHARACT
FANTASTIC LOCATION IN THE AWARD WINNING RIVERWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT GORGEQUS 6 BEDROOM 4 BATH BRI
ENTERTAIN FOR HOURS IN THIS HUGE GOURMET KITCHEN WITH GRANITE COUNTERTOPS AND LARGE GRANITE ISLAI
A TWO STORY FARILY ROOM. LUXURIOUS PRIVATE MASTER SUITE WITH FIREPLACE, SPA BATH WITH HISIHER VANITII

EARLTIREY

Bt ZTmls. fusionmis.com/DotNet/h oo Visa By avny




Trettin, Doug

From: Sandy Sweeny <sahdy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 7:21 AM

To! Char fortune

Cc: John Hunt; imbarb545@aol.com; aticpa@belisouth.net; rosegal@belisouth.net; Linda

Gordon; dorcaswinton@harrynorman.com; Jenry Erbesfield; jerry@erbesfield.com;
jeffmitchell@live.com; GMHOFF@acol.com; Charlotte Marcus; Bonny Marshall

Subject: Need Cameron Manor Response

Neighbots,
Good mosning. T hope you all had a good weekend.

I wanted to follow up with all of you to see if you have had a chance to review the new plan
proposed by the Developer for the Mitchell project. In summaty, he has teduced the density by
one, ageeed to build bigger lots to the back on a downwatd slope instead of on the hill reducing run
off to the back and saving mote of the tree line, offeted a privacy fence to the sides and landscape
to block view, save the well and latge oak tree making the atea a "common area", and build the
undetground storm unit, and proposed a nicet residential subdivision,

While this is not exactly what we wanted, it is fat better than whete we statted, It does show a
comptomise on the patt of the Developet and he will look very good at the next Zoning meeting,
However, the tesidents in Bracmote ate not satisfied with the setbacks, want to continue the fight
the re-zoning and intend to hold a meeting to discuss the issue this week. I need your feedback,
opinions and stance on the issue as Cameton Manor residents.

My only concesn is that if we are not cateful, we could end up in a much wosse case scenatio. It is
highly unlikely that the City will deny the re-zoning, In my opinion, is an unrealistic viewpoint, If
this Developer goes away, the land will eventually be sold and another Developer may not be so
inclined to work with us. We could be back to squate one and staxt this process all over again. ln
addition, if we are not careful and the Developer thinks we ate unappreciative of his actions so far,
he may be less likely to follow through with his commitments once the land is sold and the builder
has been contracted. I am one who believes in the ast of negotiation. T think what has been
negotiated so far ;while not perfect, is certainly better than the original plan, The old saying " the
devil we know is better than the one we don't" applies here. Again, while I have exptessed my own
opintons in this email, 1 support the majotity. Please tespond back to me with yous viewpoint
and let me know where you stand on the issue. Thank you.

Kind regards,

Sandy Sweeny




Trettin, Doug '

From: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.couk>
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 8:40 AM
To: Jerry Erbesfield; ‘Bryan Flint’

jerbesfield@fimls.com; Char fortune; GMHOFF@aol.com; imbarb545@aol.com; jhuntws2

Cc
@gmail.com; hgatl@comcast.net; Phillp Sweeny; Charlotte Marcus;
rosegal®bellsouth.net; atlcpa@bellsouth.net; dorcaswinton@harrynorman.com; Linda
Gordon; Kimberly Brigance; McEnerny, Karen; ninahuman@aol.com; Collins, Witliam
"Chip"; Charlette Marcus; Fries, Dianne; Trettin, Doug; Melissa Carder; Trisha Thompson;
Galambos, Eva; Sterling, Gabriel; jndonough@sandysprings.gov; Pauison, John

Subject: Re: Mitchell Road-Regarding the New Plan

Bryan,

Good morning. I have reviewed your new plan. Like Jerry, 1 am concerned that many of
the Issues we discussed whereby you indicated a compromise, are not outlined in this

document. I have several questions. They are:

1. Is the rear set back 20, 35 or 40 feet? When you,Char and I walked off the property
line, you counted 40 feet and Indicated it would stay leaving a large part of the tree
canopy. A mere 20 foot buffer destroys most of the canopy and would have everyone in
these units staring straight Into my home. This s not acceptable. The other buffers have
been reduced and glve no privacy to the homes in the other subdivisions either, Are the

buffers reduced? Why the change of heart?

2. Are these town homes or single family detached homes? The density on this plan
looks like town homes. Obviously no consideration was given to a planned
helghbourhood llke Cameron Manor as previously indicated or trying to preserve
anything from the Circa 1860 historic wishing well ( as a fountaln) or bulldings or the
large Herltage site oak trees. The land looks like to will be leveled whereby destroying all
of these precious items and creating a cramped, unattractive housing compound, Is this

correct?

3. What Is price point? Obviously, the value of our homes are clearly affected by low end
properties.

4, Regarding the storm drainage. I have done a lot of research. I have met with Patty (
Atlanta Watershed Alllance). In the city of Atlanta, there are many falled underground
storm units. This usually takes place at the ten year mark when silt has bulit up in the
pipes. Unless there is a maintenance policy, It will eventually fail. It becomes the
homeowners responsibility to repair the damage from leaks because there is no a city
policy governing these storm units. It is costly and creates runoff and a host of

other Issues. It Is estimated that roughly 52 gallons of runoff will occur from one inch of
rain. Have you met with engineers on the development of this storm unit? Do you have
a document we can review? What kind of maintenance plan do you have in place? While
I agree with Jerry in placing it underground, we need assurance that it will not fall.

1




Bryan, I know that I speak for many people in that we want to work with you on this
project so that It Is a "win-win" for all parties. However, with the new plan you have
outlined, can you tell me where you have compromised and are trying to work with the
homeowners on any of the issues we have discussed outside of the underground storm
unit ( density/ building type, buffer/set back, trees/canopy, historic)? Please put yourself
in our shoes and try to understand why we are all fighting so hard regarding this issue.
Our homes, our quality of life, and all that we love about living In this city ( the beauty,
the historic significance,etc) I threatened. T implore you to take In consideration our
concerns and give a little on these concesslons, There are so many lives negatively

Impacted on so many levels with this rezoning project.
I look forward to your response.

Kind regards,

Sandy Sweeny

From: Jerry Erbesfield <jerry@erbesfleld.com>

To: 'Bryan Flint' <bryanfiint@att.net-

Gc: 'Sandy Sweeny' <sandy.swesny@yahoo.co.uk>; jerhesfield@fmis.com
Sent: Thursday, 19 April 2012, 9:48

Subject: FW: Mitchell Road

Bryan:

Thank you for providing this new propesed sile plan to me. While it might be a start, it is however not exactly

what 1, and what | belleve the other involved neighbors, had expected of envisioned for a single family detached
home development on the order of Ridgemere and Grosvenor as you and | had discussed. The proposed grade
elevations are not furnished so it is difficult for me to tell but this site ptan makes It appear to be more like a level
ot development of row houses. And, it appears that nothing is spared, not the well, none of the trees, not any of
the natural lay of the land, virfually nothing. Many of the neighbors are simply not going to be very happy with or

want to go along with this plan if that is the case.

As an FY1, 1 belisve the box tiiled "Site Data” still contains the information for the 19 attached units that was
originally proposed (so small - it is hard to read). Please confirm.

Some questions:
1. Witl you please confirm that there are 10 fest separaling each dwelling as we discussed?

2. It looks like there Is only approx. 20 feet between the Mitchell Road east curb and the west (front) wall of the
front homes. Is that correct? If so, what happened to the 40 foot front buffer that you sald you were agreeable to
maintaining? | can assure you that this [s a non-negotiable factor with me and my neighbors,

3. There appears to be a 20 foot buffer proposed from the rear of ihe proposed development's homes to the
rear property line. If that is so, how about the 35 foot rear buffer you indicated that you belleved could be

maintained?
4. s the rear 20 foot buffer grass or trees and canopy?

5. Did you get the survey corrected so that the properly lines can be clearly determined, especially in the back?
The reason | ask is that if there [s enough natural buffer on the Cameron Manor side of the property, past the
property line of your proposed development, maybe the 20 foot buffer you have proposed (if trees) could
potentially be enough for privacy of the Gameron Manor residents, and that would help minimize this objection.




6. |don't see anything identifying the amount of buffer on the Braemore and Ridgemere sides, How much would
that he?

7. How about the price point? How much do you plan to sell each properly for?

Many of us that have been drawn into this malter with you want to find a way to work with you in a friendly,
affirmative and positive manner. Wa would prefer to find a way to do, rather than not doing. However, the
apparent issues with this site ptan proposal makes that very difficuit. Unless I'm reading the attached site plan all

wrong, it is going to be extremely difficult to get enaugh buy-in.

I've copled Sandy Sweeny with this message. | believe you met her on Monday. She is championing the effort for
many of us neighbors. Sha Is a very nice and intelligent person. She however iives in Cameron Manor In the
home direcily behind and below grade from the proposed development so she ls especially concermed about the

drainage {ssues and maintaining her privacy.

There is only a week remaining unti the next zoning information meeting. To give this project a chance to get
done without the nelghbors organizing for a fight, it is time to open up. We'd like to he able to be supportive at
the next meeling but we've first got to know exactly where you stand and trust has to be damonstrated for that to
have a chance to ccour. Your clear and concise responses to the above will be a good start.

Jerry Erbestisld

From: Bryan Flint [malito:bryanfiint@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2012 4:08 PM
To: ‘Jerry Erbesfield'

Subject: Mitchell Road

Jerry,

A single family plan for Mitchell Road is attached. Tt yields 15 units, Tam having a grade plan done to
see how it affects the buffers,

Thanks

Bryan Flint




Trettin, Doug

From EBPQE3@aol.com

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2012 4:06 PM
To: Trettin, Doug

Subject: Fwd: Pittman 1989 variances

note corrected-e-mail address: direltin@sandyspringsga.gov

From: EBPQE3@aol.com

To: direllin@sandyspringscily.gov

CC: elsie.thompson@harrynorman.com, laura.thompson@harrynorman.com
Sent: 3/30/2012 4:01:35 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time

Subj: Pittman 1989 variances

March 30, 2012

Mr. Doug Trettin
Dept of Community Deveolpment
City of Sandy Springs, GA

Re: 5310 New London Trace, NW, Atlanta, GA 30327

Owners; Elizabeth B, Pittman and Frank S. Pittman, lll, MD

Dear Mr. Trettin:

Thank you for taking my phone calls this week. As | mentioned to you yesterday, the person who has submilted
an offer to buy our house at the above address is requesting written confirmation that the sethack variance and
any encroachments on easements were approved by Fulton County when additions were made to our house

in 1989. We are the original owners of this house built In 1969, and no other additions were made hefore or after

1989,

We had indeed received approval from Fulton County in late 1988 or early 1989 when our architectbuilder
William Harrison advised us to make application to the county. We wrote letters to our adjacent neighbors who
approved, and submilted copies of those with our lelter of application. Unfortunately, we have not been able to
locate that paperwork since we moved out of the house in 2011.

We wish to satisfy our buyers request in the next few days before the "due diligence" period expires April 4th or
5th. You indicated that as a representative of the city of Sandy Springs, you could e-mail us a statement about
the status of records applying to non-conforming structures that preceeded the incorporation of the City of

Sandy Springs in 2005,
Thank you very much for your assistance,
Sincerely,

Elizabeth B. Piltman
Frank S. Pittman |l

telephone 404-816-6677
mobile 404-323-4544




Trettin, Doug

From: Fortune, Char <Char.Fortune@Grubb-Ellis.com>

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2012 10:46 AM

To: Trettin, Doug

Cc; ' Sancly Sweeny; hgatl@comcast.net; Dorcas.Winton@harrynorman.com;

lindasgordon@bellsouth.net; rosegal@bellsouth.net; jhuntws2@gmail.com; imbarb545
@aol.com; rafisch@bellsouth.net; atlcpa@bellsouth.net; Steve Dils (Avison Young);
lindaismsn@aol.com; robert.gordon@mindspring.com

Subject: 5975 Mitchell Road - Rezoning Application

Importance: High

Good morning, Mr, Trettin.

On behalf of the Cameron Manor Way Homeowners Association, | wish to express our objection to the
rezoning of the captioned property from Rl (single family dwelling) to TR (townhouse residential) and request
that the rezoning application and variances be dismissed without approval.

The density proposed by the developer creates a number of problematic issues, not the least of which are 1)
the variance of reducing the 40 foot set-back to 15 feet, 2) the ground absorption issue and, 3) the proximity
of the retention/drainage pond to pre-existing homes. Having a high density of townhomes on such a small lot
would put undue pressure on the land creating environmental issues such as fallen trees from root

damage, erosion and runoff into the creek resulting in floods, unacceptable traffic/noise Issues, and an overall

reduction In property values of surrounding homes.

Further, the developer has not acted in good faith by performing soll testing without the proper authority
from the city. | believe Sandy Sweeny contacted your office yesterday to report a backhoe on the property.
We appreclate your prompt attention to this unpermitted action by sending someone to stop the activity.

We must do everything we can to protect the quality of life in our neighborhood, as well as our investment in
our homes. We chose Sandy Springs because of the high quality of the environment. A high density
townhome development in our backyard which impinges on adjacent property lines and creates all kinds of
unwanted Issues related to development of the site Is unacceptable.

As a resident of the Sandy Springs community at 525 Cameron Manor Way, | respectfully request that the
application for this rezoning he struck down. | look forward to hearing from you regarding this Important

issue. Thank you, Mr. Trettin.

Kindest regards,

Char

Char Fortune, MCR

Managing Director | Corporate Services
Grubb & Ellis

770.562.2436 o | 404,354.9507 ¢

char.fortune@grubb-ellis,com




Trettin, Doug

From: GMHOFF@aol.com

Sent: Saturclay, March 31, 2012 11:14 AM
To: Trettin, Doug

Subject: Rezoning RZ12-004

Attachments: mitchell2.jpgy

LISA anp GERIFIARDT HOFF

12 BRAEMORE DR, NW ATLANTA, GA 30328

TEL.: 404-255-1054 OR 404-255-1185
E-MAIL: GMHOEF@AOLCOM

March 31,2012

To Mr. Doug Trettin
Scnior Planner

Re.: Rezoning to ‘IR Request RZ12-004/CV12-004, 5975 Mitchell Road, St. James Anglican Church

Dear Mr. Trettin,

After attending the very informative meeting for the above rezoning application on Tuesday, March 27, 2012,
I have more concerns regarding Arrowhead’s proposed site plan.

o  Reducing the front setback to 15 feet and having entrances from the 244-fect-long sidewalk strip to
units 1 through 5 will destroy the leafy, suburban feel of Mitchell Road. If you look at satellite pictures
of the area between Mount Vernon Highway and Sandy Springs Circle you will notice that these four
blocks are very different from the urban area between Sandy Springs Circle and Roswell Road. Mr.
Flint, VP of Arrowhead, mentioned during the meeting that the 19 townhomes will be similar to the
townhomes of Hammond Heights which is located next to and across from shopping centers at the
corner of Sandy Springs Circle and Hammond Drive. These townhomes could be in any urban center
and do not represent Sandy Springs, Tree City USA.,

o The site plan also requests to allow “stormwater management pond within transitional 35” yard
buffer.” Since the land falls off very steeply towards Ridgemere, allowing the pond within the
landscape buffer zone would put the pond (concrete catch basin?) almost into the backyards of
Ridgemere’s residents, Ordinance Nr. 2008-09-48 Chapter 103 Art 13.6.13 Stormwater Facility
Location Criteria says under c. No portion of stormwater facility shall disturb any required buffer,
landscape strip or (ree protection avea,

The property is 2.4 acres. Of those 2.4 acres 75% will be paved over or built up. Of the remaining open
surface spaces (25% or 0.49 acres) almost half is planned as stormwater management area,

o  Ridgemere to the south and Cameron to the east of St. James Church property ave both zoned TR
according to the site plan. Yet to the south and to the east 25-foot and 40-foot buffers are incorporated




in the plan. To the north, Bracmore’s side of the property, no such buffer is planned, We would
appreciate if a buffer zone is also incorporated for the Braemore side to the north.

Trees: To show that the trees on the property ate truly spectacular, I attach an aerial view of St. James Church.
The circled area is one oak tiee,

Best Regards,
Lisa Hoff







Trettin, Doug —

From: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2012 7:48 AM

To: Trettin, Boug

Cc: bryantiint@att.net; stan@theschnitz.com; Philip Sweany; char.fortune@grubb-ellis.com;

imbarb545@aol.com; Linda Gordon; hgatl@comcast.net; rosegal@bellsouth.net;
rafisch@belisouth.net; dorcuswinton@harrynorman.com, sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk;
lindasimsn@aol.com; atlcpa@bellsouth.net; jhuntws2@gmail.com

Subject: Nice To Meet You- Mitchall Streat Re-zoning Project- Cameron Manor Subdivision

Doug,

Good morning. It was a pleasure meeting you at re-zoning meeting two nights
ago. We appreciate your time and consideration of our concerns regarding the

Mitchell Street re-zoning project.

While I realize development is inevitable, I know I speak for most of the
homeowners affected by this re-zoning effort in asking that the developer build
within the current zoning restrictions. Having a high density of townhomes on
such a small lot would put undo pressure on the land creating environmental
issues such as fallen trees (in the future) from root damage, erosion and runoff
into the creek resulting in floods, horrible traffic / noise issues, and overall
reducing the beauty of the area. In addition, this project would result in an
reduction of property value, As I am sure you know, the market is currently
saturated with townhomes and it is unlikely that these would rent or sell

anywhere close to the builders asking price,

All homeowners in the Cameron Manor, Ridgemere and Cameron Hall
subdivisions have built homes within the current zoning laws, We feel this
builder should produce a plan to build homes that fall within those same
restrictions and demonstrate to the city and it's citizens a responsible intent to
use this land in a manor that will preserve the aesthetic value of the land and
show concern for the home owner's plight rather than building for the sole

purpose of profit and self interest.

On behalf of all the homeowners located in the Cameron Manor subdivision, I
implore you to take these issues into consideration, prevent the building of the
nineteen townhomes and deny the variance change. Thank you.

Kind regards,

Sandy and Philip Sweeny
535 Cameron Manor Way




Trettin, Doug

From: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2012 7:48 AM

To: Trettin, Doug

Cc: bryanflint@att.net; stan@theschnitz.com; Phifip Sweeny, charfortune@grubb-ellis.com;

imbarb545@aol.com; Linda Gordon; hgati@comcast.net; rosegal@bellsouth.net;
rafisch@bellsouth.net; dorcuswinton@harrynorman.comm; sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk;
lindasimsn@aol.com; atlcpa@bellsouth.net; jhuntws2@gmail.com

Subject: Nice To Meet You- Mitchel} Street Re-zoning Project- Cameron Manor Subdivision

Doug,

Good morning. It was a pleasure meeting you at re-zoning meeting two nights
ago. We appreciate your time and consideration of our concerns regarding the

Mitchell Street re-zoning project.

While I realize development is inevitable, I know I speak for most of the
homeowners affected by this re-zoning effort in asking that the developer build
within the current zoning restrictions. Having a high density of townhomes on
such a small lot would put undo pressure on the land creating environmental
issues such as fallen trees (in the future) from root damage, erosion and runoff
into the creek resulting in floods, horrible traffic / noise issues, and overall
reducing the beauty of the area. In addition, this project would result in an
reduction of property value, As I am sure you know, the market is currently
saturated with townhomes and it is unlikely that these would rent or sell

anywhere close to the builders asking price,

All homeowners in the Cameron Manor, Ridgemere and Cameron Hall
subdivisions have built homes within the current zoning laws. We feel this
builder should produce a plan to build homes that fall within those same
restrictions and demonstrate to the city and it's citizens a responsible intent to
use this land in a manor that will preserve the aesthetic value of the land and
show concern for the home owner's plight rather than building for the sole

purpose of profit and self interest.

On behalf of all the homeowners located in the Cameron Manor subdivision, I
implore you to take these issues into consideration, prevent the building of the
nineteen townhomes and deny the variance change. Thank you.

Kind regards,

Sandy and Philip Sweeny
535 Cameron Manor Way




Sandy Springs, Georgia 30328
404-821-6668




Dickerson, Patrice

From: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2012 2:39 PM

To: Dickerson, Patrice

Cc: Jerry Erbesfield; jerry@erbesfield.com; Jerry Erbesfield
Subject: 5975 Mitchell Road- Documentation

Patrice,

Hello. T hope you had a wondetful Memorial Day holiday.

Below, is an email wtitten to Karen by Jerry Erbesfield answeting questions pertaining to the
Mitchell rezoning request. He has asked that I forward it to you.

Can you submit this email as documentation fot the opposition? We would like it to be a matter of
public record. Tt contains valuable and pertnent information. If not, what do I need to do before

the June 6 deadline?
Again, as always, thank you for your help.
Kind regards,

Sandy Sweeny

Hello Karen:

Thank you for taking your valuable time multiple times with this matter even though we are not actually
in your district. Much appreciated.

| apologize for taking a few days to respond to your questions but it was necessary for me to do some
research in order to be able to provide a reliable response. Additionally, not everything is comparable
apples to apples, and there are some extenuating circumstances in some areas, so | have provided
some added comments where necessary to clarify things. Accordingly, the following are the answers o
your questions with additional information included where | believe it was necessary. | hope it is not

over-load for you.
Price-points of the proposed Development:

Originally the 19 attached townhomes in this project were proposed to be priced “in the
neighborhood” of approx. $350,000. As the developer changed plans to the current detached
single family homes, he “said” the price point- would go up to the mid fours to the mid fives. We
however have absolutely nothing binding in writing to this effect, only his word. Additionaily, I'm
not sure how much control the developer will really have over pricing being that he told us he
will not actually be building in the development. He has told us that his plan is to develop the
property, sell the first couple or three plots to a builder to build and then after they sell, he wilt
sell the remaining developed lots to other builders and they will be able to build to their own

discretion.




Price-points of the surrounding Neighborhoods - The below are actual sales from the FMLS
system historical records, current and back to the past 3-4 years (Most sales will be in the FMLS
system but some may not appear if sold by other than an FMLS member):

Braemore - Single family attached townhomes: Sales from the $300’s to $380's - located on
the east corner of Hammond and Mitchell, directly next door on the north perimeter of the
proposed development.

Surry Place - Single family attached townhomes: Sales from $288 to $329 - located on the
west side corner of Hammond and Mitchell.

Ridgemere — Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $332,500 (the only 2 BR in
the SD) to $380. Homes currently for sale from the $340's (badly dated distress sale) to
$428,000 — located directly next door on the southern perimeter of the proposed
development.

Cameron Manor - Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $450 -$459 — Located
off Lake Forrest, directly adjacent to the back eastern perimeter of the proposed
development.

Grosvenor - Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $410 to $425 - Located on
Mitchell, directly to the south of Ridgemere, approx. one block away.

Manchester Place - Single family detached homes on % acre to larger lots: Sales from
$500-$530 - Side street off Mitchell, 1/2 block down from the proposed development.

Mitchell Road - Single family detached homes on ¥ acre to larger lots: Sales from $400 to
$626 — Located up and down Mitchell Road proper.

Density per acre of the dwellings in the proposed development: 14 homes on 2.365 acres =
5.92 units per acre, the maximum the Sandy Springs zoning staff recommended (the original
request was 7.92 townhomes per acre).

Density per acre of dwellings in the surrounding subdivisions:

Braemore — 13 units on 2.7 acres = 4.81 units per acre (I understand that planning
commission staff may have erred by stating Braemore has 15 units on 2.45 acres, 6.12
density). A related (and excellent) comment from a Braemore resident: “There is an error on
Braemore as we are actually 13 units on 2.7 acres. However, Patrice [SS zoning staff] said
that what is in their report is what was zoned and could have been built. Thankfully our
developer chose a better development with more green space than profit.”

Surry Place — 29 units on 5.37 acres = 5.40 units per acre

Ridgemere — 44 homes on 11.34 acres = 3.88 homes per acres
Cameron Manor — 10 homes on 2.53 acres = 3.95
Grosvenor — 35 homes on 7.65 acres = 4.57 homes per acre (approximated)
Mitchell Road — most homes are individually built on % or more acres
Manchester Place — most homes are individually built on %2 or more acres
*** NOTE: Comments regarding density:
It would seem only fair and reasonable for the homes per acre figure for the proposed new
development to be in reasonable conformity with Braemore, Surry Place, Ridgemere,
Cameron Manor and Grosvenor, which are neighboring developments similar in nature to

the proposed new development. Accordingly, | have provided the following additional
related information:



When the above numbers for Braemore, Surry Place, Ridgemere, Cameron Manor and
Grosvenor are combined, the numbers are: 131 homes X 29.34 acres = 4.46 homes per
acre (lowest 3.88 — highest 5.4 per acre). When the average of that 4.46 homes per acre is
applied to the 2.369 acres in the proposed new development it comes out to 10.57 homes
per acre. The neighboring homeowners have however been generous and have only asked
the developer all along to reduce the density to a maximum of 12 homes, not to 10.57
homes. He is however still steadfastly holding to 14 homes minimum and to the excessive
set-back variances necessary to cram the 14 homes onto the property.

The importance of and the reasons for the directly adjacent neighboring homes objections
to the developer's requested set-back variances and density are due to: a) the greatly
reduced privacy for Braemore, which will be eyeball to eyeball, hedroom to bedroom, with
the homes in the proposed new development if the 20 foot set-back variances are permitted
on their side, b) There is the serious issue of the very steep hill in the hack of the
development directly next to and in full view of back yards and windows of three Cameron
Manor homes and, c) to help reduce the load on the fragile retaining wall that exists directly
in the back yards of the same three Cameron Manner homes. These directly adjacent three
homes are well below-grade to the proposed new development (maybe 25 to 30 feet) and
the retaining wall there has already failed once, even without the additional weight of the
homes proposed to be built on this area of the property.

Lot size in square feet of the adjacent developments (averaged from tax records of homes listed
and/or sold in FMLS):

Braemore — Lot size = 3000 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is
owned by the homeowner

Surry Place — Lot size = 2350 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is
owned by the homeowner

Ridgemere — Lot size = 2350 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is
owned by the homeowner

Cameron Manor — Lot sizes from 2,000 to 9,761 — 6 of the 10 homes in the tax records
show lot sizes of 2,000 sq. ft. However, the other lots range in size from to 5,409 to 9,761
square feet. There seems to he an apparent inconsistency in the tax records being that
some homes show only 2,000 square feet lot sizes (consistent with only the land below the
foundation) but | have been told that all land is actually owned by the homeowner and the
lots for most of the homes are actually just under approx. 10,000 square feet.

Grosvenor — Lots size ranges from 5,824 to 35,148 square feet
Mitchell Road — approx. .20 homes per acre - ¥ acre or more lots
Manchester Place — approx. .20 homes per acre - ¥ acre or more lots

Lot Square footage for the proposed development - averages 6,296 for each lot — land is
apparently to be owned by the homeowner (nothing yet provided by the developer).

Interior square footage, surrounding properties: The average interior square footage of the
surrounding properties varies from approx. 2,300 to 4,300 square feet,

Interior square footage of the proposed development: The developer has thrown around
numbers of 2,500 to 3,000 interior square feet - but we have nothing hinding other than only what
the developer has “said”.

| am Director of Data Services and Compliance at FMLS and have access to and used FMLS historical
and county tax records to provide the above information.

On a side note, even though you are not in my district, | have followed your career as a council person
since the city was incorporated, which was also when | moved to Sandy Springs. | know that you have
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always been a steady, reliable and responsive supporter of the neighborhoods. | really like your
commitment to the neighborhoods and your style in doing so and would certainly be supportive of you if
you were to decide to run for Mayor next term. Any chance that might happen? | sure hope so. We

badly need someone like you at the helm.

Copied to our city council representative, Chip Collins, and to the team leaders in the surrounding
neighborhoods.

Thanks for all you do.
Jerry
Jerry Erbesfield

President
Ridgemere HOA

From: McEnerny, Karen [mailto:KMcEnerny@$SandySpringsga.gov]

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 5:54 PM

To: Jerry Erbesfield
Subject: RE: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road development

Thanks for sending this and having it printed in the SS Paper. | have been where you
are and facts can prevail. I'd like to know the 1) price points; 2) density per acre in units and
3) average square footages of the adjacent developments as compared to this one under

consideration. My best k

Karen Meinzen McEnerny

City Council, District 6

City of Sandy Springs

4604 Meadow Valley Drive

Sandy Springs, Georgia 30342-2515

cell 404-358-0068
off 404-851-1944

KMcenerny@sandyspringsga.gov
www.sandyspringsga.gov

From: Jerry Erbesfield [mailto:jerry@erbesfield.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 5:06 PM

To: imdonough@sandysprings.gov; Galambos@erbesfield.com; Galambos, Eva;
Paulson@erbesfield.com: Paulson, John; Fries@erbesfield.com; Fries, Dianne;
Sterling@erbesfield.com; Sterling, Gabriel, McEnerny@erbesfield.com; McEnerny, Karen,
DeJulio@erbesfield.com; Dedulio, Tibby; Collins@erbesfield.com; Collins, William "Chip"
Subject: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road development

Honorable Mayor, City Council Members and others:

The below response has been posted to the Sandy Springs Reporter newspaper website and also sent
to the newspaper as a Letter to the Editor. It is copied in below as a convenience.

The original article and my post appear at:

-springs-report-on-mitchell-road-church-disputes-

http://www.reporternewspapers.net/2012/05/22/sand
historic-value/fffcomment-7257




The neighbors surrounding this proposed development will appreciate your favorable consideration in
this matter, if it comes to that. We absolutely ARE trying.

Respectiully,

Jerry Erbesfield
President
Ridgemera HOA

Dan Whisenhunt of the Sandy Springs Reporter newspaper reported that |, on the behalf of the
surrounding neighborhoods, requested a delay from the Planning Commission of the scheduled May
17™ hearing for the proposed development at 5975 Mitchell Road. The delay was requested to try to
work out the differences between the developer, Bryan Flint of Arrowhead properties, and the
neighboring homeowners who are directly affected by this proposed project.

As a follow-up to Dan's article about the proposed development, | believe that further details will be
helpful regarding the position of the neighborhoods that surround the proposed development and why a
delay was requested and necessary in the first place.

The great majority of the surrounding neighborhood residents are solidly united in supporting an
appropriate development on this property, the key word being "appropriate”. We in-fact welcome an
appropriate development, such as a 10 to 12 single family detached home subdivision, that reasonably
preserves at least some of the beautiful existing mature foliage and the natural fay of the land, with set-
backs that don't infringe on or cause unreasonable and even potentially damaging issues to the
neighboring subdivisions, and a development that is otherwise in keeping with the preponderance of the
other residences adjoining this proposed development and along Mitchell Road.

The developer's original and subsequent proposed plans however have not provided that, instead
proposing very high density for this relatively small 2.34 acre piece of property, first with 19 attached
townhomes and the latest plan containing 14 detached single family residences, both being densities
that are well above the norm as compared to the majority of the surrounding neighborhoods. The price-
point of the proposed homes in the development have also been an issue, with the developer’s original
plan calling for $350,000 per townhome, which is well below and would negatively impact the majority of
the pre-existing homes in the neighborhood.

The developer's sirategy has now become transparent; at least it has to me. It is obviously that he has
asked for the moon to in order to eventually get something less but still acceptable to him. He wants to
show that he has had many meetings and has already made many concessions to the neighbors of the
proposed development, and that we are now being unreasonable with our demands. That is however in-
fact far from accurate.

Yes, the developer can in-fact say that he has submitted multiple plans, that he has worked with us to
reduce density (though not enough), to address the historical issues, to deaf with the issue of the huge
trees {that in the end most of which are still going to be cut down), that he would change the originally
proposed above ground drainage pond to an underground drainage retention system (that still leaves
remaining issues) and he has “said” he would raise the specs of the homes so that the potential selling
prices will be more in keeping with the predominant prices of the pre-existing homes in the surrounding
neighborhoods. Yes, he has addressed those matters (though not all satisfactorily).

What he, however, has not done is that he has not worked with us in earnest to provide the most
important elements that we have asked for all along since day one and he has been non-committal and
evasive and on those key matters, those being:

1. To withdraw the request for the excessive zoning variances and build within the current approved
zoning. The Sandy Springs zoning staff personnel have already recommended to deny the developer’s
variance requests due to there being no existing hardship that requires such variances ~but that is only
a recommendation and the city leaders can still do whatever the wish. Accordingly, it is important to
understand that the neighbors push-back in this area is not just another effort by a group of “say no” at
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any cost neighbors but is instead due to very real issues, those being the matters of: a) the developer’s
plan to get set-back variances in order to build (too many) homes to the very outer edges of the
property, including to the extreme back of the development, right on top of a high and steep incline, with
three homes located directly below it and that has a retaining wall that has already failed in the past
and, b) the privacy issues that such excessive set-back variances will cause for the residents directly
adjacent to the proposed development. The proposed new 40 foot high homes, if permitted to be built
with the requested extreme set-back variances, will be looking right into the bedrooms, other windows
and the back yards of the adjoining homes, way too close for comfort.

2. To reduce the density of the development to no more than 10 to 12 homes, in harmony with the
density of most of the surrounding neighborhoods.

3. To ensure to the surrounding residents that the proposed development will be completely built-out in
a timely manner (a year has been proposed by the neighbors) and that it will not sit around for several
years with only a couple of homes actually built, with the other lots just being empty other Georgia red
clay, maybe with roughed pipes sticking up, as has occurred so often here and elsewhere throughout

the country in this current terrible economy.

4. To provide the neighboring residents with actual details and tangible written commitments for these
items as well as for the other things the developer has “said” he would do. Trust is a great thing, and |
usually do trust folks {until they demonstrate otherwise) but trust just doesn’t get it in matters such as
this with so many unknowns and with the evasiveness the developer has exhibited so far. With so much
at stake and with so many residents involved, written, binding commitments are necessary.

The city of course would be happy if the developer and neighbors could agree to a hegotiated a
settlement. We would too! The neighborhood group has in-fact been trying hard to work with the
developer in a fair, business-like and reasonable manner, but the developer has not (not yet at least)
responded in-kind with any definitive answers to the key logical and reasonable questions we have
asked him, and we still have no binding commitment whatsoever on anything related to this

development.

“Kumbaya" and “Can’t we all just get along” sound great but in the real world, business is business. It
boils down to the fact that it takes two to negotiate - but so far only one side has actually participated in
good-faith, that being the neighbors to this proposed development.

In closing, it just doesn’t seem right to me that established and long pre-existing homeowners such as
we are should be put in the position of having to defend our turf in such a manner as we are having to

do here.

This e-mail message (inchuding any attachmcnts) is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and ntay contain confidential and privileged
information. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified hat any dissemination, distribution or capying
of this message (including any attacheents) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please contact the seader and
destroy all copies of the original message {including attachments). The City of Sandy Springs is a public entity subject to the Officiat Code of
Georgia Annotated §§ 50-18-70 to 50-18-76 conceming public records, Email is covered under such Iaws and thus may be subject to

disclosure.




BRAEMORE TOWNHOME ASSOCIATION

{2 BRAEMORE DR,, NW/,
SANDY SPRINGS, GA 30328
TEL: 404-255-1054, E-MAIL: GMHofH{@aolcom

May 20, 2012

Ms. Patrice Dickerson, AICP
Manager of Planning and Zoning
City of Sandy Springs

7840 Roswell Road, Building 500
Sandy Springs, GA 30350

Re.: 5975 Mitchell Road Staff Recommendation

Dear. Ms. Dickerson,

I apologize for not contacting you sooner but I did not receive the staff

recommendations until last Friday.
Your staff mentions that there are 15 units in Braemore. Actually we are only 13

units on 2.7 acres total. I am enclosing a plan and a copy of a plat which
unfortunately is not very legible. If the acreage in the plan is correct it would

reduce Braemore’s density to 4.63.

With my thanks for all the good work you and your staff have done,

Sincerely,

0%0/& %“%
Lisa D. Hoff
12 Braemore Drive

Sandy Springs, GA 30328
gmhoff@aol.com
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R.S. Webb & Associates

Cultural Resource Management Consultants
2800 Holly Springs Parkway, Suite 200 + P.O. Drawer 1319
Holly Springs, Georgia 30142
Phone: 770-345-0706 + Fax: 770-343-0707

May 15,2012

Mr. Bryan Flint

Arrowhead Real Estate/The Columns Group. Inc.
1000 Mansell Exchange West

Building 200, Suite 220

Alpharetta, Georgia 30022

Subject: Historic Resource Assessnient
5975 Mitchell Road
Sandy Springs, Fulton County, Georgia
R.S. Webb & Associates No. 12-281-006

Dear Mr. Flint:

BACKGROUND
During the period of May 4 through 7, 2012, Mr. Neil Bowen, Historian with R.S. Webb & Associates
(RSWA), conducted a literature review and site visit at 5975 Mitchell Road in Sandy Springs, Georgia
(Figure 1). The project area is a proposed 2.4-acre development site with two historic buildings on the
property, a house and a barn (Figure 2). In order to develop the propexty it is our understanding that the house
and barn will need to be removed. From 1974 to the present, the house served as St. James Anglican Church;
the barn was used as a Montessori School,

METHODOLOGY
Literature and Records Search: The purpose of the literature review was to determine if the structures within
the project area have been previously recorded and to provide the history of the buildings. Documents and
files reviewed include the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), identified historic site files, county
historic structure files, compliance and research repotts, historic maps, and early aerial photographs. The
literature and records search was conducted at the appropriate state repositories for cultural resources

information and on-line,

Field Assessment: The exterior and interiors of the historic structures within the study tract were visited to
record their type, style, condition and age. Opinions (i.e., ineligible, potentially eligible) regarding the NRHP
eligibility status of the structures were formulated. The historic resources were photographied and located on
a site plan, )

RESULTS
Literature Search: A search of the NRHP and Fulton County historic resources files at the Historic
Preservation Division (HPD), and the online Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological, and Historic Resources
Geographical Information System (NAHRGIS) revealed that the two historic structures within the project area
are not state or federally-recognized resources. The identified sites files at HPD were also reviewed with

negative results.

In a recent newspaper article, the date of construction of the house was under dispute. It was reported by
officials from local historic preservation organizations that the house could date to the 1860s or was
constructed between 1920 and 1930 (Whisenhunt 2012). Historic maps and aerial photography were
consulted to determine the presence/absence of structural signatures at the locations of the house and barn
during the 19" and 20® centuries. The Official Military Atlas of the Civil War (Davis et al. 1983; Plate 60,
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No.1) shows the place names of Freeman and Spruill in the vicinity of the project area (Figure 3). The Spruill
and Mitchell families were mentioned as owners of the property in the 19" century by Mr. Clarke Otten,
president of the Sandy Springs Historic Preservation Society (Whisenhunt 2012).

The 1895 Atlanta USGS quadrangle map does not show structures in the area of the project fract. Review
of the 1938 aerial photograph (Figure 4) of the project location indicates an area with shade trees, but no
structures are clearly visible as they are on later aerial photographs, The 1952 (photorevised 1968) Sandy
Springs USGS map records both the house and barn (Figure 5),

Field Assessment: Figure 6 shows a plan of the house/church and its surroundings based on a walkover of the
property during the field assessment. Photos 1 through 11 are selected views of the exterior and interior of
the house/church. Photos 12 though 14 illustrate the barn.

The front of the house/church faces north and was originally accessed from a drive running northwest to
southeast from Mitchell Road. This drive has now been partially absorbed by the housing development north
of the property. Examination of the exterior of the building suggests that the original core was a one-story
gabled-ell or gabled-wing type. This type was very common in Georgia during the period of 1875-19135, but
construction dates can extend into the 1920s. There have been at least three additions to the original footprint.
The first addition was constructed onto the rear of the gable part of the house and it appears to have been put
on shortly after the original construction since the granite masonry foundation is continuous No evidence of
piers usually associated with 19" and early 20" century houses was observed. The other possible explanation
of the continuous foundation is that the gabled- wing core of the house was moved onto the property and the
rear addition was added at the same time. The historic rear addition includes window types {corner windows
with metal casements) typically associated with the International style popular in the 1920s-1930s. Based on
RSWA’s survey experience, the sloped siting of the house is not a typical focation for houses predating the

1920s.

The two other additions are believed to have been constructed in the late 20" century, possibly as part of the
renovations for the church, A two-story addition was constructed at the rear of the building and extends over
the one-story historic rear addition. This part of the house rests on a discontinuous granite masonry
foundation that is similar to the foundation under the original part of the house. The west side addition has
a shed roof and is built on a concrete block foundation. Both additions have modern window types and
building materials and are on  There are two granite masonry chimneys, one on the wing end of the original
house and one on the southwest corner of the historic rear addition. The core of the house/church and historic
addition are clad in composite horizontal siding. Vertical wood siding covers the modern rear and side

additions.

The fenestration of the building is varied. The panel front door has side lights, sometimes associated with
the Greek Revival style. On the facade, underneath the porch, a modern bay window has been added to allow
for the placement of stain glass. A second bay window is visible on the upper level in the rear addition. The
gable part of the building has 6/6 windows that appear to be replacements. In addition to the International-
type windows on the historic rear addition, the modern rear addition has 8/8 doublehung wood sash windows.
The side addition has 6/6 double hung windows and dormers on the upper level have modern fixed windows.
Metal casement windows, built into the foundation, were observed in the basement area under the original
and historic addition part of the house.

The interior of the house has been significantly modified in order to accommodate its use as a church: several
walls have been removed and a spiral staircase was constructed to access the second floor. The removal of
walls is evidenced by the presence of load bearing beams. These beams appear fo have been recycled from
an eatlier building and at least one is hand-hewn. Examination of the other load bearing beams and the joists
in the area below the original part of the house and historic addition indicates that milled dimentional lumber
was used. Based on the width of the joists (not a full 2 inches), the house was likely consiructed after 1919.
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Prior to the second decade of the 20" century, 2 by 4 boards were actually 2 inches thick. In the 1920s
lumber specifications allowed for a certain amount of shrinkage from drying and from that time, a “2 by 4"
was actually 1 5/8" (or less) by 3 3/4" (or less) (Smith and Wood 1964).

The sanctuary of the church runs north-south, from the bay window at the front of the house into the rear
addition. A row of pews face south towards the alter. A low, exposed beam ceiling has been added to
accentuate the sanctuary. The side addition serves as an extra seating arvea, One of the few spaces that may
be partially intact is the room in the gable part of the original house.

The barn is located southeast of the house/church and is oriented northwest-southeast. Board-and-batten
siding covers the walls; the roofing is metal. It appears to be contemporaneous with the 1920s/1930s rear
addition to the house, but has been modified for use as a school. The barn doors have been removed or an
opening enclosed by a wall. The facade now has a single entry door flanked by casement windows, Partof
the rear wall of the barn was removed and a partially enclosed stairway has been installed. The interior no
longer reflects the agricultural use of the building.

During the walkover of the project area, a capped well was observed over 200 feet north of the house (Photo
15). Due to distance, it is unlikely that the well was associated with the house/church during its use as a
dwelling. The “wishing well” as it is known was probably associated with a house located on the same rise

that the well occupies.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the literature review and field assessment, it appears that there was an earlier structure located closer
to the “wishing well” that may have been the original mid-19th century Spruill farmhouse. This house was
apparently removed by the issue of the 1938 aerial photograph. The house and bara currently on the property
are not clearly visible on this photograph, but may have been obscured by trees. Based on type, style
elements, and building materials, the core of the house was built or moved to its location in the 1920s and
a rear addition added immediately. A second rear addition and a side addition were constructed in the late
20" century probably at the same time the house was renovated for use as a church. The barn appears to be
contemporancous. Both the house and barn have been significantly modified to accommodate use asa church
and school. I is our opinion that neither the house or bam retain architectural or historic integrity and
therefore, are recommended ineligible for the NRHP,

CLOSING COMMENTS
Mr. Flint, we appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this project. If you have questions concerning
our findings, please contact us at 770-345-0706.

Sincerely,
R.S. WEBB & ASSOCIATES

yo 3 b

Beth Gantt
Principal Architectural Historian

Attachments: Figures 1-6; Photos 1-15
REFERENCES
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Figure 1 Location Map of the Project Area
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Figure 3 Project Area During the Civil War




Map Reference: Online Fulton Co. Digital Aerials, Library of the University of Georgia

Figure 4 1938 Aerial Photograph Showing the Project Area
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Capped Rock Well
“Wishing Well”

Lap Siding—3>

Comer Windows

Mitchell Road

—— QOriginal Plan of House and Historic Addition

Figure 6 Plan of House and Grounds
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Photo 2 - Side Elevation, F
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Photo 4 - Faéade and Si;i.e (-)‘bliqllua;, Facing Southwest
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Photo 5 - Detail of Corner Windows, Chimney, and
Rear Addition, Facing Northwest
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Photo 6 - Detail of Joining of the Original House to Historic Rear Addition, Facing East







Photo 9 - Interior View of Staircase From Front Door

Photo 10 - Interior View of Church, Facing Southwest




Photo 12 - Front of Barn, Facing Southeast




Photo 14 - Interior of Barn, Facing Southeast
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Proposed
development
would topple

old building

BY DAN WHISENHUNT

danwhisenhunt@reporternewspapers.net

If someone doesn’t know there is a rel-
¢ from a bygone era on Mitchell Road,
‘hey’re not likely to see it.

If a proposed development moves into
he space, no one will ever have a chance
iee it again.

Since 1974, the building has operated

15 St. James Anglican Church, but church
sfcials have put what they describe as a

‘Civil War-era shelter” up for sale. The

2.4 acre property is listed for $1 million.
A group called Arrowhead Real Es-
rate Partners wants to buy it and develop
it into 15 single-family homes. The com-
pany revised its carlier plans for 19 town
homes after neighbors complained. The
partners in Arrovzhead Real Estate are also
part of The Columns Group, one of the

SEE HISTORIC, PAGE 4

COMMUNITY
Leaders outline different
approaches to development

DY JOE EARLE

§
/

{

Leaders of  Sandy
Springs, Dunwoody“‘ and
DeKalb County outlined
their governments’ dif-
fering approaches to eco-
nomic development dur-
ing a panel discussion |
hosted by the Perimeter
Community  Improve-
ment Districts.

“It doesnt matter to
me whether we fill up
Dunwoody office space
or Sandy Springs office
space, we all benefit to-
gether,” Sandy Springs
Mayor Eva Galambos
told about 100 local ofhi-
cials and business leaders attending the
PCID luncheon April 27.

- Galambos said Sandy Springs has
developed an incentive program to en-
courage development and has appointed
a group of local business officials to ad-
vise the city on economic development
matters. :

DeKalb CEO Burrell Ellis said coun-

ty officials recently met with represen-
catives of General Motors to discuss re-
development of the former GM site in
Doraville. He called the 165-acre site
“probably the most significant site for
redevelopment in the Southeast Unit-
ed States.”

Dunwoody Mayor Mike Davis said
city officials want to work with devel-
opers to bring single-family homes and
parkland to acreage near the George-
town shopping center.

The city purchased 16 acres that had
been zoned for apartments and packaged
them with an adjacent 19 acres to create
an area that could be developed for sin-

joeearle@reporternewspapers.net

Left to right, Dunwoody Mayor Mike
Davis, Sandy Springs Mayor Eva Galambos
and DeKalb CEO Burrell Ellis.

Practice ‘diverging diamond’

‘The Perimeter Community Im-
provement Districts is offering
drivers the chance to practice us-
ing a ‘diverging diamond’ intersec-
tion like the one scheduled to open
at Ashford-Dunwoody Road and
1-285 this summer. Drivers taking
the test drives, scheduled May 19
from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. in the park-
ing lot of Perimeter Mall, will ma-
neuver golf carts on a track to get
what PCID officials are calling a
“windshield level” experience of the
new intersection. /)

work with us — using their money,” he
said. '

He said the city also plans to work
with the Dunwoody Chamber of Com-

merce to develop a business incubator.
= * 1 2, LI O



335 CAMERON MANOR WAY

Quiet, Serene Retreat in Sandy Springs

¢ 3 Bedrooms 2Y; Baths 2 Fireplaces 3 Separate Patios

¢ Two-story Foyer - 9 Foot ceilings and hardwood floors throughout Main Level

¢ Vaulted Ceiling in Living Room with marble fireplace and two built-in shelving units.
Ceiling fan.

¢ French door from living room leads to a beautiful landscaped slate patio

¢ Spacious Dining Room has wall of windows with door leading to separate, private slate patio

¢ Updated Kitchen with brand new stainless appliances. Eat-in center Island

¢ Sunny Breakfast Nook with beautiful view of heavily forested lot. Two pantries. New light
fixtures. New paint in kitchen/brealcfast area.

¢ Kitchen and Dining Room walls & ceilings freshly painted with updated neutral paint colors

¢ Master Bedroom is secluded and private. Large bedroom with step-up sitting room and tray
ceiling. Ceiling fan. Two oversized walk-in closets. New carpeting and window treatments

¢ Master Bath has jetted tub, separate sink areas and vanity. Separate shower

¢ Bonus Room can be workout room, office, sitting room, closet or storage

¢ Terrace Level Second and Third bedrooms with Jack & Jill Bath

¢ One Terrace Level Bedroom with separate French Door to completely private slate patio

¢ Terrace Level Library/Office with built-in bookcases, windows, share fireplace and ceiling fan

¢ Terrace Level Living Room with shared fireplace. Separate French Door to slate patio.
Ceiling fan.

¢ All Terrace Level rooms freshly painted with neutral color and with windows and ceiling fans

¢ New carpeting throughout terrace level

¢ Main level Laundry Room with washer/dryer and cabinet storage

¢ Two car garage with easy access to kitchen level

Extra Features:

¢ Quiet, private lot in secluded cul-de-sac development of 9 homes. Lush landscaping & woods
¢ Just minutes to the heart of Sandy Springs

¢ Quality schools

¢ Security system

¢ Gas logs in fireplaces

¢ Wired for cable, high speed internet and some rooms for sound

¢ New carpeting throughout home

| ¢ Roof and HVAC have been replaced in the last five years /

¢ Community assoc. fee includes front, back & side yard maintenance, mulching and gutter clean
¢ Most cabinet hardware Bath faucets recently replaced

$499,900 “7

Gloria Jean Hecking www.535Cameronmanor.com
Realtor-Associate Broker, CRS, ABR, Fine Homes Specialist
770-225-2007 (Voice Mail) 404-310-0444 (Cellular)
ghecking@prudentialgeorgia.com - www.gloriajeanhecking.com

W\l
Db\ @ Prudential

Georgia Realty
770-393-3200

FMLS#3763737 'Ra;\’@\
Taxes: $5349(2007)
S 2007. An Independently owned and operated member of Prudential Real Estate Affiliates, Inc.

Prudential is a registered service mark of The Prudential Insurance Company of America. Equal Housing Opportunity. @
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Borrower: PHILLIP SWEENY File No.: 5491550
Property Address: 535 CAMERON MANOR WAY Case No.: 0180430126
City: SANDY SPRINGS State: GA Zip: 30328

Lender;: WELLS FARGO BANK

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

Appraised Date: January 5, 2009
Appraised Value: $ 451,000

REAR VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Borrower: PHILLIP SWEENY File No.: 5491550
Property Address: 535 CAMERON MANOR WAY Case No.: 0180430126
City: SANDY SPRINGS . State: GA Zip: 30328
Lender: WELLS FARGO BANK :

OFFICE IN BASEMENT

LOWER PATIO

Retention
Wl
LO\)JE( PCA‘L;D

REAR PATIO

Retenmion
Wl /Slope
Upper PaTiO
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Sandy Sweeny
535 Cameron Manor Way-NW
Sandy Springs, Georgia 30328

May 15, 2012

The Honorable Mayor Eva Galambos and City Council members

City Hall Address
Sandy Springs, GA 30328

Dear Mayor:

I am writing to ask for your support in denying the proposed zoning variance requests for the
property owned by St. James Anglican Church, Inc. located at 5975 Mitchell Road. The variance

requests are part of rezoning petition RZ12-004/CV 12-004.

The petitioner, Arrowhead Real Estate Partners, LLC, has requested the following concurrent
variances:

1. A reduction of the perimeter setback from 40 feet to 20 feet.

2. A reduction of the interior building separation from 14 feet to 10 feet.

3. A reduction of the 20 foot side yard set-back adjoining Mitchell road to 10 feet.
4. Allow the 20 foot fiont yard set-back to be measured from the curb.

My objection is best summed up by a comment of one of our neighbors who compares the proposed
development as "a foot that is way too big for its shoe." The footprint of this outrageously
overcrowded development will substantially impact many properties in the surrounding
neighborhoods due to, to name a few: '

e Obliteration of most of the native foliage, many of which are protected 100-year oaks;

¢ Run-off and erosion issues creating potential flooding concerns;

o Inadequate buffer areas resulting in a lack of privacy to adjacent neighbors;

o Inadequate open space that is out of character with the surrounding propetties;

o Safety concerns due to future falling trees and collapsation of retaining walls on the
downward slope of the proposed development;

s Traffic and congestion issues

While T am not opposed to the development of this property, I respectfully ask for your support to
ensure it is developed on Iesser scale and it conforms to the current zoning ordinances. The Petitioner
has shown no special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to the property to
demonstrate a hardship that prevents him from building a development that conforms with current
zoning restrictions. In fact, the spokespersons representing myself and the interests of other
neighbors have met with the Petitioner on numerous occasions and, despite repeated requests, he has
made absolutely NO EFFORT to demonstrate a development plan that is in keeping with the strict
application of the zoning code. Rather, what the Petitioner has presented was multiple plans with
substantially similar variance requests geared to make his firm as much money as possible. Again, we do




not wish to deprive him of his privilege to develop the property provided it is in keeping with the
current zoning restrictions.

Thank you so very much for your support of this issue that is important to me and so many citizens

ofthis community.
arjn regargs,
ndes

678-973-00¥1




Abaray, Linda

s R Al A S S i i T ===
From: GMHOFF@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 3:41 PM
To: Abaray, Linda
Cc: jeffmitchell@live.com; sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk; jerry@erbesfield.com
Subject: Re: FW: 5975 Mitchell Road Rezoning docs 1

Linda,
could you please add this to Jeff Mitchell's submissions re. the 5975 Mitchell Road Rezoning request on the part of \

Braemore HOA.

Thank you.
Lisa Hoff

Honorable Mayor and City Council,

we, the homeowners of Braemore Townhomes, ask that you request the developer, Arrowhead Real Estate Partners to

1. allow representatives of the Sandy Springs Heritage Society and or Preservation Society to see the insides of the
church and barn to make sure nothing of historic value will be destroyed. If historical valuable woodwork, trim, etc. is
present the developer should be advised to donate it to a historical or preservation society.

2. to insure that no foxes, raccoons or other wildlife are being baited by pest control operators as is required by the Health
Department before issuance of Demolition Permit.

3. The developer has expressed his intention of building one or two models first and then selling individual lots to builders.

Therefore we request
a. that an architectural plan of the whole subdivision be presented to the Sandy Springs Design Review Board and that

the buyers/builders be required to adhere to this design plan;

b. that all conditions of Article 6.3.9.a. for Single-Family Residential Model Homes be met prior to issuance of building
permits.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hoff
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From: Jerry Erbesfield <jerbesfield@FMLS.com> 05 2012
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 3:21 PM bt i
To: Abaray, Linda C;({‘J‘ ..“".,,m \:'S’(:?P'{('f‘g,f Soiinng
Cc: jerry@erbesfield.com; Sandy Sweeny; jeffmitchell@live:com' HOILY Dy iy o ;:\m,_
Subject: FW: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road

development
|

Linda:

In Patrice’s absence, | will greatly appreciate it if you will please ensure that this below email document is entered into the
final comments and documentation package for the City Council before the deadline today.

Thank you,

Jerry
Jerry Erbesfield

President
Ridgemere HOA

From: Jerry Erbesfield

Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2012 1:06 PM ,
To: KMcEnerny@SandySpringsga.gov; 'Collins, William "Chip™ (CCollins@SandySpringsga.gov)
Cc: Sandy Sweeny; jeffmitchell@live.com; Jack Florek (jflorek4@yahoo.com); Philip Sweeny (psweeny@coca-cola.com)

Subject: FW: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road development

Hello Karen:

Thank you for taking your valuable time multiple times with this matter even though we are not actually in your district.

Much appreciated.

| apologize for taking a few days to respond to your questions but it was necessary for me to do some research in order to
be able to provide a reliable response. Additionally, not everything is comparable apples to apples, and there are some
extenuating circumstances in some areas, so | have provided some added comments where necessary to clarify things.
Accordingly, the following are the answers to your questions with additional information included where | believe it was

necessary. | hope it is not over-load for you.

Price-points of the proposed Development:

Originally the 19 attached townhomes in this project were proposed to be priced “in the neighborhood” of approx.
$350,000. As the developer changed plans to the current detached single family homes, he “said” the price point-
would go up to the mid fours to the mid fives. We however have absolutely nothing binding in writing to this effect,
only his word. Additionally, I'm not sure how much control the developer will really have over pricing being that he
told us he will not actually be building in the development. He has told us that his plan is to develop the property,

sell the first couple or three plots to a builder to build and then after they sell, he will sell the remaining developed
lots to other builders and they will be able to build to their own discretion.

Price-points of the surrounding Neighborhoods - The below are actual sales from the FMLS system historical
records, current and back to the past 3-4 years (Most sales will be in the FMLS system but some may not appear if

sold by other than an FMLS member):

Braemore - Single family attached townhomes: Sales from the $300’s to $380’s - located on the east corner of
Hammond and Mitchell, directly next door on the north perimeter of the proposed development.

1



Surry Place - Single family attached townhomes: Sales from $288 to-$320 - located on the west side corner of
Hammond and Mitchell.

Ridgemere — Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $332,500 (the only 2 BR in the SD) to $380.
Homes currently for sale from the $340's (badly dated distress sale) to $428,000 — located directly next door
on the southern perimeter of the proposed development,

Cameron Manor - Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $450 -$459 — Located off Lake Forrest,
directly adjacent to the back eastern perimeter of the proposed development.

Grosvenor - Single family detached cluster homes: Sales from $410 to $425 - Located on Mitchell, directly to
the south of Ridgemere, approx. one block away.

Manchester Place - Single family detached homes on ¥ acre to larger lots: Sales from $500-$530 - Side
street off Mitchell, 1/2 block down from the proposed development.

Mitchell Road - Single family detached homes on ¥ acre to larger lots: Sales from $400 to $626 - Located up
and down Mitchell Road proper.

Density per acre of the dwellings in the proposed development: 14 homes on 2.365 acres = 5.92 units per acre,
the maximum the Sandy Springs zoning staff recommended (the original request was 7.92 townhomes per acre).

Density per acre of dwellings in the surrounding subdivisions:

Braemore — 13 units on 2.7 acres = 4.81 units per acre (I understand that planning commission staff may
have erred by stating Braemore has 15 units on 2.45 acres, 6.12 density). A related (and excellent) comment
from a Braemore resident: “There is an error on Braemore as we are actually 13 units on 2.7 acres. However,
Patrice [SS zoning staff] said that what is in their report is what was zoned and could have been

built. Thankfully our developer chose a better development with more green space than profit.”

Surry Place — 28 units on 6.37 acres = 5.40 units per acre

Ridgemere — 44 homes on 11.34 acres = 3.88 homes per acres

Cameron Manor — 10 homes on 2.53 acres = 3.95

Grosvenor — 35 homes on 7.85 acres = 4.57 homes per acre {approximated}
Mitchell Road — most homes are individually built on ¥ or more acres
Manchester Place — most homes are individually built on %2 or more acres

** NOTE: Comments regarding density:

It would seem only fair and reasonable for the homes per acre figure for the proposed new development to be
in reasonable conformity with Braemore, Surry Place, Ridgemere, Cameron Manor and Grosvenor, which are
neighboring developments similar in nature to the proposed new development. Accordingly, | have provided

the following additional related information:

When the above numbers for Braemore, Surry Place, Ridgemere, Cameron Manor and Grosvenor are
combined, the numbers are: 131 homes X 29.34 acres = 4.46 homes per acre (lowest 3.88 — highest 6.4 per
acre). When the average of that 4.46 homes per acre is applied to the 2.369 acres in the proposed new
development it comes out to 10.57 homes per acre. The neighboring homeowners have however been
generous and have only asked the developer all along fo reduce the density to a maximum of 12 homes, not
to 10.57 homes. He is however still steadfastly holding to 14 homes minimum and to the excessive set-back
variances necessary to cram the 14 homes onto the property.

The importance of and the reasons for the directly adjacent neighboring homes objections to the developer's
requested set-back variances and density are due to: a) the greatly reduced privacy for Braemore, which will
be eyeball to eyeball, bedroom to bedroom, with the homes in the proposed new development if the 20 foot

set-back variances are permitted on their side, b) There is the serious issue of the very steep hill in the back
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of the development directly next to and in full view of back yards and windows of three Cameron Manor
homes and, ¢) to help reduce the load on the fragile retaining wall that exists directly in the back yards of the
same three Cameron Manner homes. These direclly adjacent three homes are well below-grade to the
proposed new development (maybe 25 to 30 feet) and the retaining wall there has already failed once, even
without the additional weight of the homes proposed to be built on this area of the property.

Lot size in square feet of the adjacent developments (averaged from tax records of homes listed andfor sold in
FMLS):

Braemore — Lot size = 3000 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is owned by the
homeowner

Surry Place — Lot size = 2350 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is owned by the
homeowner

Ridgemere — Lot size = 2350 avg. square feet - Only the land under the home foundation is owned by the
homeowner

Cameron Manor — Lot sizes from 2,000 to 9,761 — 6 of the 10 homes in the tax records show lot sizes of
2,000 sq. ft. However, the other lots range in size from to 5,408 to 9,761 square feet. There seems to be an
apparent inconsistency in the tax records being that some homes show only 2,000 square feet lot sizes
(consistent with only the land below the foundation) but | have been told that all land is actually owned by the
homeowner and the lots for most of the homes are actually just under approx. 10,000 square feet.

Grosvenor — Lots size ranges from 5,824 to 35,148 square fest
Mitchell Road — approx. .20 homes per acre - % acre or more lots
Manchester Place — approx. .20 homes per acre - % acre or more lots

Lot Square footage for the proposed development - averages 6,296 for each lot — land is apparently to be owned
by the homeowner (nothing yet provided by the developer).

Interior square footage, surrounding properties: The average interior square footage of the surrounding properties
varies from approx. 2,300 to 4,300 square feet.

Interior square footage of the proposed development: The developer has thrown around numbers of 2,500 to
3,000 interior square feet - but we have nothing binding other than only what the developer has “said”.

| am Director of Data Services and Compliance at FMLS and have access to and used FMLS historical and county tax
records to provide the above information.

On a side note, even though you are not in my district, | have followed your career as a council person since the city was
incorporated, which was also when | moved to Sandy Springs. | know that you have always heen a steady, reliable and
responsive supporter of the neighborhoods. | really like your commitment to the neighborhoods and your style in doing so
and would certainly be supportive of you if you were to decide to run for Mayor next term. Any chance that might
happen? | sure hope so. We badly need someone like you at the helm.

Copied to our city council representative, Chip Collins, and to the team leaders in the surrounding neighborhoods.
Thanks for all you do.

Jerry

Jerry Erbesfield

President
Ridgemere HOA




From: McEnerny, Karen [mailto:KMcEnerny@SandySpringsga.gov]
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 5:54 PM

To: Jerry Erbesfield
Subject: RE: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road development

Thanks for sending this and having it printed in the SS Paper. | have been where you are and facts can prevail. I'd like
to know the 1) price points; 2) density per acre in units and 3) average square footages of the adjacent developments

as compared to this one under consideration. My best k

Karen Meinzen McEnerny

City Council, District 6

City of Sandy Springs

4604 Meadow Valley Drive

Sandy Springs, Georgia 30342-2515

cell 404-358-0068
off 404-851-1944

KMcenerny@sandyspringsga.gov
www.sandyspringsga.gov

From: Jerry Erbesfield [mailto:jerry@erbesfield.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 5:06 PM

To: jmdonough@sandysprings.gov; Galambos@erbesfield.com; Galambos, Eva; Paulson@erbesfield.com; Paulson, John;
Fries@erbesfield.com; Fries, Dianne; Sterling@erbesfield.com; Sterling, Gabriel; McEnerny@erbesfield.com; McEnerny,
Karen; Delulio@erbesfield.com; Delulio, Tibby; Collins@erbesfield.com; Collins, William "Chip"

Subject: Response to SS Reporter article about the proposed 5975 Mitchell Road development

Honorable Mayor, City Council Members and others:

The below response has been posted to the Sandy Springs Reporter newspaper website and also sent to the
newspaper as a Letter to the Editor. It is copied in below as a convenience.

The original article and my post appear at:

http://www.reporternewspapers.net/201 2/05/22/sandy-springs-report-on-mitchell-road-church-disputes-historic-
value/#tcomment-7257

The neighbors surrounding this proposed development will appreciate your favorable consideration in this matter, if it
comes to that. We absolutely ARE trying.

Respectfully,

Jerry Erbesfield
President
Ridgemere HOA

AIAIAI NI NI N NN NN NI I N N e N g

Dan Whisenhunt of the Sandy Springs Reporter newspaper reported that I, on the behalf of the surrounding
neighborhoods, requested a delay from the Planning Commission of the scheduled May 17" hearing for the proposed
development at 5975 Mitchell Road. The delay was requested to try to work out the differences hetween the developer,

Bryan Flint of Arrowhead properties, and the neighboring homeowners who are directly affected by this proposed project.
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As a follow-up to Dan's article about the proposed development, | believe that further details will be helpful regarding the
position of the neighborhoods that surround the proposed development and why a delay was requested and necessary in

the first place.

The great majority of the surrounding neighborhood residents are solidly united in supporting an appropriate development
on this property, the key word being “appropriate”. We in-fact welcome an appropriate development, such as a 10 fo 12
single family detached home subdivision, that reasonably preserves at least some of the beautiful existing mature foliage
and the natural lay of the land, with set-hacks that don't infringe on or cause unreasonable and even potentially damaging
issues to the neighboring subdivisions, and a development that is otherwise in keeping with the preponderance of the
other residences adjoining this proposed development and along Mitchell Road.

The developer's original and subsequent proposed plans however have not provided that, instead proposing very high
density for this relatively small 2.34 acre piece of property, first with 19 attached townhomes and the latest plan containing
14 detached single family residences, both being densities that are well above the norm as compared to the majority of
the surrounding neighborhoods. The price-point of the proposed homes in the devslopment have also been an issue, with
the developer’s original plan calling for $350,000 per townhome, which is well below and would negatively impact the
maijority of the pre-existing homes in the neighborhood.

The developer's strategy has now become transparent; at least it has to me. 1t is obviously that he has asked for the moon
to in order to eventually get something less but still acceptable to him. He wants to show that he has had many meetings
and has already made many concessions to the neighbors of the proposed development, and that we are now being
unreasonable with our demands. That is however in-fact far from accurate.

Yes, the developer can in-fact say that he has submitted multiple plans, that he has worked with us to reduce density
{though not enough), to address the historical issues, to deal with the issue of the huge trees (that in the end most of
which are still going to be cut down), that he would change the originally proposed above ground drainage pond to an
underground drainage retention system (that still leaves remaining issues) and he has “said” he would raise the specs of
the homes so that the potential selling prices will be more in keeping with the predominant prices of the pre-existing
homes in the surrounding neighborhoods. Yes, he has addressed those matters {though not all satisfactorily).

What he, however, has not done is that he has not worked with us in earnest to provide the most important elements that
we have asked for all along since day one and he has been non-committal and evasive and on those key matters, those

being:

1. To withdraw the request for the excessive zoning variances and build within the current approved zoning. The Sandy
Springs zoning staff personnel have already recommended to deny the developer’s variance requests due to there being
no existing hardship that requires such variances —but that is only a recommendation and the city leaders can still do
whatever the wish. Accordingly, it is important to understand that the neighbors push-back in this area is not just another
effort by a group of “say no” at any cost neighbors but is instead due to very real issues, those being the matters of. a) the
developer’s plan to get set-back variances in order to build (too many) homes to the very outer edges of the property,
including to the extreme back of the development, right on top of 2 high and steep incline, with three homes located
directly below it and that has a retaining wall that has already failed in the past and, b} the privacy issues that such
excessive set-back variances will cause for the residents directly adjacent to the proposed development. The proposed
new 40 foot high homes, if permitted to be built with the requested exlreme set-back variances, will be looking right into
the bedrooms, other windows and the back yards of the adjoining homes, way too close for comfort,

2. To reduce the density of the development to no more than 10 to 12 homes, in harmony with the density of most of the
surrounding neighborhoods.

3. To ensure to the surrounding residents that the proposed development will be completely built-out in a timely manner (a
year has been proposed by the neighbors) and that it will not sit around for several years with only a couple of homes
actually built, with the other lots just being emply other Georgia red clay, maybe with roughed pipes sticking up, as has
occurred so often here and elsewhere throughout the country in this current terrible economy.

4. To provide the neighboring residents with actual details and tangible written commitments for these items as well as for
the other things the developer has “said” he would do. Trust is a great thing, and | usually do trust folks (until they
demonstrate otherwise) but trust just doesn’t get it in matters such as this with so many unknowns and with the
evasiveness the developer has exhibited so far. With so much at stake and with so many residents involved, written,

binding commitments are necessary.




The city of course would be happy if the developer and neighbors could agree to a negotiated a settlement. We would ool
The neighborhood group has in-fact been trying hard to work with the developer in a fair, business-like and reasonable
manner, but the developer has not (not yet at least) responded in-kind with any definitive answers to the key logical and
reasonable questions we have asked him, and we still have no binding commitment whatsoever on anything related to

this development.

“Kumbaya® and “Can‘t we all just get along" sound great but in the real world, business is business. It boils down to the
fact that it takes two to negotiate - but so far only one side has actually participated in good-faith, that being the neighbors

to this proposed development.

In closing, it just doesn’t seem right to me that established and long pre-existing homeowners such as we are should be
put in the position of having to defend our turf in stich a manner as we are having to do here.

This e-mait message (including any attachments) fs for the sole use of the intended recipient{s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Ifthe
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this message {including any
attachntents} is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the original message
{including attachments). The City of Sandy Springsisa public entity subject to the Official Code of Georgia Annotated §§ 50-18-70 to 50-18-76 concerning
puhlic records, Emall is covered under such Jaws and thus may be subject to disclosure.
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Prepared Speech that we were unable to be delivered to the Zonlng Commission
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| would like to begin my statement by thanking the City of Sandy Springs
Community Development department in their outstanding customer setrvice to
their citizens. Especially, being patient with and answering numerous questions

from concerned neighbors.

Sandy Springs was voted in to a city by this constituency because of their
promises to hear the community and their needs. We all have seen what the
disregard of Fulton County for the Sandy Springs area has left us with.

We, the community, ask that you honor this promise you made, and recommend
R-5A zoning with no variances and a density no higher than 3.9 thereby

preserving our neighborhood.

We fully support our neighbor’s statements as they fully support ours.

After our analysis of the developer’s site plan and staff report, we agree with their
zoning impact analysis and reasons for Denial of all variance requests.

Arrowhead has not demonstrated a hardship that prevents them from reasonable
use of the property within the current zoning ordinances.

The variances, if authorized, would create a development project that is so
overcrowded and unattractive that it would be out of character with the
surrounding neighborhood of single family homes. The inadequate buffer and
setbacks would be intrusive to neighbors and infringe upon privacy.

1. There are no special circumstances or conditions that prevent the
Developer from building a development that is in strict conformity with the
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance;




2. We have asked them to articulate their hardship to justify this variance but
they have been unclear. Only stating that “they can’t make any money” if
they reduce density. We find this hard to believe.

3. There are many neighborhoods in the vicinity of this proposed
development that lend support to our argument that a less dense
development could be built profitably in harmony with the neighborhood.

Arrowhead will say they have compromised by offering concessions from
the original plan. However, if you look closely at these site plans and
concessions, they are items that would require changing anyway. Every
version is basically the same plan.

The community’s main concerns of setbacks and density were never
addressed.

We, however, do not agree with staff’s conditional approval of a total density of
no more than 5.92 homes per acre.

We believe this density creates an unattractive and overcrowded subdivision that
is not in harmony with the community and is not appropriate for this particular
property.

This property does not have frontage on a high traffic street such as Braemore
and Surrey Place. It is pushing a higher density property back into the
neighborhood similar to pushing a commercial store with frontage on a high
traffic road into a neighborhood. This would not be done.

We understand the need for a Land Use plan, However, we strongly feel that
there is an error in this plan concerning this property with the suggested density

of 5-8 units per acre.

Likewise, this attempt of transitional zoning is not in harmony with the
surrounding communities that have densities in the high 3’s. Some of the

discrepancies’ are:




. The Cameron Manor development is included in this 5-8 but has a density
in the high 3’s and the Ridgemere subdivision on the property’s southern
border has a future land use of 2-3.

. The other single family home across the street from this church (also zoned
R1) is recommended R2-3. '

. After further analysis from numerous constituents, we have concluded
that none of the higher density zoning districts (R5, R5A, R6, TR) really fit
on this property without major variances and harm to its neighbors. This
future land use does not naturally fit on this site or conform with adjacent

subdivisions.

. This developer had to use ioning districts in the higher density R8-12
Future Land Use designation (zoning R-5A, TR) in order to get around the
minimum 7,500 sf lot size required within the true R5-8 land use and R-5

zoning.

This property is not large enough for the requested density of townhomes
or single family homes within the R5-8 zoning districts of NUP and CUP as
their minimum acreage requirements are 5 acres and 10 acres,
respectively. This leaves only a_true R-6 and R-5 zoning that should be
implemented within the R5-8 future land use category.

. In addition, only 2 small churches are in the 5-8. This recommendation
entices developers to take advantage of weaknesses of these smaller
churches and destroy their “holy” ground for profit. Numerous neighbors
have found solace in walking this nonprofit dedicated “holy land” praying,
meditating and enjoying its natural beauty. 21 churches on the future land
use plan have a density of 2-3 units per acre or less. We wonder why other
churches are protected with lower densities.

11 Churches are Residential 1 - 2 units per acre

10 Churches are Residential 2 - 3 units per acre

4 Churches are Residential 3 - 5 units per acre




2 Churches are Residential 5 - 8 units per acre

6. A more harmonious land use will additionally ensure better protection for
the 200+ year old trees on the property as they would more likely be saved
from destruction. The corrected density would potentially allow future
developers to work with the park like beauty of the property instead of
trying to maximize density.

As | stated before, we had no control of what Fulton County had previously done.
And as you are aware did not always have Sandy Springs best interest at heart. it
is now up to Sandy Springs to protect our neighborhood.

Please remember that the Land use plan says recommended not required.




The current Braemore density is incorrect on the staff report. Please see
attached plat or Fulton county GIS. Braemore is 2.7 acres and 13 units.

Densities in the Mitchell Road corridor

Both of these communities are located on high traffic corner parcels of Hammond Road
Braemore Townhomes 2.7 acres 13 homes 4,81 density
Surry Place  Townhomes 5.37 acres 29 homes 5.40 denisty

Both of these communities are on the petitioner’s Eastern and Southern boundaries.
Cameron Manor Single family 2.53 acres 10 homes 3.95 density
Ridgemere Single family 11.34 acres 44 homes 3.88 density

Both of these communities are across the street and within 320 feet of this property.
5950 Mitchell Single family 5.05 acres 1 home 0.20 density
Currently zoned R1, Future Land Use is 2-3 density

Manchester Place  Single family 8.3 ac est. 20 homes 2.4 density est.

Lancaster, Grosvenor, and Cameron Hall all have densities hetween 4.0 - 4.5 homes per

acre but are developed on much larger properties (4-8 acres).
Long Island Walk and Manchester Place have densities that are much lower.

As you can see from the above information, the petitioners reguest for 14 units on
2.365 acres {density of 5.92) is extreme and out of harmony with the surrounding

neighborhood.

We believe that the density on this property should be no higher than 3.9 thus matching
both Cameron Manor and Ridgemere. This would allow proper buffers and setbacks to

surrounding neighbors.

Please support your constituents by voting for R-5A zoning with
no variances and a density of no more than 3.9.




RZI2-004

BACKGROUND | -
The site is located on the east side of Mitchell Road, about 250 feet south of the

intersection of Hammond Drive and Mitchell Road. The pmpertx is zoned R-1 (Single-
family dwelling 1éish‘ict) currently devgloped with a vacant church and accessory

structure(s).
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November 20, 2007
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. Corresponding Zoning i : Maximum Density Allowed by Zoning
- Future Land Use Recommended Density District Minimum Lot Area per Unit (Units per Acre)
R0O-0.5 Residential 0 {0 0.5 units per acre R-1 2 acres 0.50
R-2 1acre 1.00
R0O.5-1 Residential 0.5 to 1 units per acre AG-1 1 acre or 3 acres 0.50 or 0.33
See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance
R1-2 Residential 1 to 2 units per acre R-2A 27,000 sq. ft. 1.61
" g G R-3 18,000 sq. . 2.42
R2-3 Residential 2 to 3 units
S o R-3A 18,000 sq. fL 2.42
R-4A 12,000 sq. ft. 3.63
R-4 9.000 sq. fi. 4.84
R3-5 Residential 3 to 5 units per acre R:b 9.00059. . igﬁ
CUP (single family} See Zoning Ordmarice See Zoning Ordinance
_ NP 4000 sgf—v_ 5.00
| — TN 2 RebL o ~~ 7.5000 sq. ft. -, 5.81
R5-3 ) Residential ¢ 510 8 units per acre b — N o 5.50
== _/ ~—N e~ ee Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance
s { RSA 4,000 sq. fi. 10.89
ﬁ:\h‘- Residential P E/'_H-L_ B BTt ; = ? 9.00
( 3 ) esidentia ¢~ 8to 12 units per acre ) CUP (multifamily) See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Otdinanca
e — TR 2.000 sq. ft. 9.00
R12-20 Residential 12 to 20 A See Zoning Ordinance 14.00
R20+ Residential—— | Over20unitsperacre—— | AL See Zoning Ordinance _|____See Zoning Ordinance
BP Business Park - See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance
(o] Office - o See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Crdinance
OH Office High Density — See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance
; . Residential-up to 5 units/acre . . . i
LWN Live Work-Neighborhood Commercial/Office-up to 10.000 sfiacre See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance
. i Residential-up to 20 units/acre ! : ; ; =k
LWC Live Work-Community CommerciallOffice-up to 25,000 sflacre MIX See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance =
; : Residentiat-over 20 units/acre ; . . ; =
LWR Live Work-Regional Commercial/Office-over 25,000 sf/acre See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance =
c Gofitarcial _ Cc-1 See Zun!ng OrdTnance See Zonfng Ord{nance =S5
__C2 | SeeZoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance pid 8]
M-1A See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance = ‘:‘7
| Industrial - M-1 See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance o |
M-2 See Zoning Ordinance See Zoning Ordinance =7 |=
PR Private Recreational = - - - = B
PRC Public Rec & Conservation — - — — ol
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E  NUP, Neighbarhood Unit Plan (single-family dwellings only, up to 5 Units per Acre)
E CUP, Community Unit Plan (gingle-family dwellings anly, up to & Units per Acre)

Residential -5 to 8 Units per Are R5-8) \‘
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This residential category allows for|a range of dwelling types, which can include detached,
single-family |homes, and duplexes, with prospects for lower density townpouses and
apartments wijthin planned developments. These areas are served by public watef and sewer.
This category has limited application in Sandy Springs — a large area north of Morgan Falls
Road west of| Roswell Road, an area within the Huntgliff master planned community, and other
smaller sites that are transitional between lower density residential neighborhoods and live-work
designations. | This future land use category is implemented With the following zoning districts:

¥ R-6, Two Family Dwelling, 9,000 square foot lot size {4.84 Units Per Acre)
c B R-5, Single Family Dwelling, 7,500 square foot lot size (5.8 Units Per Acre) e
B NUP, geighborhood Unit Plan (single-family dwellings only, up to 5 Units Per Acre) @7« Sac
E CUP, Community Unit Plan (if limited to 8 Units Per Acre) Min /U qe
Residential -8 to 12 Units per Acfd (R8-12)
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38 of 248



Finding:
which designates the proper

The density proposed by the applicant is 5,92 unity

acre.

The IS to 8.residential cate

detaghed, single-family honjes, and duplexes, witl

sewe}, This category has limited application in Sar

RV

. : 7Omp, |
The staff is of the opinion that the proposed use is ronsistent with the Fu gy L

D pos,
‘Il/,-.!;l. ' , r- ),. e
J[//V ) - .
148 20
gy Uip
. RZ12:004

G

b

—':‘.5?{ fe
“d’US}é_: aap,
A ;‘%115’8

ty as R to 8 (Residentipl 5 to 8 units per acre) Ur‘baﬁ‘-R‘ég_i,g'lJe;_ﬁ

y e A N3
/acre and falls withinjthe 5 to 8 t.lnﬂsfpél}jé'

gory allows for a range of dwelling types, which can include
\ prospects for lower ({

dy Springs - a large area north of Morgan

and apartments within planned developments. These areas are served bE public water and

Falls Road west of Roswell Boad, an area within the
otheismailer sites that are tr'ansitional between lower density residential peighborhoods and
ork designations. This future land use cai

live-
zoning districts:

NUP, Neighborhood
CUP, Community Un

R-6, Two Family DWﬂlling, 9,000 square foot

R-5, Single Family Dwelling, 7,500 square foot lot size (5.8 Units Per f\cre)

Unit Plan (single-family
it Plan (if limited to 8 U

Hunlcliff master planmed community, and

gory is implemented with the following

ot size (4.84 Units Per Acre)

dwellings only, up to § Units Per Acre)
hits Per Acre)

F. Whether there are pther existing or changing conditions affecting the t
supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning pr

The staff is of the opinion ti
and (H‘evelopment of the prop
appﬁ]ant’s; proposal.

Finding:

fee and development of the property which give
oposal.

al there are no existing or changing conditions affecting the use
erty, which give supporting grounds for apprqgval or denial of the

G. Whether the 2011:’1]3 proposal will pernit «
resonrces, environ

Finding:

VARIANCE CONSIDERATIONS
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Staff, zoning commission and council, please review the below pictures of trees and setbacks.

Please consider requiring both a 40 foot setback and Green Giant Arborvitae buffer trees that
are 10-14 feet tall planted 4-6 feet apart to ensure visual privacy for both communities.

In addition, please require the developer to replace on site any trees and bushes damaged from soil
disturbance and compaction within the first 3 years as many trees will not show immediate damage.

Note: the below pictures are the buffer standard of 8 feet tall evergreens suggested by your chief
environmental compliance officer. It does not protect privacy as you can see right through the buffer.

The following pictures were taken standing 10 feet from the tree line. The homes setback 25 and 35
feet from tree line. Trees are 8-10 feet tall planted 6 feet apart. The location for verification is Eastside
Baptist Church, Marietta Georgia, parking lot of new addition and adjacent homes.

Building setback 35 feet from trees. Trees are 8-10 feet tall and 6 feet apart.
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Building setback 25 feet from trees. Trees are 8-10 feet tall and 6 feet apart.
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Building sethack 35 feet. Trees are 8-10 feet tall and 6 feet apart. (Panorama below distorts distance)




Building setback 35 feet from trees. Trees are 8-10 feet tall and 6 feet apart.

Again, nlease consider requiring both a 40 foot sethack and Green Giant Arborvitae buffer trees that
are 10-14 feet tall planted 4-6 feet apart to ensure visual privacy for both communities.
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May 2, 2012

Braemorg HOA

12 Braemipre Drive
Sandy Spfings, Ga. 30328
ATIN: Mr. Larry Halpern

LANDSCAPING PROPOSAL

Southside Landscape Bufier]

To furnish lall material, labor, eauipment and supervision required tp supply
and install complete:

Quantit Name Size and Remarks
40 Green Giant Aroorvitae 10" -1 12"
12 Pine Straw Bolé

including lclearing area for planting, ferlilizer and all clean up.

Totql Amount: $ 17.400.00

Thank you for the opportunity to quote on this work and we look forward
to hearing from you soon.

c\proposalbraemaore. |




Abaray, Linda ’ )
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From: Bignault, Mary B. <MBignault@onebeacontech.com> iy, B '.i,i/"‘.‘,*j ™
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 6:01 PM iy . .
To: Abaray, Linda /¥, /ff/
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Linda, “ ’“j) e
Thank you first of all for listening to our community regarding the Mitchell Road property. My home backs up to the
proposed property which means my deck and my 3 year olds bedroom window overlooks the land. | enjoy our privacy
and regularly play with my daughter on my deck. While | support development, | would prefer the standard 40' feet so |
can maintain some privacy of which | purchased. Next, with the neighborhood down Mitchell and the lay of this land, |
believe that more than 9 or 10 homes will fit and be within the conformity of our street. Please consider my request as
a resident of Sandy Springs.

Subject: Density and setback

s

Mary Bignault
One Beacon Technology

Confidentiality notice:

The information contained in this email message including attachments is confidential and is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity named above and others who have been specifically authorized to receive it. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are herehy notified that any use, unauthorized dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please delete immediately or if
any problems occur with transmission, please notify me immediately by telephone.

Thank you.




Abaray, Linda

From: Sandy Sweeny <sandy.sweeny@yahoo.co.uk>
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 6:50 PM

To: Abaray, Linda

Subject: Submission

Linda,

We request a vote for R-5A zoning approval with no variances and a
denisty of no more than 3.9 thus matching Ridgemere and Cameron
Manot's densities. Thanks you.

Kind regards,
Sandy and Philip Sweeny fu o 7
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