
 

All meetings of the Planning Commission are open to the public. 
(478) 988-2720 

https://perry-ga.gov/business-services/community-development/planning-and-zoning 

  
Planning Commission Agenda  

Monday, April 13, 2026, 6:00 pm 
Perry City Hall, 808 Carroll Street, Perry  

1. Call to Order   

2. Roll Call   

3. Invocation   

4. Approval of Minutes from March 9, 2026, regular meeting and March 23, 2026, work session 

5. Announcements   

• Per O.C.G.A. 36-67A-3 if any opponent of a rezoning or annexation application has made campaign 
contributions and/or provided gifts totaling $250 or more within the past two years to a local 
government official who will consider the application, the opponent must file a disclosure 
statement.  

• Policies and Procedures for Conducting Zoning Hearings are available at the entrance. 

• Please place phones in silent mode. 
 

6. Citizens with Input 

7. Old Business – Tabled from March 9, 2026 meeting  

1.VAR-0015-2026. Variance for reduction of front setbacks for 106 Prospect Ave, 
110/112/114/116/118/120/122/124/126/128/130 Billboard Ave, 101/103/105/107/109/111 Ensemble 
Blvd, and 101/103/105 Billboard Ave. The applicant is Karen Rolle, Moore Bass Consulting.  
(Applicant has withdrawn the application) 
 

8. New Business  

 
A. Informational Hearing (Planning Commission recommendation – Scheduled for public hearing 

before City Council on May 05, 2026) 
 

1. SUSE-0026-2026. Special exception for short-term rental for property located at 207 Greylock 
Drive. The applicant is Skylar Sanders.  
2. ANNX-0030-2026. Annex and rezone property on Airport Road Parcel No. 000310 033000 from 
Houston County R-AG to City of Perry, R-TH Residential Townhouse District. The applicant is Matt 
Widner, Widner & Associates, Inc.  
3. TEXT-0033-2026. Amendment to Add definition, use description, and use standards for 
Commercial Air Tours; update Table of Uses to add as permitted in M-2, General Industrial District. 
The applicant is the City of Perry. (Application has been withdrawn) 

 
B. Other Business  

C. Commission questions or comments 

D. Adjournment  
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Planning Commission Agenda  
Minutes - March 9, 2026 

 
1. Call to Order : Chairman Mehserle called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm.  

2. Roll Call: Chairman Mehserle; Commissioners Guidry, Ross, Shelton, Story, and Wharton were present. 
Commissioner Hayes was absent.  
 
Staff:  Joe Duffy – Community Development Director, Emily Carson – Community Planner, and 
Christine Sewell – Recording Clerk  
 
Guests: Chad Bryant, Leonard Samples, James McGhee, and Logan Clark  

3. Invocation- was given by Chairman Mehserle    

4. Approval of Minutes from January 12, 2026, regular meeting, January 26, 2026, and February 09, 
2026, work sessions 
 
Commissioner Wharton motioned to approve the minutes of January 12, 2026; Commissioner Ross 
seconded; all in favor and were unanimously approved with Commissioner Story abstaining from vote.  
 
Commissioner Wharton motioned to approve the minutes of January 26, 2026; Commissioner Ross 
seconded; all in favor and were unanimously approved with Commissioner Story abstaining from vote.  
 
Commissioner Wharton motioned to approve the minutes of February 09, 2026; Commissioner Shelton 
seconded; all in favor and were unanimously approved.  
 

5. Announcements  - Chairman Mehserle referred to the notices as listed  

• Per O.C.G.A. 36-67A-3 if any opponent of a rezoning or annexation application has made campaign 
contributions and/or provided gifts totaling $250 or more within the past two years to a local 
government official who will consider the application, the opponent must file a disclosure 
statement.  

• Policies and Procedures for Conducting Zoning Hearings are available at the entrance. 

• Please place phones in silent mode. 
 

6. Citizens with Input – None  

7. Old Business – None  

8. New Business  

A. Public Hearing (Planning Commission decision) 
 

1.PLAT-0002-2026. Preliminary plat for The Harvest at AG Village on Moss Oak Road, Parcel No 
0P0340 048000. The applicant is Chad Bryant, Bryant Engineering.    
 
Mr. Duffy read the applicants’ request, along with staff responses, which was for approval of a plat that 

subdivides a 153.51-acre parcel into 473 lots and is now referred to as Agricultural Village. The Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) was approved as the Perry Preserve in 2007. Mr. Duffy also noted the PUD 

requirements and advised staff was recommending approval of the plat as presented, provided full 

compliance of the adopted PUD Development Standards.  

Chairman Mehserle requested confirmation the submittal meets all the requirements of the 2007 PUD; 

Mr. Duffy confirmed it does.  

Chairman Mehserle opened the public hearing at 6:14pm and called for anyone in favor of the request.  

Mr. Chad Bryant – 111 Perimeter Road – the applicant, reiterated the request and had nothing further 
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to add.  Chairman Mehserle called for anyone opposed; there being none, the public hearing was closed 

at 6:15pm.  

Chairman Mehserle asked Mr. Bryant the width of the two-way streets and had the fire marshal 

reviewed.  Mr. Bryant advised his client is electing not to take advantage of the PUD designation but 

intends to develop as an R-3, and most of the right-of-way is 60 feet, and the street widths are 27, and 

there have been no reductions.  Chairman Mehserle asked if the development will be single-family 

homes and meet the open space requirements; Mr. Bryant advised it would, and development will be 

single-family in lieu of townhomes.  Commissioner Guidry asked staff if one-way streets have a 

minimum width; Mr. Duffy advised they will be developed under the 2007 guidelines; Mr. Bryant 

advised there is an inner-traffic circle that is one way and will adhere accordingly to regulations.   

Commissioner Wharton motioned to approve as submitted with the recommendation of staff for full 

compliance of the adopted PUD Development Standards; Commissioner Ross seconded; all in favor, 

and was unanimously approved.  

2.VAR-0015-2026. Variance for reduction of front setbacks for 106 Prospect Ave, 
110/112/114/116/118/120/122/124/126/128/130 Billboard Ave, 101/103/105/107/109/111 Ensemble 
Blvd, and 101/103/105 Billboard Ave. The applicant is Karen Rolle, Moore Bass Consulting.  
 
Ms. Carson read the applicants’ request, which was for a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 
10’ on varied lots within the residential portion of the current phase of the Encore PUD, along with staff 
responses. Ms. Carson advised the request is due to the inability to fit driveways of reasonable length on 
the lots with the current setback requirements.  
 
Chairman Mehserle asked when the department reviewed and approved plans, was it indicated the 
setbacks would be adhered to and all units are served in the rear for parking; Ms. Carson confirmed yes.  
 
Chairman Mehserle opened the public hearing at 6:24pm and called for anyone in favor of the request.  
Mr. Logan Clark with Moore Bass Consulting 112 Wes Park Drive, the applicant, advised there are 21 
townhomes across five buildings and the goal is to maintain the building locations and functional 
driveways. The front porches were shown encroaching and were approved in architectural plans. The 
building will remain in the setbacks; the front porch awning encroaches not the structure itself.  Several 
units previously constructed approved via administrative variance, goal is to keep driveways at 10 foot 
or greater; and pushing back will decrease that.  
 
Chairman Mehserle called for anyone opposed; there being none the public hearing was closed at 
6:27pm.  

 
Commissioner Shelton asked if approved would it only be for the awning, and the driveway length 
would remain the same; Mr. Duffy advised that was correct.  Mr. Clark advised if the awning has to be 
pushed back, the entire building will have to be pushed back and driveways shortened.  
 
Commissioner Wharton asked if there had been any ordinance change that now requires an awning; 
Mr. Duffy advised there had not been.  Commissioner Wharton asked if there has been any change with 
the lots that make up the PUD that would make it difficult to build on since it was adopted; Mr. Duffy 
advised based on a survey there could have been a error unknown to him and noted the previous 
director had allowed the concrete stoop but not the awning; Mr. Clark advised this was not specified on 
the civil plans.  Commissioner Wharton acknowledged the standards were not a creation of the 
applicant, but they should have known all the requirements; Mr. Duffy advised the applicant was not 
the original developer of the property. 
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Ms. Carson advised there was an agreement between the former director and the previous applicant 
that played a role in how the development was laid out and that was adhered to, and she is stating for 
the record and that she was not in all the meetings but had been advised of this.  
 
Shelton asked if the plans would have not been approved by the building official; Ms. Carson advised 
yes. Chairman Mehserle noted if it was unclear with regard to the overhang and the inspector measured 
it would not have been an oversight. Commissioner Wharton felt the builder created the scenario which 
violates the ordinance and is concerned with how the request can be approved based on that. 
Commissioner Story felt if they are adhering to the approved plan and not taking away how the awning 
affecting the setbacks.  Chairman Mehserle to his understanding is that the architectural plans were 
approved, but the civil plans did not show the awning, and there was a lack of communication with the 
two submittals.  Commissioner Wharton asked if what the city approved was in compliance and what 
was added was not; Ms. Carson advised that is correct.  Chairman Mehserle asked if the units could be 
decreased to comply and Commissioner Story asked if the awning could be removed to comply; Ms. 
Carson advised neither could be done. Commissioner Wharton inquired about not granting any specific 
conditions; Mr. Duffy advised requests are reviewed on a case-by-case basis and he had spoken with 
Mr. Logan, and an administrative variance was granted for only two feet, anything greater would 
require a variance. Mr. Duffy advised there could be topographical issues with the parcel and not 
certain if the civil and building plans provided full details.  
 
Commissioner Shelton asked when discovered in the process, as the completed units have awnings; Mr. 
Duffy advised approximately two months ago and noted the building inspector do not look at zoning 
compliance, and if this is a concern, it can be addressed.  
 
Chairman Mehserle advised the ordinance represents the law adopted by the city for construction and is 
vacated if approved, and could possibly establish a precedent; therefore suggested the following 
options: 1). Approve, 2). Table, or 3). Approve the three units currently under construction and not 
allow the others.   
 
Commissioner Guidry motioned to table for further information; Commissioner Ross seconded.   
Commissioner Shelton suggested exempt those currently under construction; Commissioner Wharton 
was opposed as it would set a precedent. Chairman Mehserle then called for vote on Commissioner’s 
Guidry motioned to table with a second; all in favor with Commissioner Shelton and Story opposed; 
resulting 4 to 2 to table.  

 
B. Informational Hearing (Planning Commission recommendation – Scheduled for public hearing 

before City Council on April 7, 2026) 
 

1. SUSE-0007-2026. Special exception for short-term rental for property located at 1306 Keith Drive.  
The applicant is Leonard H. Samples.  
 
Ms. Carson read the applicants’ request, which was to offer the entire 3-bedrooms/2-bath house for 

short-term rental for a maximum of 6 occupants, along with staff responses. The premises were 

inspected for compliance with minimum health and safety requirements for use and occupancy (per 

Section 2-3.6) and passed. 

Chairman Mehserle opened the public hearing at 6:55pm and called for anyone in favor the request.  

The applicant, Mr. Leonard Samples – 206 Brampton Way, reiterated the request, and wants to focus 

on visitors to the area.  Chairman Mehserle called for anyone opposed; there being none the public 

hearing was closed at 6:56pm.  

Commissioner Ross motioned to recommend approval to Mayor & Council of the application as 

submitted; Commissioner Wharton seconded; all in favor and was unanimously recommended for 

approval.  
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2.SUSE-0013-2026. Special exception for short-term rental for property located at 303 Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Drive.  The applicant is James R. McGhee.  
 
Ms. Carson read the applicants’ request, which was to offer the entire 4-bedrooms/3-bath house for 

short-term rental for a maximum of 8 occupants, along with staff responses. The  premises were 

inspected for compliance with minimum health and safety requirements for use and occupancy (per 

Section 2-3.6) and passed. 

Chairman Mehserle opened the public hearing at 6:59pm and called for anyone in favor of the request.  
Mr. James McGhee, the applicant, reiterated the request and had nothing further to add. Chairman 
Mehserle called for anyone opposed; there being none the public hearing was closed at 7:00pm.    
 
Commissioner Ross motioned to recommend approval to Mayor & Council of the application as 

submitted; Commissioner Shelton seconded; all in favor and was unanimously recommended for 

approval.  

C. Other Business  

D. Commission questions or comments – Commissioner Guidry inquired about covenants and 
restrictions; Ms. Carson advised these are homeowner associations regulations and the burden is on 
the applicant to advise.  
 

E. Adjournment: there being no further business to come before the Commission the meeting 
adjourned at 7:04pm.  



 

Planning Commission Work Session 
Minutes - March 23, 2026  

 
1. Call to Order: Chairman Mehserle called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm.  

 

2. Roll Call: Chairman Mehserle, Commissioners Guidry, Hayes, Ross, Shelton, Story, and 

Wharton were present.  

 

Staff: Joe Duffy – Community Development Director and Emily Carson – Community Planner 

3. Citizens with Input – None  

 

4. Old Business  
a. Continued discussion of proposed text amendment for non-residential district sign 

standards 
 
Mr. Duffy reviewed revisions from previous discussions and noted the City does not anticipate 
an abundance of requests for unified building identifying signage applied to multi-tenant 
buildings. Discussion ensued with questions on potential requests for larger signs and multiple 
frontages; Mr. Duffy advised sizes are determined by the size tables and multiple frontages are 
deferred back to the tenant space.  On conclusion it was suggested to clarify frontage limits and 
size requirements with the proposed text amendment.  

 
b. Interstate Corridor Overlay District (IC) - Sign Standards, Table 6-9-2 

 
Mr. Duffy presented the proposed amendment, which seeks to establish height guidelines for the 
Interstate Corridor Overlay District, which are not currently provided in the Land Management 
Ordinance.  Discussion ensued, with a question asked if the proposal would allow for billboards; 
Ms. Carson advised it does not.  The recommended 100 foot height for monopole signs in the IC 
allows for those parcels abutting I-75 to effectively advertise, and may be more business-friendly 
for IC district businesses seeking to reach interstate highway travelers, in keeping with the 
intent of the established overlay district. 
 

c. Vape Shops  
 

Mr. Duffy presented the proposed amendment evolving further from past discussions; question 
arose on THC dispensaries; Mr. Duffy advised it can be addressed separately as a distinct topic.  
Question on definition of a smoke shop; it was advised it is defined by the Law Insider 
subscription service’s definition. It was agreed upon that lowering the percentage of vape 
products a business sells from 50% as drafted to 30%, to qualify as a definable “vape shop” 
would be preferred. 

 
5. New Business 

 
a. Proposed text amendment for Commercial Air Tours – Ms. Carson reviewed the 

proposed amendment; which is proposed to be added in the definitions and the 
standards under commercial use and the zoning district allowed in.  

 
6. Chairman Item(s) – None  

 



 

7. Other Business – Ms. Carson reviewed as noted below  
a. Review items for April 13, 2026, informational/public hearings – Ms. Carson reviewed 

the applications.  
b. Update on City Council zoning decisions  

 
8. Adjournment: there being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting was 

adjourned at 7:12 pm.  
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STAFF REPORT 
From the Department of Community Development 

March 23, 2026 

CASE NUMBER: 

APPLICANT:  

REQUEST: 

LOCATION:  

SUSE-0026-2026 

Skylar Sanders; Greylock Enterprise, LLC 

A Special Exception to allow short-term residential rental 

207 Greylock Dr; Tax Map No. 0P38C0 059000 

REQUEST ANALYSIS: The subject property owner proposes to offer the entire 3-bedrooms/2-bath house 
for short-term rental for a maximum of 8 occupants. The subject premises was inspected for compliance with 
minimum health and safety requirements for use and occupancy (per Section 2-3.6) and passed. 

Standards for Short-term Rental Properties (Section 4-3.5 of the LMO) 

1,000-foot buffer from another STR and only one STR per premises Complies 

Designation of local contact person Complies 

Host Rules addressing: 

• Maximum occupancy of 8  persons

• Parking restrictions; on-premises parking of up to 6 vehicles

• Noise restrictions

• On-premises curfew
• Prohibition of on-premises events

Complies 

Trash pick-up plan Complies 

Required written rental agreement Complies 

Proof of required active insurance policy Complies 

Application for City of Perry Occupational Tax Certificate Complies 

Other standards will be addressed with the issuance of an STR permit 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS: 
1. Are there covenants and restrictions pertaining to the property which would preclude the proposed use 

of the property? 
The applicant asserts that there are no covenants or restrictions that pertain to the premises or prevent
them from using it as a short-term residential rental.

2. Does the proposed use comply with the Comprehensive Plan and other adopted plans applicable to the 
subject property? 
The subject property is in a Suburban Residential character area, which typically features a mixture of
housing types that range from single-family homes to townhouses. The proposed special use changes
the length of time people are in the dwelling. However, it does not create a use that does not align
with the existing uses because the home is still being used as a dwelling in a residential area.
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3. Will the proposed use impact traffic volume or traffic flow and pedestrian safety in the vicinity? 
 
There is no projected increase in pedestrian or vehicular traffic in the area beyond what is expected 
from an active residence. 
 

4. Will the hours and manner of operation of the proposed use impact nearby properties and uses in the 
vicinity? 
The home will largely function in the same manner as the surrounding properties, so the proposed 
operations should blend in smoothly with the surrounding residences with no negative impacts. 
 

5. Will parking, loading/service, or refuse collection areas of the proposed use impact nearby properties 
and uses in the vicinity, particularly with regard to noise, light, glare, smoke, or odor? 
 
Guests are required to maintain City of Perry ordinances to include quiet hours, large gathering 
restrictions, and all other applicable laws. No nuisances or negative impacts should be produced from 
an increase in visitors’ frequency at the home. There is also ample parking space for up to six (6) 
vehicles in the driveway, so there should be no issues with parking on the street or impeding other 
homeowners’ access to their driveways. 
 

6. Will the height, size, and/or location of proposed structures be compatible with the height, size, and/or 
location of structures on nearby properties in the vicinity? 
The dwelling is a single-family home surrounded by single-family homes and closely resembles the 
homes around it. No new structures are being proposed with the request for a special exception. 
 
 

7. Is the parcel a sufficient size to accommodate the proposed use and the reasonable future growth of 

the proposed use? 

Staff believes the parcel will remain a sufficient size for the proposed use, and there is no future 

growth expected in this subdivision. 

 

8. Whether the proposed use will cause an excessive burden on existing streets, utilities, city services, or 

schools. 

The proposal will have no effect on schools. Street usage will mirror activity that is expected through 
normal use of a residence. The neighborhood is already serviced by city services and utilities; no 
excessive increase or negative impact is expected because of the proposed use. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval as submitted. 



SUSE-0026-2026 
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STAFF REPORT 
From the Department of Community Development 

April 3, 2026 
 
 
CASE NUMBER: ANNX-0030-2026 

APPLICANT: Matt Widner, Widner & Associates, Inc. 

REQUEST: Annexation and Zoning of 19.70 acres from RAG (County) to R-TH, Townhouse 

Residential 

LOCATION: Main Street; Tax Map Number: 000310 033000 
   
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  The applicant proposes to annex the entirety of the above-mentioned parcel 

into the City of Perry. It will be developed into a townhouse subdivision, if approved. The lot is proposed to be 

zoned R-TH, Townhouse Residential, and a portion of the lot is going to the resident just south of this parcel 

 

The applicant asserts that there are no known covenants or restrictions on the subject property which would 

preclude the use permitted in the proposed zoning district. 

 

STANDARDS FOR ESTABLISHING A ZONING CLASSIFICATION: 
 
1. The existing land uses and zoning classifications of nearby property. 

 Zoning Land Use 

North C-2, General Commercial Undeveloped 

South R-AG (County) Undeveloped 

East GU, Governmental Use Heritage Oaks Park 

West PUD, Planned Unit Development Houston Springs (partially undeveloped) 

 

2. Does the proposed zoning classification comply with the Comprehensive Plan and other adopted plans 
applicable to the subject property? 

The proposed zoning designation is compatible with the Suburban Residential character area the 
parcel is in. This character area is comprised of a mix of housing types, like townhouses, and walkable 
uses. The managed growth map shows this area as a low-density residential area. However, the land 
sits between two developments that are expected to yield medium-to-high density communities once 
fully developed. Staff believes this annexation would serve to bolster the variety of housing needs and 
support the City’s comprehensive planning goals as expressed in the 2022 Joint Comprehensive Plan. 

3. Are all of the uses permitted in the proposed zoning classification compatible with existing uses on 
adjacent and nearby properties? 

The proposed zoning designation is compatible with zoning in the area. The RTH zoning allows for 
single-family dwelling units (townhouses) to be constructed in the existing residential area. The 
standards of the RTH zoning designation require significant buffering between the development and 
single-family residences. The ordinances also call for 30% of all land area within the development to 
remain open for residents to share, the creation of a homeowner’s association, and design regulations 
to maintain the character in the area. 
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4. Will any of the uses permitted in the proposed zoning classification cause adverse impacts to adjacent 
and nearby properties? 

There should be no adverse impacts on adjacent or surrounding properties. Traffic may increase, 
resulting from the new residential units, but estimates do not exceed what is expected for Airport Road 
Ext. 

5. Will any of the permitted uses and density allowed in the proposed zoning classification cause an 
excessive burden on existing streets, utilities, city services, or schools? 

City emergency services, streets, and schools should not be negatively impacted by this development. 
Proximity to a GDOT-maintained highway may require additional traffic calming measures be 
implemented, as determined by GDOT. Sewer capacity in the area is limited but is still being studied to 
determine whether accommodation is available. Applicants are required to submit letters outlining 
sewer demands, and Engineering Services will determine whether capacity is available during the 
development process. Projects like this can take a few years to build out; additional capacity may be 
available at that time. However, at this time, staff considers the focus of this application to be to 
determine whether the proposed annexation and zoning designation align with the City’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan. 

6. Are there existing or changing conditions in the area which support either approval or disapproval of the 

proposed zoning classification? 

The city is consistently studying the best way to manage growth throughout the city limits. The results 

of these efforts include reviewing opportunities to annex “county island” properties into the city limits, 

streamlining services for residents, improving sewer infrastructure, and maintaining the housing 

development patterns. Annexing and rezoning this property aligns with the city’s housing goals and 

county island removal efforts. The rezoning also underscores justifications for the current sewer 

improvement projects the city has undertaken. Lastly, it presents the city with an additional opportunity 

to coordinate services with the Georgia Department of Transportation to ensure residents have safe 

and adequate roadways to use to navigate their community. 

 

 

Staff Recommends: Approval of the application as submitted. 
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There are no known covenants or restrictions. 



    

  CIVIL SITE DESIGN    LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE     PLANNING   
 
 

 

March 4, 2026 
 

 

City of Perry 

1211 Washington Street 

 P.O. Box 2030 

 Perry, GA  31069 

 

 

Subject:  Airport Rd, Houston Co, Townhome Development 

   Project Number: 7317-013-01 

 

Dear Planning Commission, 

 

Widner & Associates respectfully requests annexation and rezoning for the proposed residential 

development of the property.  

 

Standards for Granting a Zoning Classification 

(1) Whether the proposed zoning classification complies with the Comprehensive Plan and other 

adopted plans applicable to the subject property. 

The subject property has been reviewed with City staff and complies with the previously 

mentioned plans. 

(2) Whether all of the uses permitted in the proposed zoning classification are compatible with 

existing uses on adjacent and nearby properties. 

Residential properties are adjacent and nearby to this proposed residential zoning. 

(3) Whether any of the uses permitted in the proposed zoning classification will cause adverse 

impacts to adjacent and nearby properties. 

The permitted uses within the proposed zoning are similar to the existing land uses along 

Airport Road. No adverse impacts are anticipated with the permitted uses within the 

proposed zoning. 

(4) Whether any of the permitted uses and density allowed in the proposed zoning classification 

will cause an excessive burden on existing streets, utilities, city services, or schools. 

The uses that are permitted within the proposed zoning allow for a development that 

supports more common area and green space than some other residential zoning 

alternatives. The development will not create excessive burden on the streets, utilities, 

city services, or schools. 

(5) Whether there are existing or changing conditions in the area which support either approval 

or disapproval of the proposed zoning classification.  

There is a need for housing. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Matthew T. Widner, RLA 
793 Poplar Street     
P.O. Box 102     
Macon, GA 31202  
(478) 746-2010    
Fax (478) 746-0149     
widner@widner-assoc.com 
www.widner-assoc.com 
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