
__________________________________________________________________________________________________

Department:  _____________________________Presenter(s) & Title: ________________________________________ 

         ________________________________________ 

Agenda Item Title:

Summary:

Budget Implications:

  Budgeted?        Yes     

    Check if Estimated      Total Cost of Project: 
                Water & Sewer    Sales Tax    

Staff Recommendations:

Reviews:
Has this been reviewed by Management and Legal Counsel, if required? Yes     No 

Attachments:

Action Requested/Required:

Vote/Action Requested
Public Hearing
For Discussion Only
Presentation Only

Community Development Steve Green, Zoning Administrator

Annx2509-003 / RZON2509-008 - Request to annex and rezone +/- 4.85 acres for the purposes of developing a single family 
detached subdivision - Legacy Design and Development, LLC

The applicant has submitted applications for the annexation and rezoning of +/- 4.85 acres to construct a single family detached 
subdivision. They have also requested a concurrent variance to reduce the required 50' buffer where property within the city limits 
abuts property in unincorporated Cherokee County and when R-4 property abuts PD zoned propoerty (Park Village subdivision).
The requested zoning is R-4 (Single family residential, 4,000 square foot lots). The proposal is to closely match the existing lots in 
the Park Village subdivision. The applicants Letter of Intent seeks to construct up to 28 homes.
The appliacnt has provided answers to questions and concerns that were raised during the public hearing. These answers can be 
found in the staff report.

Staff recommends approval of these applications. Suggested conditions can be found in the staff report.

Application(s) 
Site plan 
Community Input Meeting Report 
Revised site plan 
Staff report 
Reply to question and concerns raised at the public hearing

✔
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3632 Fate Conn Rd.  

Community Information & Input Meeting 
October 21st, 2025 6:15pm  

Location: Thrive Jones Hall Canton, GA 

Questions  & Comments  

1. One resident asked what we intended to build –  
a. we responded that there are no definite plans but that the intent is to closely 

match Park Village.1,600sf-2,000sf and likely 2 stories. 
2. Resident asked about plans to improve Fate Conn Rd. 

a. We responded that we had no plans to improve the road other than what the 
City required for the development. And that the City could require a traLic 
study. 

3. Resident asked why our variance was so small and that it looked like it was only 5’. 
a. It seems that the resident was referring to the rear 15’ lot setback line on our 

concept plan which is within current regulations. We responded that the 
variance we are seeking is with respect to the landscape buLer requirement 
since we would have diLering zoning classifications with Park Village being 
PD and out proposed community being R-4. We mentioned that our 
proposed lots closest to any other individual lots within Park Village would be 
separated by about 50’ of Park Village Community Association property  at 
their closest points. We also covered the fact that the buLer would not be 
required if we were able to apply for a PD. 

4. Resident made a comment about Park Village lots who could look up out of their 
backyard towards our property at a new house indicating that we should oLer some 
sort of compensation to those owners because no one would want to buy those 
homes.  

a. We indicated that our property is elevated and that the association property 
between us is densely wooded. We also mentioned that while we could build 
as close as 15’ to the rear property lines it would be our intent to build as 
close to the new road frontage as possible for cost purposes. 

5. Resident asked about the variance request from 50’ landscape buLer to 0’ and if 
that would mean his lot would butt up to one of our new lots. 

a. We explained that our lots would abut to land owned by the association but 
no new lots would border any existing residents lots. The resident clarified 



that they considered the association property directly behind them an 
extension of their backyard. 

6. Resident asked if the proposed development was at the roundabout or further down 
a. I clarified that there is another parcel between us and the roundabout. 

Another resident on the park village board spoke up and indicated that our 
property starts where their sidewalk ends. 

7. Resident asked about what plan would be in place that as we start clearing and 
building that all that wash is not coming into their backyards 

a. We indicated that any runoL would be mitigated via approved erosion control 
measures which would likely be phased. We touched on processes with the 
EPD and City of Canton.  

8. Resident asked where intended on putting a detention pond 
a. We showed where it’s currently proposed on the Northwest corner of the 

property. We also indicated that the site and it’s storm water management 
system would ultimately be designed to achieve appropriate storm water 
quality management and runoL mitigation. 

9. Resident asked if when Park Village was originally built that all the water was 
supposed to go away from the properties. Indicating that they had an existing storm 
water issue where water flows towards their home. 

a. We shared that this could have been the responsibility of their 
builder/developer but most likely would’ve needed to be addressed within 
the first year of the home being initially purchased/built. 

b. The resident asked if anyone was obligated to address his existing water 
issue. We indicated that we would be expected to provide a design which 
mitigates and water runoL issues from the new proposed development 

10. Resident asked how we intended on tying into the sewer line 
a. We stated that it would be dependent on where the City would approve us to 

tie in. With the 2 locations  we were aware of being just North of BluLs 
Parkway and at the South entrance of Park Village on Stoney Hollow Road. 

b. We also indicated that if we were tying in at Stoney Hollow Road we would 
likely plan the work around peak traLic times and would be expected to 
provide traLic control. Maybe disruption for a 1-2 weeks. 

11. Resident asked about the property being brought oL the market for sale yesterday.  
a. We expressed that what they may have seen the property recently still listed 

on could have been inaccurate as it was our understanding that the property 
had been taken oL market last month. Resident’s partner expressed that she 
was a realtor and could confirm. We expressed that we had asked for it to be 
taken down previously and were not aware that the property was still listed 



as of yesterday. Then went a little more in depth on why we had listed the 
property initially including the possibility to attract potential 
partners/investors. Also that it was our intent to perform in the development 
of the property as much as possible. 

12. Resident who said they live across the road oL Page Pl indicated that it was diLicult 
to see traLic coming from the roundabout to the North. And that cars come down 
the hill fast. Asked about some sort of speed control.  

a. We mentioned that we’d bring these concerns to the City for ideas and 
discuss some clearing with the property owner across the street about 
possibly cutting some trees for better line of site once we are developing. 

13. Resident asked about what would happen with all the trees on our property butting 
up to Park Village.  

a. We discussed that we would clear most of them but may leave some within 
the 5’-10’ of the property line to avoid having to clear everything. 

14. More residents raised concerns about Fate Conn Rd traLic and “the way people 
drive”. Fate Conn Rd gets very backed up from Ballground Hwy and 2 people were 
killed this year south of the bridge and before Ballground Hwy.  

a. We mentioned that the City could ask for a traLic study. 
15. Resident asked why the City hasn’t adopted Fate Conn Rd.  

a. We indicated that we would ask. 
16. Resident asked if the property was a part of the City’s plan for future growth.  

a. We shared the comprehensive plan map which shows the property within the 
character area for future suburban development. 

17. Resident asked if there was any plan for an HOA at the proposed development.  
a. We answered yes, it is our intent to implement an HOA and furthermore that 

we intended on collaborating with Park Village to explore the possibility of 
joining their association if it would be mutually beneficial. 

18. Resident asked if we knew the value of the homes we would be proposing.  
a. We discussed the intent to provide a product which would match Park Village 

but should be valued higher being a new product and would in theory support 
or boost the values of homes within Park Village. 

19. Park Village resident asked about the possibility of us bringing on an investor who is 
interested in a for rent development.  

a. We indicated that it is our intent to have an investor with a minority stake and 
that we are not interested in anything other than fee-simple sales. Also that 
we have not entertained the for rent model in and don’t want to do it. 
Resident indicated that rentals would could bring their values down. 



20. Resident mentioned their concern with us asking to go from a 50’ landscape buLer 
to 0’ landscape buLer and asked if the proposed houses would have a backyard.  

a. We stated that our goal was to push the homes as close to the front setback 
as possible to create as much backyard as possible also keeping structures 
further away from the park village association property. We also discussed 
how most if not all homes would be 2-story to reduce pervious surface as 
much as possible.  

21. Resident asked about the 15’ setback. 
a. we informed them that it indicates the extent of which we could possibly 

have impervious surface but that we would likely build closer to the road and 
most likely would leave some wooded areas in the last 5-10’ within that 
setback. 

22. Resident asked if every lot would be 5,000sf-6,000sf.  
a. We indicated that most would just as the lots in Park Village are. 

23. Resident who we understand sits on the Park Village HOA board asked if we were 
considering putting a fence around the Park Village property.  

a. We indicated that we could study the cost and consider it. But it is not 
something we had planned on. 

24. The same resident mentioned that the their other big concern is the water run oL 
indicating that everyone is concerned about any water run oL getting worse. They 
asked us to confirm that the water from the front of the house would go to the street 
and the water from the backyards along the Park Village Association property would 
just run oL the back towards the residents lots.  

a. We indicated that the backyards would be grassed and should absorb some 
water but that we would lean on our engineers to provide a storm water 
system design which should mitigate excessive runoL. Such a design could 
possibly include drains in the back yards of some of the lots which would 
feed into the stormwater system for the property. We also discussed some of 
the processes our design would go through such as needing approvals by the 
state EPD and the City prior to an LDP being issued. We expressed that our 
submittals would be public information and could be made available to them 
if/when that time comes.  

25. This same resident’s next comment was “Let’s go one step further, you’ve already 
said, you would love for our association to take over the complex basically, as a 
possible goal”.  

a. We then expressed how we are open to the idea if it’s beneficial to the 
community but that it’s easy enough to form our own association. We just 
thought it may be beneficial to the community by adding members who 



would contribute to the HOA’s fund. The resident asked us to keep them 
informed and seem very open to the idea. 

26. Another resident asked if we were proposing any sort of amenities such as a 
clubhouse.  

a. We expressed that the development was too small on its own to support any 
large amenities. But that we would have a mailbox kiosk and could possibly 
put a small pavilion and/or playground if feasible. 

27. Resident asked about our timeline.  
a. We indicated that if our proposal was approved in December we would move 

forward with design and engineering which could be a 3-6 month process, 
and then we would go through permitting which could take a couple months 
with comments. So we likely wouldn’t break ground for 6-9 months and it 
could be about a year and a half from now before the first home was 
completed and sold. 

28. Resident asked if anyone has reviewed our concept to make sure another exit/entry 
point wouldn’t be required.  

a. We shared that we felt one point of exit/entry would be best but that this 
decision could ultimately be up to the City. 

29. Resident asked about another meeting if they wanted to discuss further with us.  
a. We indicated that the next meeting is the public hearing on November 6th but 

asked the residents to take our contact information and reach out regarding 
any updates or other concerns they may have as it’s our intent for a 
continued collaboration. Resident asked if a vote would be taken then. We 
shared that it is the Public Hearing and a vote to take action could take place 
during the December 4th meeting. 

30. Resident asked about what we were thinking the price points would be at for the 
new homes.  

a. We expressed that we were exploring products that would be right around 
$400k. The resident who seemed to reside at park village expressed deep 
concern and indicated that anything below $400k would likely be harmful to 
their values. We expressed that we were having a diLicult time building 
financial models around a smaller product with values around $400k and 
would likely need to build a slightly larger product than originally anticipated 
for the majority of the development with a few homes still being in the 
originally intended range. 

 

 



Summary 

Overall, we feel that the meeting went very well. We were able to hear the resident’s 
concerns/remarks and oLer our own feedback while avoiding a contentious environment. 
Most of the attendees were from Park Village and had the most questions. Below is a list of 
what we believe to be the key concerns residents discussed during the meeting along with 
our intents to address them or not.  

 

1. Storm Water RunoL – residents are concerned that the development could create or 
contribute to storm water runoL issues 

a. It is our intent to provide a design which mitigates the potential of any runoL 
substantial enough to be an issue and is within current state and local 
regulations. 

 

2. TraLic on Fate Conn Rd. – Several residents expressed concern over existing and 
additional traLic on Fate Conn Rd. 

a. We expressed that we would collaborate with the City on the following 
questions/concerns they had while we don’t particularly believe they are the 
sole responsibility of the proposed development. 

i. Does the City have any plans to acquire Fate Conn Rd. as it is 
currently a county road? 

ii. Any future plans for the intersection of Fate Conn Rd. and Ballground 
Hwy? 

iii. Can any sort of improvements be done to slow vehicles down? 

 

3. Home Values – Multiple Park Village residents expressed their concern over the new 
homes being priced low enough to negatively impact their current home values. 

a. We expressed that there would likely be a mix of home sizes/values with the 
majority being slightly greater in size and value than what we originally 
intended. Which could in theory improve or at least support the value of their 
homes. 

 

 

 



4. Landscape BuLer Variance- we believe most of the concern here is the potential of 
visibility from Park Village lots on the other side of the Association-owner property. 

a. We indicated that the area between Park Village lots and the proposed lots is 
densely wooded association land. Also with our property being at a higher 
elevation and the intent to build as close to the road as possible should help 
keep the new homes less visible.  

b. We will explore the idea of fencing between the Association property and our 
lots and also consider leaving a portion of the back of lots uncleared. 

c. We will also be studying potential lines of site in the coming weeks to see 
how much exposure might be realistic 

 

5. Community Association – Multiple members of the Park Village community 
expressed interest in whether or not we would implement a community association 

a. We indicated our intent for the community to have an association with 
covenants 

b. Received positive feedback from residents when mentioning the idea of the 
proposed development possibly becoming an extension of the Park Village 
community 

c. After the meeting, the president of the Park Village HOA had passed his 
business card along to one of our associates who was present at the meeting 
and expressed that they wanted to been in touch and discuss working 
together. 

 






