
Z23-8 / PRD23-1 RSA PROPERTY Lead Staff: Celena Boykin, Senior Planner

Request before Planning Commission: 

Rezone 7.2+/- acres from OR to RSF-1 and 
consider a Planned Residential 
Development (PRD) site plan on the same 
property



Z23-8 / PRD23-1 RSA PROPERTY

Planning District: 19   

Zoned: OR, Outdoor Recreation District

Location: Subject property is located south of 
Battles Road and East of Scenic Hwy 98.

Current Use: Undeveloped land between 
existing golf course fairways.

Acreage: 7.2 +/- acres

Physical Address: NA

Applicant: Melissa Currie – Goodwyn, Mills, & 
Cawood, LLC

Owner: RSA 

Lead Staff: Celena Boykin, Senior Planner

Proposed Zoning: RSF-1, Residential Single-
Family District with a PRD 

Applicant’s Request: Rezone to RSF-1 to allow for 
a proposed 6 lot PRD and later subdivision.

Online Case File Number: The official case 
numbers for this application is Z23-8 and PRD23-
1, however, when searching the online 
CitizenServe database, please use Z23-000008 
and PRD23-000001.



Zoned OR

PRD overlay

Rezone RSF-1

Zoning Overlay



Locator Map Site Map

Adjacent Zoning Adjacent Land Use

North City of Fairhope – R-1, Low Density and PUD, 
Planned Unit Development

Battles Road and Residential

South OR, Outdoor Recreation District Golf Course

East OR, Outdoor Recreation District Golf Course

West OR, Outdoor Recreation District Golf Course
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Current Zoning Requirements



Proposed Zoning Requirements



Proposed Zoning Requirements - PRD

A subdivision 
application will be 
required after PRD 

approval



Proposed Zoning Requirements - PRD

Requested rezoning 
from OR to RSF-1

(Case Z23-8)

Subject 
Property is 

7.2acres



Previous Proposals for the Subject Property
Previously Requested RSF-2 zoning:  

10-lot single-family subdivision
(Scheduled for February 2023 – withdrawn) 

Proposed RSF-1 zoning with PRD: 
6-lot single-family PRD



Proposed PRD



PRD Request Summary

RSF-1 PRD Request
Lot size 30,000 SF 25,370 SF smallest lot

33,450 SF largest lot

Lot 
width

100 ft. N/A
(exceed 100 ft)

Setback 
lines 

30 ft. front
30 ft. rear
10 ft. side

10 ft. front
15 ft. rear
10 ft. side

Density 1.45 units/acre 0.83 units/acre

PRDs allow for flexibility and creativity in planning 
developments. The following variations from the 
requirements of RSF-1 zoning have been requested. PRDs are used to “exchange” reduced lot 

dimensions for a higher quality 
development than what is otherwise 
required by the zoning ordinance.

The approving body decides whether the 
developer is exchanging sufficient 
quality for the reduced lot dimension 
they are requesting.

Examples of items provided by the 
developer might include:  

Open space
Amenities 
Landscaping
Walking Paths 



PRD Open Space Requirements

TOTAL AREA: 7.2 ac

OPEN SPACE (20% of total area, detention cannot be 
counted):
REQUIRED: 7.2 x 0.2 = 1.44 acres
PROVIDED: 2.55 acres

“USEABLE” OPEN SPACE (50% of open space):

REQUIRED: 1.44 x 0.5 = 0.72 acres

Revision requested from the Applicant, but common 
areas 1,2, and 3 appear to total 0.78 acres.

Ponds



Landscape Plan



Utilities



Drainage Plan



Documents Submitted

With the exception of trees specifically identified as invasive species on this site 
plan and the trees specifically noted for removal on this site plan, no trees having 
a diameter at breast height of ten (10) inches or more may be cut, removed, or 
mutilated without first obtaining the prior approval of The Colony at the Grand 
ARC, and such power shall not be vested in the ARC until the ARC has been turned 
over to the residents of The Colony at the Grand; provided, however, that the 
foregoing shall not be deemed to prohibit the cutting and removal of any dead or 
diseased trees on a lot, so long as the tree is replanted with an equivalent species. 
The developer shall not be exempt from this requirement. Homes shall not be 
constructed in a manner or location on a lot that requires the removal of a tree.

Note to be Added to Landscape Plan



Documents Submitted



Documents Submitted



Documents Submitted



Wetlands



#1 #2 #3 #4 #5

#7 #8 #9 #10

#6

#11

Compatible with 
development pattern?

Change of conditions
since originally zoned?

Proposal conform 
to Master Plan?

Conflicts with
public improvements?

Adverse affect 
to traffic?

Logical expansion of 
adjacent zoning?

Consistent with 
development pattern?

Timing appropriate 
given development trends?

Environmental or
Historic impact?

Adverse impact on 
health, safety, & wellness?

Other appropriate 
matters?

Factor Summary:
• Factors do not necessarily carry equal weight.
• Staff review is based on information provided by the applicant and other readily 

available information.



Staff Analysis and Findings
1.) Is the requested change compatible with the existing development pattern and the 
zoning of nearby properties?

The subject property is currently zoned OR, Outdoor Recreation District. Though undeveloped property, the parcel is
situated within, and functions as part of, a golf course. Prior to 2006, the property was physically part of the Golf
Course property, until subdivided out. The adjacent properties to the west, east, and south are also zoned OR and are
portions of a golf course. The properties to the north are in the City of Fairhope and have the zonings of R-1, Low
Density Residential and PUD. Fairhope’s R-1 zoning has the same minimum lot size as our RSF-2, 15,000 square
feet. A development trend in this area appears to be a mixture of residential and outdoor recreation.

Recognizing the unique character of this unincorporated community, staff places little weight on the development
trends within the corporate limits of the City of Fairhope. In evaluating compatibility, staff considers, among other
things, whether the proposed use would overwhelm and intrude on the existing residential community. While low
density residential development alone would not create an intrusion into this residential community, staff believes
that a residential development is “wedged” between active golf fairways could have a disrupting and intrusionary
impact on the community. In a previous analysis, staff noted that the disrupting and instrusionary qualities could
potentially be abated through a zoning site plan approval. The Applicant has submitted a new proposal with a 40%
reduction in lots (10 lots to 6 lots) and a corresponding site plan that will ensure the preservation of existing trees.

While staff understand that the development of a relatively small area of land between two golf fairways will continue
to have some intrusionary aspects, on balance, staff believes that, with the accompanying site plan approval, a
rezoning to RSF-1 is appropriate and that therefore factor one encourages approval of this rezoning request,
subject to the health, safety and welfare considerations in factor 10.



Staff Analysis and Findings
2.) Has there been a change in the conditions upon which the original
zoning designation was based? Have land uses or conditions changed since
the zoning was established?

Planning District 19 zoning map was adopted in June of 2021. There has been a single rezoning in
District 19 since the June 2021 adoption of zoning. This case involved the rezoning of 1.31 Acres from
RSF-1 (30,000 sf) to RSF-2 (15,000 sf).

A rezoning may be appropriate when the proposed use contributes to and supports
neighborhood/community stability. Stable neighborhoods slowly change -- if at all -- over a period of
time and any changes should not be forced through the introduction of incompatible uses.

While this neighborhood/community has experienced growth and development over the past two
decades, much of this growth has occurred within the corporate limits of the City of Fairhope. Relatively
little growth and development has occurred within those zoned areas of the unincorporated
community. The nearest unincorporated zoning classification is RSF-1 (30,000 sf) and staff believes that
RSF-1 zoning fits the development pattern of this community. Therefore, staff believes factor two
encourages approval of this rezoning request.



Staff Analysis and Findings
3.) Does the proposed zoning better conform to the Master Plan?

Under the methodologies used in the current Master Plan, a future land use designation of Public and 
Semi-Public would be provided for this parcel based on its current zoning of Outdoor Recreation (OR). 
However, since this district became zoned after the 2013 Master Plan, there is currently no future land use 
designation assigned to the subject property. The Public and Semi-Public designation includes 
institutional uses; recreational uses; and transportation, communication, and utility uses.

Though given little weight in our analysis due to the lack of a formal future land use designation and 
because the proposed rezoning does not conform to the presumed future land use designation from the 
current Master Plan, factor three encourages denial of the rezoning request.



Staff Analysis and Findings

4.) Will the proposed change conflict with existing or planned public improvements?
Staff is unaware of any planned public improvements or any conflicts with existing public improvements.
Staff believes that factor four tends to encourage approval of the rezoning request.

5.) Will the proposed change adversely affect traffic patterns or congestion?
The subject property is located on Battles Road which is a County maintained road. Per the Federal 
Highway Administration, the functional classification of Battles Road is Major Collector. Major Collectors 
gather traffic from Local Roads and funnels them to the Arterial network.

A traffic count was taken by the Baldwin County Highway Department in 2021 just west of the subject 
property on Battles Road, recorded Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 1,990 vehicles. With only 6 lots being 
proposed, the traffic generation (approximately 60 trips per day) is not anticipated to adversely affect traffic 
patterns or congestion. The County Engineer may require a traffic study if traffic concerns become an issue 
during a future subdivision approval process.

Staff believes that factor five tends to encourage approval of the rezoning request.





Staff Analysis and Findings
6.) Is the proposed amendment consistent with the development patterns in the area and 
appropriate for orderly development of the community? 
&
7.) Is the proposed amendment the logical expansion of adjacent zoning districts?

The subject property is located in an area that has a diversity of residential zonings with a large amount of OR zoning 
that supports outdoor activities for many of these residential developments. This parcel was previously part of an 
active golf course and, if the proposed development is ultimately approved and constructed, the resulting homes will 
be surrounded by the still active golf course. As previously noted, several relatively recent developments have been 
approved within the corporate limits of the City of Fairhope. While the density and character of developments within
the City limits are by no means irrelevant, primary emphasis is given to the density and character of the 
unincorporated, existing zoned areas. Staff believes the RSF-1 zoning request is representative of the local 
development patterns in the unincorporated zoned areas.

Given the immediate proximity to an outdoor recreation facility, Staff believes a 
residential rezoning on the subject property would require special care to ensure 
a transition between residential and OR uses. Special considerations may involve 
changes to the existing golf course, landscape buffers, and unique site layouts. 
Staff believes that, with the accompanying site plan approval described herein, a 
rezoning to RSF-1 is appropriate and that therefore factors six & seven 
encourage approval of this rezoning request, subject to the health, safety and 
welfare  considerations in factor 10.



Proposed Subdivision (1/2 Mile Radius)

Proposed Density  = 
0.83 DU/AC



Staff Analysis and Findings
8.) Is the timing of the request appropriate given the development trends in the area?

Given the relatively stable nature of this unincorporated residential, golf course 
community staff believes that development trends do not tend to support or oppose and 
RSF-1 zoning. Therefore, staff believes that factor eight neither encourages nor 
discourages the rezoning request.

9.) Will the proposed change adversely impact the environmental conditions of the 
vicinity or the historic resources of the County?

Staff is unaware of any actionable environmental conditions. The Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management (ADEM) provided no comments. However, a review of historic 
imagery supports the historic value of this property including a number of apparent historic 
trees. Tree cover is a highly valued character feature of this unincorporated community.  
With the landscape plan proposed as part of the PRD site plan application, the applicant is 
proposing removal of native trees in only two limited areas. On this basis, staff believes that 
factor nine tends to encourage approval of this rezoning request.



Staff Analysis and Findings

1950 1966 2001 2022



Staff Analysis and Findings

10.) Will the proposed change adversely affect the health, safety and welfare 
of the County and the vicinity?

Staff recognizes the potential of this development having effects on health, safety, and 
welfare. 

Staff does not purport to have expertise in the area of golf course design. However, the 
Applicant has provided an analysis from a reputable golf course architect who has represented 
that “the risk of errant golf balls in The Oaks is no greater than what one might experience at 
other recently developed residential golf course communities.” Without compelling evidence 
to the contrary, staff believes that factor ten would tend to encourage approval of this 
rezoning request, with accompanying site plan. However, given its lack of expertise, staff will 
defer heavily to the Planning Commission and County Commission’s evaluation of the expert 
opinion(s) related to this factor.



Golf Study 



Fairway Buffers
Typical DesignProposed Design

Fairway Buffer Area

Fairway Buffer Area



Additional Buffer Setback

25’ Fairway Buffer 
Setback



Adjustments to Golf Course



Common Area Signage



City of 
Fairhope 
Timeline 

May 4, 2020

A request for a preliminary plat approval for a 10 lot 
subdivision, Watershed West.

Fairhope staff recommended APPROVAL. 
Planning Commission Denied the request 7 to 1 with 

concerns of health, safety, and welfare. 

February 10, 2020

Same request was brought to the City Council Fairhope City Council Tabled this item at request of 
applicant.  Item was never brought back to Council.

December 2, 2019
Same request was brought back to the Planning 

Commission

Fairhope staff recommended APPROVAL. 
Planning Commission recommended Denial 7 to 1 with 

concerns of health, safety, and welfare.                       

November 4, 2019

RSA (GMC) requested initial zoning of TR, Tourist Resort 
District, condition upon annexation into the City of 

Fairhope. The proposal was for 7.23 acres with a 10 lot 
subdivision.

Fairhope staff recommended APPROVAL. 
Planning Commission TABLED the request. 



Agency Comments

ADEM, Scott Brown:  No Comments Received.

Baldwin County Highway Department – Tyler Mitchell: 
• Any future subdivision of the property will need to meet the Baldwin County Subdivision Regulations in effect at that 

time. 
• Battles Road is maintained by Baldwin County. Any connection to Battles Road will require a turnout permit from the 

Baldwin County Highway Department.
• Additional comments potentially forthcoming regarding drainage and road widths.

Baldwin County Subdivision– Shawn Mitchell:
Any future subdivision of the property will need to meet the Baldwin County Subdivision Regulations in effect at that time. 

City of Fairhope : No Comments Received.



Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the PRD (PRD23-1) to the Planning Commission with the 
following caveat/conditions:

• Caveat: Planning Commission and County Commission’s evaluation of any expert opinion(s) 
provided related to the safety risks associated with errant golf balls.

• Conditions:

1. Roads shall not be narrower than displayed on site plan but will receive a full evaluation 

during the subdivision application and may be required to have increased dimensions.

Planning Commission Recommendation

The Planning Commission recommended denial four to three. 



Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend 
approval of the zoning change from OR to RSF-1 (case Z23-8), 
conditioned on approval of the PRD site plan.

Z23-8 / PRD23-1 RSA PROPERTY

Planning Commission Recommendation

The Planning Commission recommended denial five to two. 



#1 #2 #3 #4 #5

#7 #8 #9 #10

#6

#11

Compatible with 
development pattern?

Change of conditions
since originally zoned?

Proposal conform 
to Master Plan?

Conflicts with
public improvements?

Adverse affect 
to traffic?

Logical expansion of 
adjacent zoning?

Consistent with 
development pattern?

Timing appropriate 
given development trends?

Environmental or
Historic impact?

Adverse impact on 
health, safety, & wellness?

Other appropriate 
matters?

Factor Summary:
• Factors do not necessarily carry equal weight.
• Staff review is based on information provided by the applicant and other readily 

available information.

Public Hearing:
Only credible information impacting one of the factors above will be considered by the Planning Commission.
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