
AGENDA 
CITY OF BERKELEY LAKE 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
NOVEMBER 10, 2026 at 7:15 PM 
4040 South Berkeley Lake Road 

Berkeley Lake, GA 30096 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. APPROVAL OR CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a) October 13, 2026 

IV. OLD BUSINESS  

V. NEW BUSINESS 

a) PZV-26-06 – 826 Lakeshore Drive variance to rebuild a non-conforming dock too 
close to the opposite shore 

b) PZV-26-07 – 40 Lakeshore Drive variance to modify an existing structure 
requiring a variance to the east side setback and the building coverage limit 

VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS 

VII. DISCUSSION SESSION 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
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CITY OF BERKELEY LAKE 
4040 SOUTH BERKELEY LAKE ROAD 

BERKELEY LAKE, GEORGIA 30096 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

DRAFT MINUTES 
OCTOBER 13, 2026 

7:15 PM 
 
Those in attendance at the meeting were as follows:  
 
Commission Members:   Dan Huntington 
     Pekka Ignatius 
     Rand Kirkus 
     Dave Meilander 
      
             
City Officials:    Leigh Threadgill - City Administrator 
     Michela Monteiro – Special Projects Coordinator 
 
Citizens Present:   3 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER  

Huntington called the meeting to order at 7:15 PM. A quorum of the commission along with City 
Administrator, Leigh Threadgill, and Special Projects Coordinator, Michela Monteiro, were 
present at the meeting.  

II. APPROVAL OF OR CHANGES TO THE AGENDA  

Huntington asked if there were any suggested changes to the agenda.  

Kirkus moved to approve the agenda. Ignatius seconded the motion. All were in favor and 
the motion passed.  

III. MINUTES  

1. Minutes of September 8, 2026 

Ignatius moved to approve the minutes of the September 8th meeting. Kirkus seconded the 
motion, and all voted to approve the minutes.  

IV. OLD BUSINESS   

a) PZRZ-26-05 – O-26-263 - Ordinance to Adopt a Unified Development Ordinance 
and Zoning Map 

Huntington opened the public hearing and asked for public comment.  
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There were no comments.  

Huntington closed the public hearing.  

Huntington opened the discussion among the commissioners.  

Huntington stated that we are making a recommendation to City Council for or against this 
UDO. At this point we’re considering version 3 with any other changes we want to recommend. 

There was discussion around what was left to be decided after P&Z’s work session meeting.  

Ignatius mentioned that the prohibition of regulation of string lights was not entirely deleted, 
there was still regulation on page 158 of the UDO document. Huntington noted that the 
prohibition was struck on page 155 but remained on page 158. Threadgill confirmed and noted 
that deleting Section 7.4.2.G. should be included in the list of amendments in the motion to city 
council. 
 
Ignatius noted that he could not find a limit on the number of chickens on page 110. Huntington 
noted that Section G.2.F sets the maximum at four. Threadgill noted that this did not change 
from the previous version. 
 
Ignatius noted that he did not recall the commission agreeing on the requirement that garage 
doors be set back 10 feet from the front of the house, stating that he does not agree with that 
standard. Threadgill noted that her notes from the work session showed that, while the agreement 
was not unanimous, four members were in favor of keeping the rule but not applying it to 
existing residential uses. Other commissioners confirmed that was their understanding as well, to 
keep the standard but only apply it to new construction. Threadgill noted that if a member did not 
want to vote on a motion that included a change that did not address his concern, the 
recommendations may need to be split out individually. Ignatius noted that he would hold back 
on that and was willing to abide by the majority on the full list, as long as he was not opposed to 
too many items. 
 
There was discussion about the revision to the tree ordinance to require permits for removal of 6” 
trees. Ignatius noted he doesn’t agree with it, though the rest of the commission was in 
agreement to change the permit requirement to apply to 6” and larger trees, not 8” and larger 
trees as originally proposed.   
 
Meilander asked about the prohibition on salvage or repair of motor vehicles in Section 
6.A.2.F.3.a.vii on page 109, and whether it meant residents could not work on their own cars. 
Threadgill responded that the section covers home occupations and prohibits the activity as a 
business, such as running a body shop out of a home. She noted that the language is likely 
carried over from the existing home occupation rules. There was no further concern with regard 
to this regulation. 
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Meilander noted that the red line for parking of recreational vehicles on page 112 was difficult to 
follow, as paragraph A appeared to be struck. Threadgill noted that the RV section was altered 
significantly after a lot of discussion with the consultant, and that the track changes formatting 
made the numbering hard to follow. Paragraph 2.A. remains and limits the size of recreational 
vehicles on a residential lot. 

Huntington noted that trailers were pulled out of the RV section to be treated differently. 
Threadgill noted that trailers are not required to be stored on a paved surface like an RV or boat 
and have no numeric setback, but they cannot be located in front of the front building plane of 
the house and must be in the side or rear yard. This applies to trailers up to 4 feet in height.  

Meilander asked about boats. Threadgill noted that boats and personal watercraft are included in 
the definition of recreational vehicle. 

Huntington noted that at the work session the commission had generally agreed on 256 square 
feet for boathouse enclosed areas, but there had been further discussion about how much of this 
should be transparent, and there hadn’t been a conclusion on what that verbiage should be. There 
was further discussion about visibility to and from the lake and whether one solid wall should be 
allowed, or some level of transparency requirement for each wall of the enclosure. 

Huntington noted that part of the commission’s role is to clearly express the spirit of the rule, and 
that there will always be a way around it for someone who is determined. 

Threadgill noted that enforcing these types of rules is difficult during plan review and even 
harder once a structure is built. Contractors do not typically provide the detailed elevations that 
would be needed, and there is a balance between complexity and administration. 

Huntington proposed a 256-square-foot enclosed area limit, no wall over 16 feet, and three of the 
four walls 75% transparent. Meilander suggested adding a statement of the section’s purpose, to 
preserve visibility to and from the lake. 

Huntington suggested simply replacing the 100-square-foot figure with 256 square feet. 
Threadgill agreed this was more straightforward and noted that implementation of the new code 
will show what may need to be changed in the future, and anything already built would be 
grandfathered. Ignatius agreed that the commission should not get too detailed and have the 256 
square foot rule with the intent to limit the opacity of the structure. 

There was further discussion regarding the existing boathouse enclosure rule. 

Meilander noted that most houses sit above the lake with boathouses at the water’s edge. 
Huntington noted that the current rule reflects the personal preferences of some people about 20 
years ago, and that 256 square feet is a compromise. Kirkus noted that boathouses around the 
lake vary and that it is hard to write one code that covers every possibility. The commission 
agreed to change the figure in Section 6.8.2.B.1.g. from 100 to 256 square feet with no additional 
restrictions. 
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Huntington confirmed that the other changes related to flagpoles, signs and trees had been made 
in accordance with feedback from the commission and asked if there was any disagreement or 
questions. There were none.  

Meilander noted that the old code had a four-inch tree diameter when he started building his 
house. Huntington noted that the tree requirement has changed about three times during his time 
on Planning & Zoning, and finding the right balance has been difficult. 

Threadgill noted that the tree code will have the biggest impact on the community. If the City is 
serious about being a Tree City and caring for the urban forest, the code must be strong enough 
to enforce. The city is losing mature canopy due to age and is spending more each year on tree 
removal and cleanup. Huntington noted that the commission should discuss at a later date 
whether the code does enough to incentivize planting new trees as mature trees are lost, possibly 
on a city-wide basis. 

Ignatius moved to recommend approval of Version 3.0 of the Unified Development 
Ordinance with the following amendments: delete Section 7.4.2.G., and change Section 
6.8.2.B.1.g. from 100 square feet to 256 square feet. Meilander seconded the motion. All 
were in favor and the motion passed. 

V. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none.  

VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS  

There were none. 

VII. DISCUSSION  

There was none.  

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 

Meilander made a motion to adjourn. Ignatius seconded the motion. All were in favor and 
Huntington adjourned the meeting at 7:52 PM. 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
____________________________________ 
Leigh Threadgill 
City Administrator 
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City of Berkeley Lake 
Staff Analysis 

 
CASE NUMBER:   PZV-26-06, 826 LAKESHORE DR. 
 
RELIEF REQUESTED: REBUILD DOCK IN SAME LOCATION AND NON-

CONFORMING WITH REGARD TO OPPOSITE SHORE 
SETBACK 

 
EXISTING ZONING: R-100, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
 
PROPOSED USE: DOCK/DECK OVER LAKE BERKELEY 
 
APPLICANT:  WAYNE MITSCH 
                                               826 LAKESHORE DR. 
                                               BERKELEY LAKE, GA 30096 
    
OWNER:                                SAME AS APPLICANT 
 
MEETING DATE:  NOVEMBER 10, 2026 P&Z COMMISSION 

 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT: 

The applicant recently rebuilt a non-conforming dock. The project began as a repair but 
became a replacement. After the rebuild, the owner also recombined the properties so 
that the location of the property line between 820 and 826 Lakeshore Drive was shifted 
to incorporate the newly rebuilt dock on 826. It was previously located on 820. Situated 
at the back of a cove, there is little to no impact on boat traffic. However, it is too close to 
the opposite shore and depending on interpretation, the new side setback.   

FINDINGS OF FACT:  

1.) As stated in the application, a 40-year-old dock was replaced without a permit earlier 
this year. 

2.) This dock is non-conforming with respect to the 75-foot opposite shore distance 
requirement and possibly with respect to the 12.5-foot side setback applied to docks 
and boathouses.  

3.) According to the application materials, the dock is about 22 feet from the opposite 
shore at the closest point, 53 feet closer than required by Section 78-89(g)(3).  

4.) Based on the recombination plat, the dock sits approximately 5 feet from the side lot 
line on land, but once projected into the lake, it meets the 12.5-foot setback 
requirement. Staff approved the recombination as submitted. However, if the 
Commission deems the 12.5-foot requirement to also apply from the land side of the 
dock, then a variance is needed to Sec. 78-89(g)(2). 

5.) The dock is located deep in a cove where it has little impact on navigability. 
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6.) Section 78-141 of the zoning ordinance prohibits non-conforming structures from 
being rebuilt except in certain situations of damage; for accessory structures, less 
than 25% of the floor area or replacement value of the structure.   

7.) However, non-conforming structures may be maintained or repaired.  

8.) In this case, the owner initially intended to repair the structure but once the project 
was underway, the repair became a replacement. 

9.) Properties to the north and south are zoned R-100 and the location of single-family 
residential uses. The right-of-way of Lakeshore Drive is located to the east, and Lake 
Berkeley is adjacent to the west.  

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL: 

In considering whether to grant or deny this variance request, the commission must 
evaluate the application based on the criteria specified in Section 78-366 (a)(1) of the 
zoning ordinance: 

a) Applications for variances. 
(1) All applications for variances shall be submitted initially, in writing, to the planning 

and zoning commission of the city, which shall consider these requests at its next 
called meeting. The planning and zoning commission may authorize such variance 
from the terms of this zoning chapter as will not be contrary to the public interest. 
The spirit of this chapter shall be observed, the public safety, health and welfare 
secured and substantial justice done. At the hearing, any party may appear in 
person or have authorized representation. Such variances may be granted in 
individual cases if the planning and zoning commission finds that:  
a. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

property in question because of its size, shape or topography; and  
b. The application of this chapter to this particular piece of property would create 

an unnecessary hardship; and 
c. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and 
d. Such conditions are not the result of any actions of the property owner; and 
e. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public nor impair 

the purposes or intent of this chapter; and  
f. The variance is granted for a use of land or building or structure that is not 

prohibited by this chapter. 
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LOCATION MAP 
 
 

 

AERIAL PHOTO 
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Sketch of approximate lot line shift done by recombination earlier this year. 
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City of Berkeley Lake 
Staff Analysis 

 
CASE NUMBER:   PZV-26-07, 40 LAKESHORE DR. 
 
RELIEF REQUESTED: 6-5 FOOT REDUCTION IN SIDE SETBACK, 1.24% 

INCREASE IN ALLOWABLE BUILDING COVERAGE,  
 
EXISTING ZONING: R-100, SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
 
PROPOSED USE: SINGLE-FAMILY HOME 
 
APPLICANT:  VINH NGUYEN 
                                               40 LAKESHORE DR. 
                                               BERKELEY LAKE, GA 30096 
    
OWNER:                                SAME AS APPLICANT 
 
MEETING DATE:  NOVEMBER 10, 2026 P&Z COMMISSION 

 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT: 

This project consists of a modification/addition to an existing home and demolition of a 
detached garage. A portion of the existing home is to remain, while the remainder will be 
torn down and replaced according to the attached site plan. The re-built portion of the 
house will include a second story, as viewed from Lakeshore Drive, that doesn’t exist 
today, and will be located 6 feet from the side setback, less than half of the required 12.5 
feet.  

The current detached garage, proposed to be demolished, meets the 12.5-foot side 
setback but is located in front of the house and 30 feet closer to the edge of Lakeshore 
Drive than the required 65 feet. The new portion of the home will include an attached 
garage and will meet the front setback but has resulted in the need for the side setback 
variance (Sec. 78-197(7)).  

The addition of the second story results in the need for a 1.24% variance to the building 
coverage (Sec. 78-197(11)). Houses less than 25 feet tall are allowed 20% building 
coverage, while those taller are limited to 15%.  

The proposed structure will result in a reduction in lot and building coverage from the 
current condition.   

FINDINGS OF FACT:  

1.) The existing detached garage is located in the front yard approximately 35 feet off 
Lakeshore Drive. 

2.) The new owner intends to tear down most of the existing house and the detached 
garage, while leaving a portion of the house in place. 
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3.) In addition to the non-conforming detached garage, the existing house (portion to 
remain) is also non-conforming with respect to the rear setback from the lake.  

4.) The removal of the detached garage and re-design to include the garage within the 
footprint of the house improves one non-conformity but adds the need for a 6.5-foot 
side setback variance (Sec. 78-197(7)). 

5.) At 31.63%, the current impervious surface areas are non-conforming with regard to 
the 30% lot coverage limitation.   

6.) At 30.31%, the proposed impervious surface areas will still exceed lot coverage 
standards but will become less non-conforming.    

7.) Due to the height of the current house and garage, the building coverage limitation 
is 20%. At 17.36%, the combination of the house and detached garage comply.  

8.) With the addition of a second story, the new building coverage limitation will be 15%. 
At 16.24%, the proposed building coverage requires a variance from Sec. 79-
197(11). 

9.) Properties to the east and west are zoned R-100 and the location of single-family 
residential uses. The right-of-way of Lakeshore Drive is located to the south, and 
Lake Berkeley is adjacent to the north.  

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL: 

In considering whether to grant or deny this variance request, the commission must 
evaluate the application based on the criteria specified in Section 78-366 (a)(1) of the 
zoning ordinance: 

a) Applications for variances. 
(1) All applications for variances shall be submitted initially, in writing, to the planning 

and zoning commission of the city, which shall consider these requests at its next 
called meeting. The planning and zoning commission may authorize such variance 
from the terms of this zoning chapter as will not be contrary to the public interest. 
The spirit of this chapter shall be observed, the public safety, health and welfare 
secured and substantial justice done. At the hearing, any party may appear in 
person or have authorized representation. Such variances may be granted in 
individual cases if the planning and zoning commission finds that:  
a. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

property in question because of its size, shape or topography; and  
b. The application of this chapter to this particular piece of property would create 

an unnecessary hardship; and 
c. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and 
d. Such conditions are not the result of any actions of the property owner; and 
e. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public nor impair 

the purposes or intent of this chapter; and  
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f. The variance is granted for a use of land or building or structure that is not 
prohibited by this chapter. 

 
LOCATION MAP 
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AERIAL PHOTO 

 
 

STREET VIEW 
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Part 1: Applicant Information 

APPLICANT IS:  Owner  Agent  Attorney 

NAME _________________________________________________________ DATE __________________________ 

MAILING ADDRESS _________________________________________________________________________________ 

CITY __________________________________ STATE _________________________ ZIP _____________________ 

TELEHONE _____________________________ MOBILE _______________________ FAX _____________________ 

E-MAIL ________________________________________

Part 2: Property Owner Information 
NAME(S)_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

MAILING ADDRESS _________________________________________________________________________________ 

CITY __________________________________ STATE _________________________ ZIP ______________________ 

TELEPHONE __________________________ MOBILE _________________________ FAX _____________________ 

E-MAIL ________________________________________

Part 3: Property and Use Information 
PROPERTY ADDRESS ________________________________________ PARCEL ID _____________________________ 

PARCEL SIZE _______________________________________________ ZONING _______________________________ 

EXISTING USE ______________________________________________ 

I am requesting relief from code section ______________________ for the purpose of: 

The following supplemental documentation must be submitted with this application: 

 Letter of Intent describing the proposed construction, development or improvements.
 Site Plan showing all existing and proposed improvements on the property.
 Survey of the property

Application for 
Variance 

For Office Use Only 

Application #:  V/AV____________________

Check #:_____________  Cash:_____________ 
Date Paid: _____________________________ 
P&Z hearing date: _______________________ 
Action:                                                     _____        
Appeal filed:                                      _____            
Council hearing date:_____________________ 

  Account   100.34.1390.2 

Variance App   $   ___________ 

NOTICE: The granting of a Variance does not affect any requirement for a Building Permit for proposed construction. 

Vinh Nguyen 9/21/2026

40 Lakeshore Drive

Berkeley lake GA 30096

(646) 577-6247

Vinh Nguyen

40,Lakeshore Drive

Berkeley lake GA 30096

vinh@thevdevelopment.com

40 Lakeshore Drive

x

R-100

6289 057

17,366 sf (0.398 Ac)

Single Family Residential

Sec. 78-197

Relief from requirement of the 12.5ft sideyard setback to a 6ft setback to relocate the existing non-conforming
garage into the primary structure.

x
x

26-07

11/10/26

450.00

leigh.threadgill
Highlight



REV 201609   Page 2 of 2 
 

 

Variance Application: Part 3: Property and Use Information (continued) 
Applicant: Please provide written responses to the following items in order to support the request.  Attach a separate sheet 
if necessary: 

 

1) Explain the extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the size, shape or topography of the subject property; OR if this 
request is for the expansion of a non-conforming structure, explain whether granting the variance would result in an increase in the non-
conforming aspects of the structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) Explain how the application of the ordinance to the subject property would create an unnecessary hardship. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3) Explain how the conditions are peculiar or unique to the subject property. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4) Are the conditions requiring a variance the result of any actions of the property owner?  If YES, explain. 
 
 
 
 

 
5) What, if any, detriment to the public or impairment to the purposes of the ordinance would result if the variance were granted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6) Is the proposed use of land, building or structure permitted by the zoning ordinance? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby make application to the City of Berkeley Lake, Georgia for the above referenced property. I do hereby affirm that the 
information provided here, above and contained in all material I submit for the purposes of supporting my request for a 
Variance, to the best of my knowledge is true, complete and accurate, and I understand that any inaccuracies may be 
considered just cause for invalidation of this application and any action taken as a result of this application.  I understand that 
it is my/our responsibility to conform to all City of Berkeley Lake ordinances in full and obtain any additional permits as may 
be required and that failure to do so will result in enforcement action taken by the City. 

 
Applicant's Signature 

 
Date 

 

Owner’s Signature Date 

9/21/2026

9/21/2026

Requested variance will actually decrease the non-conformity of the existing garage.

The existing property has very limited buildable area due to front and rear yard setback, and existing structure
is non-conforming.  Trying to maintain building a new structure within the existing footprint, creates the
hardship when applying setbacks to all sides.

The existing size, buildable area of the lot, and the extreme slope of the existing grade make it unique.

No, owner just purchased the property and are existing non-conforming structures.

No, detriment to the public as it is a private property and a single family residence.

Yes, single family residence is allowed by the zoning ordinance.
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DATE: 

SCALE:

40 Lakeshore Drive 

1" = 20'-0"

SITE PLAN

09.22.26_V3

NOTES:

1 EXISTING GARAGE TO BE REMOVED

2 EXISTING CONCRETE DRIVEWAY

3 EXISTING DOCK TO REMAIN

ZONING CRITERIA

ZONING DISTRICT:  R-100 

PARCEL ID: 6289 057

MINIMUM SET BACKS: (PER SECTION 5-20.6)
     FRONT 65 ft.

     SIDE 12.5 ft.

     REAR 40 ft. (BERKLEY LAKE)

MAX. HEIGHT (ALLOWED): 45FT (LAKESIDE)
PROPOSED: 44'-11" FT

EXISTING LOT: 17,366 SF  (0.398 ACRE)

LOT COVERAGE: 30% MAX
     EXISTING: 31.63% (5,494 SF)
     PROPOSED: 30.31% (5,265 SF)

BLDG COVERAGE: 15% MAX
    EXISTING BLDG COVERAGE: (INCL. GARAGE)

17.36% (3.016 SF)
    PROPOSED BLDG COVERGE:

16.24% (2,821 SF)

4
VARIANCE REQUEST TO RELOCATED GARAGE, REDUCTION OF SIDEYARD SETBACK TO 
6FT FROM 12.5FT

5 LINE OF EXISTING HOUSE COVERAGE, INCLUDING DECKS

6 AREA OF EXISTING STRUCTURE TO REMAIN, REMAINING HOUSE TO BE A TEAR DOWN 
AND REBUILD WITHIN THE EXISTING FOOTPRINT

7 AREA OF EXISTING STRUCTURE TO REMAIN IN REAR YARD SETBACK
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LEVEL 1 PLAN (APPX 2000SF)
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SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"
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	CITY OF BERKELEY LAKE
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	7:15 PM
	III. MINUTES
	IV. OLD BUSINESS
	V. NEW BUSINESS
	There was none.
	VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS
	There were none.
	Respectfully submitted,




