
CITY OF TRUSSVILLE 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

APRIL 2026 MINUTES 

 The Trussville Planning & Zoning Commission met for an agenda workshop session on 
Monday, April 13, 2026, at 5:30 pm at Trussville Civic Center.  
 

Those members present:   Chairman Darrell Skipper 
Vice Chairman & City Engineer Jim Meads 

    Cameron Cohron 
Brett Isom 

    Councilor Brian Jackson 
    Mildred Lanier Reed 

Kris Reeves 
      

 Also present:   City Clerk Dan Weinrib 
Director of Planning, Building & Sustainability J. R. Malchus 
Fire Marshal Jesse Clifton 

  
Those absent:   Mayor Ben Short 

Clint Smith 
 
Chairman Skipper welcomed everybody in attendance. The members reviewed two subdivision 

proposals and two annexation petitions; they mutually decided to keep all four on the agenda. They 
briefly touched on two Miscellaneous topics. With nothing left to review, Chairman Skipper adjourned 
workshop at 5:40 pm. 

--- 

The Trussville Planning & Zoning Commission met in regular session on Monday, April 13, 
2026, at 5:50 pm at the Trussville Civic Center.  

Those members present:   Chairman Darrell Skipper 
Vice Chairman & City Engineer Jim Meads 

    Cameron Cohron 
Brett Isom 

    Councilor Brian Jackson 
    Mildred Lanier Reed 

Kris Reeves 
      

 Also present:   City Clerk Dan Weinrib 
Director of Planning, Building & Sustainability J. R. Malchus 
Fire Marshal Jesse Clifton 

  
Those absent:   Mayor Ben Short 

Clint Smith 
 
After reminding the public about the Commission’s duties, Chairman Skipper introduced minutes 

from the March 2026 meetings. Reed moved & Reeves seconded the motion to approve the submitted 
minutes. UNANIMOUS 

 
The Commission then took up the proposed Re-Plat of Lot 1B Trussville Industrial Park 

Subdivision final plat. Malchus spoke up on behalf of the applicant. Milam & Company intends to buy 
the 49-acre Lot 1. IDA will have 94.9 acres remaining for Lots 2 & 3. The chicken plant sits on Lot 2. 
Chairman Skipper opened then promptly closed the public hearing since nobody in the audience spoke up. 
Isom moved & Cohron seconded the motion to approve the proposed final plat. UNANIMOUS with 
Meads abstaining due to a professional conflict. 

 
The Commission then took up the proposed Resurvey of Lots 1 and 2 Glendale Lots final plat. 

Applicant Wesley Adcock introduced himself. He wanted to shift part of a lot line between two 
properties, affecting just one acre of the entire 29-acre spread. Chairman Skipper opened then promptly 
closed the public hearing since nobody in the audience spoke up. Meads moved & Cohron seconded the 
motion to approve the final Resurvey of Lots 1 and 2 Glendale Lots plat. UNANIMOUS 

 
 The Commission then took up the annexation petition regarding the property located at 

333 Main Street. The petitioner submitted his paperwork as a corrective action after the city clerk 
discovered no prior record of annexation. The City had just rezoned the property to Q-C-2 from PUD, per 
Ordinance No. 2026-006-PZ. The City had rezoned the same property in 2015 to PUD from I-1, per 



Ordinance No. 2015-007-PZ. Jefferson County still had it as unincorporated & zoned I-2 (General 
Industrial) The City Code of Ordinance requires the city to annex property at the same or near-identical 
zoning designation as its unincorporated status. When Chairman Skipper asked the city clerk for 
guidance, he advised that the Commission recommend annexation with stipulation that the City Council 
reaffirm Ordinance No. 2026-006-PZ. That way, there is no room for any misunderstanding regarding 
land use. The city attorney nodded in agreement. Reeves moved & Reed seconded the motion to 
recommend annexation with the stipulation that the Council also reaffirm Ordinance No. 2026-006-
PZ. UNANIMOUS with Meads abstaining due to a professional conflict. 
 

 The Commission then took up the annexation petition regarding the property located at 5122 
Vann Valley Drive. Homeowner Wade Peerson Jr. introduced himself, with his young son by his side. He 
wants annexation so that his son can enroll in city schools. It is zoned A-1 (Agricultural) and already has 
a single-family home on the premises. There were no questions. Reed moved & Isom seconded the 
motion to recommend annexation with the stipulated ban on mobile or manufactured homes. 
UNANIMOUS  

Under Miscellaneous, Councilor Jackson updated the entire room about his progress in updating 
the City Subdivision Regulations. He is now in the final stages of drafting for legal counsel’s vetting. He 
anticipates bringing it to the Commission for formal discussion sometime in the next few months.  

Chairman Skipper then took up the Cahaba Homestead Overlay District proposal. He reminded 
the audience that no vote on this matter would be taken that evening. He recognized the city attorney, who 
summarized the intent behind the proposed ordinance. Currently all residential properties throughout the 
Cahaba Project are zoned R-1 (Single Family). Even though the zoning district R-CP (Cahaba Project) 
exists within the Zoning Ordinance, no property is zoned that way. The drafted ordinance would replace 
the unused R-CP designation with an overlay district for the entire neighborhood. The drafted ordinance 
aims to preserve the character of the neighborhood with consistent, enforceable regulations while 
respecting the constitutional rights of property owners. An accompanying ordinance would empower a 
seven-member Design Review Committee – currently composed of five members -- to review any major 
renovation or replacement construction plan. A property owner wanting to demolish an existing residence 
would have to file new construction designs along with the demolition permit. Also, there would be a 
built-in appeal to the city council if the applicant disagrees with DRC’s ruling. 

Chairman Skipper asked Payne a question about the proposed ordinance’s demolition process 
requirements. Payne answered that prior to the demolition permit issuance, the applicant would be 
required to attach replacement building plans to the application. 

Isom asked Payne whether the proposed ordinances would apply to all residential properties. 
Payne answered that yes it would & that owners of non-conforming properties would not be forced to 
make their current residences conform. 

Meads asked Payne about requirements for non-conforming properties. Payne answered that the 
new ordinance would not mandate owners of non-conforming properties to make their properties 
conform, unless or until they either seek a permit for a major renovation or demolition. The proposed 
ordinances would not apply to a minor renovation.  

Reed asked Payne to clarify the definition of a major renovation. “How do you determine the 
value of renovation improvements?” Payne answered that a major renovation means a renovation of 50% 
or more of a structure.  

Chairman Skipper asked Payne how many overlay districts the city has. There are four. Payne 
mentioned the downtown & Highway 11 ones by name. By doing this, Chairman Skipper informed the 
public that Trussville already has overlay districts in its zoning. 

Chairman Skipper opened the public hearing, making it known that each speaker has up to three 
minutes to comment. 

Former councilor & current Tree Commission chairman Ralph Mitchell Jr. (510 Rockridge Ave.) 
quoted former councilor Lisa Bright that every neighborhood should have consistency. He supports the 
proposed zoning. He did share his concern about setbacks of new construction. 

Former councilor Zack Steele (505 Rockridge Ave.) expressed his support for the proposed 
zoning. 

Kathy Prince (109 Magnolia St.) expressed her support for the proposed zoning. 

Ed Smith Jr. (314 Lake St.) expressed opposition. He has a negative opinion of the Design 
Review Committee. 

Jonathan Barbee (218 Brentwood Ave.) expressed general support for the city’s efforts. He does 
not want to see demolitions and supports remodels. He opined that if an owner demolishes, there should 
be some established designs plans to choose from. 



Jason Walls (317 Lake St.) expressed opposition, citing six reasons.  

Brian Bozeman (305 Brentwood Ave.) expressed opposition. He stated that the proposed 
ordinance would ensure high costs for house renovations. 

Ian Maddox (112 Oak St.) expressed his support. He also stated that the devil is in the details 
regarding flexibility. 

Jason Garner (131 Parkway Dr.) expressed his opposition. He asked “How did y’all make this 
survey up?” He felt the survey was worded “pretty sneaky” & that the city’s efforts “feels like an 
overreach.” 

Kristy Jones (102 Pine St.) supports the proposed overlay. She expressed concern over setbacks 
and wanted clarification about demolition processes. She also has concerns about the definition between 
minor & major renovations.  

Lee Bennett (205 Oak St.) expressed his opposition.   

Gary Lloyd (5294 Drew Run & author of The Model City) cleared up, for the audience’s benefit, 
the 1930s era Resettlement Administration’s intent for the neighborhood. He stated that the US 
Government got it right to allow room for expansion in the back whenever owners wanted additional 
square footage.     

Susie Scott Adkins (115 Parkway Drive) spoke out, seemingly in support of the proposed overlay 
district because she wants her rights respected. “My rights (to clear distant views down her street) have 
been violated by the upsized home next door.” 

Derrick E. “Trey” Ragland expressed his opposition. “What happened to the free market?!” he 
stated. He felt this is government overreach. 

Ginger Barbee (328 Brentwood Ave.) seemed to show support for the proposal but also stated 
“It’s not strict enough!” She suggested imposing a maximum square footage size as well as mandating a 
menu of five or six floor plans for a new Project property owner to choose from if he or she demolishes 
an existing residence.    

Local architect Jamie Sransky, an Avondale area resident & a Trussville native, seemed to show 
support for the proposal. Having grown up in the Project, he stated that he thinks of the original residents 
when he performs work for a neighborhood client.  

Leo Russo Jr. (135 Fairlane Dr.) expressed his opposition. He said that supply-&-demand market 
forces are already working. He warned that property values & the school system will go down if the city 
passes the overlay ordinance. 

Former councilor Perry Cook (8029 Caldwell Drive) reminded the public he used to live on 
Magnolia Street. He favors the overlay ordinance, with some tweaks to the draft, to the respect the 
constitutional rights of property owners. 

Katie Long (112 North Mall) is in favor of the proposed overlay ordinance. “Go to Mountain 
Brook if you want 5000 square feet!” she remarked. 

Amy Peterson O’Brien (303 Brentwood Ave. & head of the Cahaba Homestead Heritage 
Foundation) clarified various facts about the history of the neighborhood. She pointed out that 94%-95% 
of the current dwellings are original.  

Jimmie King (302 Hewitt St.) described herself as “an original Project kid” She said it is so sad to 
see all this disagreement. She wanted to see her neighbors talk things out civilly so that everybody can 
just get along.  

Kelly Moates (602 Parkway Drive) wanted to know where she could get the proposals so that she 
can read it and decide for herself. Chairman Skipper replied that the city would make it available “right 
away” and directed the audience’s attention to the city clerk, seated at the end of the dais.   

Since nobody else from the audience approached the podium, Chairman Skipper, Vice Chairman 
Meads, Councilor Jackson & member Reed took turns sharing their thoughts.  

  With nothing left on the agenda, Chairman Skipper adjourned the meeting around 7:40 pm.  

                                                   Respectfully submitted, 
 

DJW 
 

Dan Weinrib MMC 
City Clerk & Recording Secretary 



























May 11, 2026 
 
To the Members of the Board of Planning and Zoning, 
 
Re: Cahaba Project Overlay Proposal 
 
As owners and residents of a home on Parkway Drive within the Cahaba Project, 
we feel there is a misconception of the words historic restoration and/or 
preservation. Restoration/preservation of an historic home does not imply that 
the owners desire to live in another century or are against modern amenities 
within the home.  We have invested substantial amounts of time, research and 
funds in our home to restore/preserve the historic character, while at the same 
time installing many modern amenities.  We respect the history, landscape and 
harmonic character of this neighborhood, and its value as an anchor within the 
City of Trussville.   
 
We are in support of an Overlay that preserves the character of the historic 
district. We understand that today's family requirements are different from the 
families of 1938. An Overlay allowing expansion to the rear, in-character 
expansion to the side, while street view character is maintained (but may include 
new/replacement construction) seems to be a compromise on the recent survey. 
The compromise seems to gain 70% by the residents in the Cahaba Project.  
 
In closing, many residents, chose to live in this neighborhood due to its historic, 
harmonic character. We hope that City Leaders recognize and respect the value of 
this national gem.  Without protection, her existence is fragile. We have a right 
and good reason to be concerned. In contrast, what gives some the right to build 
anything of their hearts desire in this neighborhood, while other neighborhoods 
are subject to very strict codes and standards?   
 
Respectfully, 
Guy and Jenna Jones 
123 Parkway Drive 
Trussville, AL  35173 
205.566.1927 
205.240.1925 
 


