






City Council of Peachtree City

Workshop Meeting Minutes

July 14, 2014

The Mayor and Council of Peachtree City met in workshop session on Monday, July 14, 2014.

Mayor Fleisch called the meeting to order at 6: 30 p. m. Other Council Members attending: Terry

Ernst, Eric Imker, Mike King, and Kim Learnard.

The purpose of the workshop was to review the SR 54 traffic study.

City Engineer Dave Borkowski introduced Richard Fangmann of Pond + Company, the City' s

traffic consultant, who gave an overview of the traffic study conducted along SR 54 from

Willowbend Road to MacDuff Parkway.

Fangmann said the transportation goals for SR 54 were to reduce congestion, maintain and

enhance commercial access, and to provide for future growth. Traffic was observed during the

morning ( 7: 00 - 9: 00 a. m.) and afternoon peak periods ( 4: 00 - 6: 00 p. m.) and Saturday' s peak

period ( 1 : 30 - 3:30 p. m.). He noted the traffic generators were the Industrial Park and the office

buildings in Westpark, adding the retail in the area was not as active in the morning as it was

during other times of the day.

During the morning peak hours, the congestion was caused by the eastbound traffic. The

congestion in the afternoon peak hours was caused by the westbound traffic, with the addition

of traffic for the retail components along the corridor. While there was queuing on SR 54 as far

back as Willowbend Road, the challenges were the intersections at The Avenue, Huddleston

Road, and Planterra Way. There was a lot of traffic coming up Huddleston as people left the

Industrial Park, and there was a lot of through traffic in the Planterra Ridge subdivision, all from

people trying to avoid some of the congestion on SR 54.

Fangmann continued the heavy westbound queue of traffic coming from Marketplace

Boulevard had gaps in it because of the hill. The gaps were created because of the stops at the

traffic signals, so the space was not used efficiently and further reduced capacity. He noted the

queuing on Saturdays was also in the westbound direction, while the traffic going eastbound

was also heavy, but not as bad. On Saturday, approximately one- third of the traffic was going

to the Walmart shopping area.

Fangmann continued that there was an overall capacity problem on SR 54. There was simply

not enough capacity with four lanes, compounded by the proximity of the median breaks and

traffic signals. The Georgia Department of Transportation ( GDOT) preferred a minimum of 1, 000

feet between intersections. He noted that the median break at Commerce Drive was 450 feet

from the signal at SR 54/ SR 74, and the signal at the Avenue was 750 feet from the SR 54/ SR 74

intersection. The closely spaced intersections and the railroad contributed to the congestion.

There were 1,400 feet between the signals at the intersection of SR 54/ Flat Creek/ Willowbend

and SR 54/ Willowbend/ Northlake. From the SR 54/ Willowbend/ Northlake signal, it was 1, 600 feet

to the SR 54/ SR 74 intersection. The distance between SR 54/ SR 74 and The Avenue signal was

750 feet, and there were only 550 feet between The Avenue signal and the signal at Huddleston

Road. From Huddleston Road, vehicles traveled another 650 feet to the signal at Planterra Way.

From Planterra Way/ SR 54, it was 1, 500 feet to the signal at SR 54/ MacDuff Parkway.

Fangmann discussed future growth along the SR 54 and SR 74 corridors. According to the results

of the Regional Travel Demand Model, SR 54 would experience moderate future growth, going

from 36, 000 vehicles per day ( vpd) now to 60, 000 vpd by 2040. State Road 74 would experience

lower future growth with the 29, 000 vpd now growing to 33,000 vpd by 2040. Fangmann noted
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County, and Atlanta Regional Commission ( ARC)] regarding programming, funding and further

development of recommendations.

King asked what the time frame would be to install a Continuous Green T intersection.

Fangmann said one could be constructed in a few months. The main work would be in the

medians. Just a simple traffic signal with minor modifications could take three to four weeks.

Caryn Russell said the problem on SR 54 was during high peak times when people blocked the

intersections and people could not make left turns, so she saw no reason for a right- in, right- out

at Commerce Drive. She noted that the problem with the light at The Avenue was not people

crossing SR 54 to get to the other shopping center, but people making a left turn to go west on

SR 54. She said making that intersection a Continuous Green T would encourage cutting

through The Avenue. People who wanted to cross SR 54 to get to Marketplace from The Avenue

would not be able to do so. Fangmann said that movement was not very heavy, but those

people would be inconvenienced.

Russell continued she was very disappointed in the recommendations for SR 54/ Planterra Way,

saying it would encourage more cut- through traffic if an extra left turn lane onto SR 54 was

added. Nothing addressed letting the residents get out of the neighborhood, and an extra

lane for a right turn onto SR 54 was what was needed. No consideration had been given to the

subdivision residents. Fangmann said the left- turn lane should give those cutting through the

ability to get out of the subdivision faster, so the residents could get to the light. Russell said the

residents could not make a right turn out of the subdivision due to the traffic.

Borkowski said he had spoken to GDOT about that issue, and they had discussed adding a

sensor in the right turn lane to help Planterra and Cardiff Park residents get out on SR 54.

Fleisch stated the study was done for the City, and it still had to be vetted through the DOT and

ARC, adding they would make any adjustments they wanted as well. The workshop was just the

kick- off. Russell asked who would make the point if the City did not. Fleisch said many of the

things had already been discussed with GDOT.

Borkowski said that, when it came to designing modifications at SR 54/ Planterra Way, adding an

extra right- turn lane on Planterra was just a matter of City funding versus something the state

would have to pay for. Fangmann added that, if an additional left- turn lane was constructed,

there would be another lane for residents. He understood Russell' s concern.

Ernst reminded those attending the meeting that all comments should be directed to Mayor and

Council since Council would be making the decision. The study had been presented.

Russell asked Council when the cut- through traffic would be addressed.

Learnard said the point of the study was to understand the factors that played into the backup

on SR 54 westbound. Two Continuous Green T's would keep the flow going to reduce the

congestion, removing the prohibitions on SR 54 that the cut- through traffic was trying to avoid.

Learnard said she understood Russell' s points about the traffic going left out of Planterra, but she

disagreed that the plans would encourage cut- through traffic in Planterra. The point was to

keep traffic moving on SR 54 so people would take the main roads as originally intended.

Imker said the signal timing could be controlled to discourage the cut- through left turn by

making the light so long the people would find travelling the main roads was as fast or faster.
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The Mayor and Council of Peachtree City met on Thursday, July 17, 2014, at City Hall. Mayor

Vanessa Fleisch called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Other Council Members attending:

Terry Ernst, Eric Imker, Mike King, and Kim Learnard.

Announcements, Awards, Special Recoanition

Rosemary Griffin of the Fire Department was recognized as the Employee of the Month. Mayor

Fleisch recognized the winners from the July 4th Parade, including Golf Cart - Peachtree City

Garden Club, third place; Rambeck Law PC, second place; New Neighbors League, first place.

Peachtree City Girls Softball received Most Patriotic honors, and A Better Way Ministries earned

Most Creative. The Mayor's Trophy was awarded to the Peachtree City Community Emergency

Response Team ( PTC CERT), and Peachtree City Sk8s was recognized with the Grand Marshal' s

Trophy.

Fleisch gave an update on Lake Peachtree, noting that Council had learned the dredging of

the lake would not begin until January 2015, with a probable end date in May 2015, according

to an e- mail from County Administrator steve Rapson. A joint press release from the City and the

County dated July 3 had incorrectly stated the dredging would be completed by January 2015.

Minutes

Learnard moved to approve the June 16, 2014, workshop minutes; June 17, 2014, workshop

minutes; and the June 19, 2014, regular meeting minutes as written. Ernst seconded. Motion

carried unanimously.

Monthlv Reports

Fleisch noted the Fire Department report for the second quarter was on the dais.

Imker pointed out the Mrosek lawsuit accounted for approximately $ 2,700 of the City Attorney' s

bill for June. He continued the City was spending taxpayer' s dollars on what he considered a

frivolous lawsuit that he wished would be dropped. The total for this lawsuit was quite significant.

Imker continued that Yamaha had donated a golf cart to the City, including a maintenance

cycle with possible replacement in three to four years. The donation was on the Consent

Agenda for this meeting for acceptance.

Consent Aaenda

1. Consider Bid for Lenox Road Drainage Improvement - Construction 57, Inc.

2. Consider Adoption of Comprehensive Plan - 2014 Partial Plan Update ( Short Term Work

Program, Capital Improvements Element, and Impact Fee Summary Report)

3. Appoint Alternate to Fulfill Unexpired Term on WASA Board - John Dufresne

4. Consider Budget Amendments - FY 2014

5. Consider Donation of Golf Cart to Police Department from Yahama

6. Consider Acceptance of PTC SK8 as Volunteer Association

7. Consider Development Agreement - Brent West Village
8. Consider Amendment to Building Ordinance - Swimming Pool Drains

9. Consider Agreement on Governance of the Fayette County Development Authority

Fleisch noted there were staff memos on the dais for Consent Agenda items 5 - 9.

Imker moved to take item 7, the Brent West Village development agreement, off the Consent

Agenda for discussion. Learnard seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
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Fleisch asked the status of the request to CSX regarding the bridge. Borkowski said the City had

not approved the bridge yet. It had to go back through the City process, and he did not know

where things stood with CSX.

Imker said he wanted both developers to attend the next Council meeting to give a more

detailed outline of the plans for the road. He wanted to keep as close as possible to finishing the

road in 2015. It was in everyone' s best interests.

Ernst asked Borkowski if he knew why Wieland had not resubmitted the plans yet. Borkowski said

he did not, and they had not contacted him.

Fleisch asked who owned the land set aside for the road. Borkowski said he understood Wieland

owned the southern portion and Scarbrough owned the northern portion. Fleisch pointed out

the road was being built by a private enterprise at the cost of $ 8 million. They were applying for

the permits, and they could not sell a house until MacDuff was built. If the development

agreements were opened back up, the City could end up not getting the road.

Learnard suggested that, as a professional courtesy, she would like for a representative from

each developer to attend the next meeting for a detailed update, asking City Manager Jim

Pennington to extend an invitation. She did not see a reason to hold off on approval of the

development agreement.

Learnard moved to approve Consent Agenda item 7. King seconded. Motion carried 4 - 1

Imker).

Old Aaenda Items

06- 14- 05 Public Hearing - Consider Variance to Water Resources Protection Ordinance,

424 Robinson Road

Senior Planner David Rast addressed Council, saying the 4. 6- acre tract was zoned R- 43, and the

applicant wanted to subdivide the tract into four one- acre lots, each with access to Robinson

Road. Toney Martin of Martin Dobson Homes was the applicant for the variance. The proposal
met the City' s definition of subdivision and required on- site stormwater and water quality

protection. He continued that the City' s Water Resources Protection Ordinance defined

subdivision" as the following:

Subdivision incfude all divisions of a tract or parcel of land into two or more lots, building sites, or

other divisions for the purposes, whether immediate or future, of sale, gift, or building

development and incfudes all divisions or development of land involving a new street or a

change in an existing street. It shall also incfude resubdivision, the process of subdividing and the

land or area subdivided; provided, however, divisions of land into parcels of five acres or more

where no new street is involved are not incfuded in this definition.

Section 1006( b)(4) a of the ordinance, which referred to the installation, development, and

maintenance of stormwater facilities designed for storage of stormwater runoff in residential

subdivisions, stipulated the following:

In residential subdivisions, these facilities shall be located on tracts of land, designated as city-

owned greenbelt on the recorded plat, with sufficient area around the perimeter to provide

access for maintenance purposes and shall be immediately adjacent to or be provided with an

access easement to a public street. The access easement shall provide at least ten feet of width

outside of above- ground obstructions incfuding trees, headwalls, weirs, settling basins or other

drainage structures.
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Rast continued that Section 1006( b)(4) c required the City to maintain those structures.

Rast and Borkowski had been meeting with the applicant over the last month to review the

application. Rast said the tract was very long and very narrow. It ran approximately 1, 500 linear

feet along Robinson Road, and the depth ranged from 120 feet to 180 feet. Once subdivided,

Rast said there would be four very long and narrow lots. If the developer complied with the

ordinance the number of lots would be reduced, and there would be another maintenance

burden for the City' s stormwater utility. Staff and the developer looked at having the stormwater

facilities located on each lot, with the maintenance being the responsibility of each

homeowner.

Rast said staff recommended approval of the variance with the conditions noted, and the

addition of a fourth condition for it to be stated on the property deeds and subdivision plats that

the homeowner was responsible for maintaining the stormwater and water quality on their lots.

The conditions included:

1. stormwater and water quality features shall be provided on each lot in accordance with the

Water Resources Protection Ordinance.

2. To the greatest extent practicable, existing vegetation shall be preserved on each lot to assist

in water quality efforts.

3. No less than a 30- foot undisturbed buffer shaff be provided along the rear property line of

each lot abutting the fetfock Meadows subdivision. Except for perpendicular utifity crossings,

existing vegetation within this buffer shall be preserved to the greatest extent practicable.
4. * The stormwater and water quality features on each lot shaff be located within the

stormwater easements on each lot. The final Plat, as weff as the Restrictive Deeds and

Covenants and the individual deed for each lot shall incfude language stating that the

individual property owners shaff be responsible for maintaining the stormwater and water

quality feature on each individual lot. (* Wording approved by City Attorney via e- mail on

July 21)

Applicant Toney Martin said the variance would save the City money since the homeowners

would maintain the stormwater infrastructure on their lots. The plans would contain the water on

the individual properties. A berm would be. built on the back of the properties to protect the

adjacent homes on the back of the lots.

Imker asked Martin to confirm the width of the building area was 47 feet. Martin said the

buildings would have a small footprint. but would be good quality homes. His company

believed in protecting the environment, and the homes would be similar to those in the Serenbe

community.

Fleisch opened the public hearing.

Vicki Davis noted that she lived off Windgate Road in a two-home subdivision named Smithfield

Farm. The original lot had been five acres, and it was subdivided in 1985. They were not

allowed to each have a driveway at that time, and they shared a driveway. Davis said she had

no problem with the plans, but she asked Council to be consistent with the zoning, saying this

was spot zoning along the Robinson Road thoroughfare. She continued that Avalon Park had

wanted two to three entrances onto Robinson Road, but were only allowed to have one

entrance to the subdivision. Tracts that were not at least three to five acres had to share access

to Robinson Road. This plan would put four driveways on four one- acre tracts within 1, 500 feet,

on a rise that created blind spots. She noted the Phillips/ Huddleston families had three homes

on five acres with one driveway on Robinson Road, which was what Council allowed.
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King moved to continue 07- 14- 02 Public Hearing - Consider Variance to Sign Ordinance,

Westpark Walk Retail Center, 100 Commerce Drive to August 7. Imker seconded. Motion

carried unanimously.

07- 14- 03 Consider Amendment to Article VIII. Requirements for Streets and Other Rights- of- Way

Rast said the amendment specifically addressed concrete sidewalks. The City did not require

nor prohibit sidewalks, only a connection to the closest available cart path. Most of the

developments in the City did not include sidewalks. Some of the recent subdivisions in the

General Residential zoning districts had included sidewalks during construction. There had been

several recent requests from the new development in Wilksmoor Village to include sidewalks.

At the last meeting, staff had asked Council for direction, and Rast said staff was told the City

did not want to discourage the installation of sidewalks, but the City did not want to maintain

the sidewalks or be held liable for them. Staff researched ordinances from different jurisdictions

and looked at several case studies prepared by Georgia Tech for the City of Atlanta. Rast said

Atlanta had over 2,200 miles of sidewalks. Staff took the best of the best to create the proposed

ordinance.

The ordinance included design, installation, and maintenance guidelines for new sidewalks, as

well as language regarding the permitting requirements and location of plant materials.

Inspection protocols, bond requirements, and maintenance and repair responsibilities were also

addressed. The burden of maintenance and repair would fall on the homeowners association

HOA) or the property owner whose property adjoined the sidewalk. Any new sidewalk would

require an encroachment permit. The section of the ordinance dealing with roads had been

updated to include sidewalks. The sidewalk locations were required to be shown on

construction plans, as well as the ramp locations at corners and crosswalks.

Rast pointed out that, rather than having a piecemeal approach to putting the sidewalks as the

subdivision developed, which created gaps in the sidewalk, the ordinance would require

construction of the sidewalks as part of the overall subdivision so they would be in place when

the final plat was approved. Language regarding the maintenance would be included on the

final plat. The sidewalks would be included in the performance bond requirements for the

subdivision. After the two- year maintenance period, the City Engineer would inspect the

sidewalks, notifying the property owner or HOA if repairs were needed.

Rast said the City Engineer had researched many guidelines that had been incorporated into

design and placement of sidewalks, including language regarding what kind of vegetation

could be planted along the sidewalks to help prevent the root infiltration that was an issue on

the cart paths. Staff did not want to discourage sidewalks, but wanted to establish design and

inspection procedures. Staff recommended Council adopt the ordinance as written.

Imker said the proposed ordinance added more regulations.

Fleisch noted that Cedarcroft had sidewalks. Cottage Grove and Albemarle were built in the

1990s and had sidewalks. She asked what happened when repairs were needed to existing

sidewalks.

Rast said when there was an issue, those subdivisions notified Public Works. The repairs were

done in- house. Public Works had had to replace some sidewalks in Cedarcroft. There were

currently no design specifications, with no minimum depth requirement for the concrete. The

subdivision was out of the maintenance period, so the City owned and maintained the

sidewalks, and a lot of repairs had been required. Fleisch said Cedarcroft did not have an HOA,

and Cottage Grove and Albemarle had HOAs that took care of landscaping. Rast said
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Centennial had an HOA that maintained landscaping and internal parks, but the City was

responsible for the sidewalks. Governor' s Row had street trees planted next to the sidewalks,

and there had been a lot of issues with raised sidewalks. The subdivision had an HOA, but the

City was responsible since the sidewalks were in the right-of-way.

Fleisch had a concern about builders putting down all the sidewalks in the subdivision, then

having to tear them up to put in driveways.

City Engineer Dave Borkowski said it would be an added burden on the builder, but they would

go to an extra level of care to protect the sidewalks. It would not be impossible. The goal was

to keep the sidewalks from having a piecemeal look. He showed an overhead of a subdivision

where the sidewalks were not completed throughout the neighborhood. There were large gaps

in the sidewalks between homes.

Imker said the ordinance should have been in place decades ago. It would put the onus on the

builders and HOA with oversight by Code Enforcement to see the sidewalks were properly

maintained without using taxpayer money.

Ernst asked if those subdivisions that already had sidewalks would be grandfathered in. Rorie

said the City still owned those sidewalks. Borkowski said the ordinance would be for new

subdivisions or for older ones that might decide to add sidewalks.

Fleisch reiterated her concern was laying out the sidewalks first.

Donna Black, a representative from The Gates, LLC, said there was a way to have sidewalks and

achieve what Council wanted. The sidewalks should remain optional. She suggested building

the sidewalks outside of the right-of-way and having the HOA maintain them so an easement

would not be needed for the HOA to maintain them. She continued that sidewalks did not fit

well in the right- of-way due to utility location and other issues. When sidewalks were installed

before the home construction, 25 feet would have to be cut for the driveways. That concrete

would be wasted and would have to go somewhere. Lots were not fully graded when roads

went in, which required more mass clearing at the time of development.

Learnard told Black her points were well taken. Sidewalks would still be optional, and the HOA

would maintain them. She was not sure whether the ordinance required the sidewalks to be

located in the rights- of-way or for them to be completed in the beginning of development.

Rast said there was a two- foot landscape strip behind the back of the curb, then a four- foot

sidewalk, which would put them in the right- of-way. Learnard said she did not see how the

sidewalks could be taken out of the rights- of- way since they would be that much closer to the

house. Rast said the building setbacks in General- Residential zoning were much less than in

other residential zonings. Some developments wanted to bring the homes closer to the street, so

Rast did not see how the sidewalk could be taken out of the right- of-way, saying the sidewalk

would be right at someone' s front steps or would push the homes farther back.

Dennis Floyd of Chadwick Homes said there would be tremendous burden to adhere to the

ordinance. There were a lot of underground utilities that were never put in on time, which

meant tearing up the sidewalks, yards, and driveways. Less government was best. This

requirement would increase the expense of everyone who bought a new home, as well as

existing homeowners. He was not aware of any repairs made to sidewalks in his subdivisions. If

an HOA was going maintain the sidewalks, Floyd did not understand why the City would be so

involved.
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Fleisch said part of it was because the City did not have a policy regarding HOAs, and they
wanted a sidewalk that lasted. She said the agenda item should be continued so staff could
come up with other possibilities.

Floyd said there definitely was not enough communication with developers and builders, and
more input was needed in addition to City staff' s.

Pennington said many issues had been discussed. He recommended Council continue the

agenda item. Some tweaking was still needed.

Learnard appreciated the work that had gone into the ordinance, saying the only issue she had
was the requirement to put the sidewalks in before the homes were built.

Imker said the intent had been to get the City out of maintaining the sidewalks. He said the

developers should suggest a location, with staff approval, and the process should be simplified.

Imker moved to continue agenda item 07- 14- 03 to the next Council meeting. Learnard
seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

07- 14- 04 Consider Amendment to Land Development Ordinance, Sec. 406 Final Plat

Approval Process paragraph (j) - Maintenance Bond Requirements
Borkowski noted that, currently, streets must be maintained by the developer for two years after
the final plat was signed, requiring a maintenance bond of 110% of the cost of construction.
After reviewing the requirement, staff believed 110% was too restrictive because it assumed

everything in the development would fall apart within the first two years. He noted that The
Gates was the first subdivision that had fallen under the ordinance since it had been created.
Staff had looked at the bond requirements in other cities, and there was no consistent amount.
Ten percent was not enough, and staff felt 50% of the cost of construction was more reasonable
and fair. The 110% requirement severely affected the developer' s bonding capacity.

Imker said this was the City' s opportunity to request something from the developers. He did not
think 110% was unreasonable. If a developer used the wrong materials and the road failed, it
would have to be replaced. Imker said he was willing to negotiate with Wieland and

Scarbrough on the bond requirement for MacDuff Parkway if they were willing to pay the City
10, 000 a day if the road was not completed according to the timeline. He was tired of giving

things to developers without the citizens getting something for it.

King said Council was throwing roadblocks. The City wanted really good developers and
builders, but the roadblocks would not bring in the best. The town still had to grow. The
reduction from 110% to 50% would still bring a quality development. They were not giving them

something for free.

Ernst said he was not opposed to Imker' s suggestion within reason, but there had to be some

kind of give and take, especially if the weather was bad.

Fleisch asked if this ordinance had been in place when the original development agreement for
the westside annexation had been done. Rorie said the ordinance was in place, but then the

economy collapsed. The Gates had been the first subdivision to be built since the ordinance
was enacted. Staff anticipated this issue would keep coming back. There would always be

housekeeping issues with the ordinances.

Learnard said she did not consider an ordinance that had been in place since 2008 or so a

roadblock, asking if the 110% bond meant The Gates would not develop. Borkowski said it
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REQUEST: Consider Variance Request to Section 66- 16( 3) of the Sign Ordinance

Westpark Walk retail center ( 100 Commerce Drive)

August 7, 2014 City Council Agenda

Situation:

Mr. Paul Ludwig of CORO Realty Advisors, LLC (" Applicant") desires to replace and

upgrade an existing, single- sided monument sign facing HWY 74 with a new, double-

sided monument sign at the Westpark Walk retail center located at 100 Commerce

Drive. The subject tract is zoned GC General Commercial.

The first floor of the retail center sits approximately 20-25' below the grade of HWY 74.

The location of the proposed monument sign sits approximately 4' below the grade of

HWY 74.

Section 66- 16( 3) of the Sign Ordinance stipulates:

Computation of sign height. The height of a sign shall be computed as the

distance from the base of the sign at normal grade to the top of the highest
attached component of the sign. Normal grade shall be construed to be the

lower of:

a. Existing grade prior to construction, or

b. The newly established grade after construction, exclusive of any filling,
berming, mounding, or excavating solely for the purpose of locating the

sign.

In cases in which the normal grade cannot reasonably be determined, sign
height shall be computed on the assumption that the elevation of the normal

grade at the base of the sign is equal to the elevation of the nearest point of the

crown of a public street or the grade of the land at the principal entrance to the

principal structure on the zoned lot, whichever is lower.

The maximum height of monument signs shall be no greater than five feet.
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The current renovation project is fairly extensive and has included relocating various
tenants, implementing architectural upgrades throughout the center, repairing and
repainting the metal roof, EIFS panels and storefronts, enhancing and augmenting
existing landscaping and installing new lighting fixtures within the parking lot.

The Applicant has also worked closely with City Staff and the Planning Commission to
develop and update the former Sign Program for the retail center. In addition to
detailed criteria for individual tenant spaces, the Sign Program identifies a new
identification sign for the retail center ( recently installed on the new stair tower), and
the installation of new monument signs on HWY 74 and on HWY 54. The purpose of
these signs is to increase visibility for the individual tenants within the retail center.

The purpose of the Sign Ordinance is to encourage the effective use of signs as a
means of communication in the city; to maintain and enhance the aesthetic
environment and the city' s ability to maintain and attract sources of economic
development and growth; to improve pedestrian and traffic safety; to minimize the
possible adverse effect of signs on nearby public and private property; and to enable
the fair and consistent enforcement of these sign restrictions.

Review criteria:

Based on the review criteria established within Section 1207 of the city' s Zoning
Ordinance, City Council shall not grant the request unless all of the following findings
can be made:

a) There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including location,
shape, size, surroundings, or topography so that the strict application of this
ordinance denies the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the
vicinity and under identical zoning district classification;

Staff findings:
Special circumstances supporting the variance include the change in grade
from HWY 74 to the ground floor of the retail center; the steepness of the slope
where the proposed sign would be located, and the visibility of the retail center
from HWY 74.

b) The strict or literal interpretation and application of this ordinance would result in
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance, or would deprive the Applicant of
privileges granted to others in similar circumstances;

Staff findinos:
The strict or literal interpretation and application of this ordinance would
establish normal grade at the base of the sign as " the grade of the land at the
principal entrance to the principal structure on the zoning lot." In other words,
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the base of the sign could be no taller than five feet as measured from the
grade of the primary entrance off of Commerce Drive.

The Applicant is seeking relief from this specific section of the ordinance, which
would allow them to establish " normal grade" at the base of the sign such that it
is equal to the elevation of the nearest point of the crown of a public street
HWY 74).

c) There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable
to the property involved or the intended development of the property which
preclude the applicant from complying with this ordinance and that do not
apply generally to other property in the same zoning district and which prevent
the applicant from complying with existing regulations;

Staff findings
Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions related to this property
include the fact the retail center sits 20-25' below the grade of HWY 74 and that
normal grade as defined in the Sign Ordinance would limit, or prevent, any
visibility to the monument sign adjoining HWY 74. This is a unique situation and
one we have not faced in the past.

d) The granting of such variance will not constitute the granting of special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations on other property in the same zoning district; and

Staff findings
Granting the variance would not constitute granting special privileges. If the
variance is granted, the bottom of the sign panel would be no taller than 5' in
height as measured from the normal grade of the adjoining roadway, which
would be consistent with most, if not all, of the monument signs already
permitted and installed within the city.

e) The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public
health, safety, or general welfare nor injurious to property or improvements in the
zone or neighborhood in which the property is located.

Staff findings
Granting the variance would not be detrimental to the public health, safety or

general welfare nor would it be injurious to property or improvements within the
GC General Commercial zoning district. Increasing the height of the proposed
monument sign would allow it to be visible from the adjoining roadway, which
would be consistent with monument signs for other retail developments within
the city.
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Please use blue or black ink to fill out this form.
Admin. Variance Fee: $ 2S.00

varia~~

rfO~~ReceIpt # '? t-I

Date Filed, 

G /n-m-
I
i1"'1:

case#~

Office Use Only

VARIANCE APPLICATION
153 Willowbend Rd, Peachtree City, GA 30269

P: 770- 487- 5731 F: 770- 631- 2552
WWW. PEACHTREE- CITY. ORG

Z Street Address 100 Commerce Drive   ~~ 
Name WPW Umiled Partnership - Robin Mathews0

j:  Peachtree City, GA 30269   ~ W

Phone 202- 223-8220WzC 0.
3;U Zoning District:      1i! 0 Ema il rmathews@stavinsaxelrod. com0 D Residential D Multi- Family III Commerclal\ lndustTlal\ Office

a.
J

W
Variance Type:U      ~

Z D Administrative D Special Exception ~ Variance ( check one below) Subdivision:C       ~
o

Variance from which ordinance:   Wu.
a:   a. z

0.. Phase: Lot #C III Sign D Fence D Land Oevelopment D Zoning IX
a.

I- Name Paul Ludwig - Coro Realty Advisors. LLC
Please submit the following evidentiary items in support

l:lUl of this application and the requested variances.Z
Add ress 3715 Northside Parkway 400 Northcreek Suite 100 ZI- ( Please meek off the items that are attached to thIS application)c(  ... Z /

j] Site plan ( with property lines and proposed work)U

City, State, Zip Atlanta. GA 30327   ~
w

o~ D A detailed report justifying the requested varianceI
0.,::

1
a. Phone # 404-846- 4032

o.,
U D Letters of support from adjacent property ownersa.       ::

10
D Digital Photographs \ Renderings ( CD or Email)c( Ema il pludwig@cororealty. com UlC

j] Other Items Demonstratina Need ( tODO. Survey. etc)

1.) Is a current survey included with the application? DYes D No Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:
2.) Does the application pertain to a zoning setback? DYes D No (

A separate detailed report IS stiU required to be attached to this application)

l1i

3.) Is the violation an existing setback violation? DYes D No
t ,.)
x z

4.) How long has the violation existed?s - Years
5.) What is the required setback?  

Feetz .~

How much of a variance is being requested? -6.)  
Feetol.   -

7.) Were you the owner of the property when the
t

violation occurred? ( If not, who was?) DYes D No

1.) Is a current survey included with the application? DYes o No Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:
Z

2.) Has property been rezoned or deed restrictions? DYes D No (
A 5eparate detailed report is still required to be attached to this appUcation)JO

C... 3.) Is the vioiation an existing setback violation? DYes DNaI-
ua. 

4.) Application for a bldg setback, fence, or parking? ( Circle One)Ww
a. U

5.) What is the required setback, height, or spaces?UlX
w

6.) How much of a variance is being requested?

w Please review the ordinances and instructions on the back of this Daae. Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:u
1.) Is a current survey included with the application? ~ Yes D No (

A separate detailed report is still required to be attached to this application)Z

2.) How much of a variance is being requested? 4
Allnw Ih9hA_ nil"'" mnnlnTl.....t<tiunnn f.fwv 7~ In tv. I....... wilh th....ioi~ 

Thi....ooilI................ J. hnfh:aa..

Feet0:: 
3.) Were you the owner of the property when the

violation occurred? ( If not, who was?) DYes D No

on whicp.avariante is being requested and that all information

Date 07/ 01/ 2014

OFFICE ONLY
AD"'UN 15TlV' nVE V,\ IUANCE I Signature:

Date of Acceptance: Date of Hearing:
o ,\ ppro'l'! d 0 Denied

o AODroved with Conditions

This application, along with the required fee and all necessary supplemental documents, has been
properly submitted and is herby accepted for consideration by the City Council at a public hearing in

the Ci Council Chambers at 7: 00 M on the date shown below:

Date of Acceptance: 0 Date of Public Hearing: 0Signature:

I\- (\~"{Y,h~\(\~ e YYW 1<< 1- \1 ~ wwWDeac~ t~

eecj;V;~' o~

cOnti V\W~ -n oB -ol mt1- (' 1-~



2!~
404-846- IDJO 400 Northcreek,. Suite 100

3715 Northside Parkway
Atlanta, Georgia 30327

Fax: 404- 846-8660

West Park Walk

Sign Variance Request

As a part of the overall redevelopment of the shopping center, new property signage is a major part. The

property is located approximately 20 feet ( varies) below the grade at the intersection of Hwy 74 and

Hwy 54. Over the years this lack of visibility has been a major factor in attracting tenants to the

shopping center. To increase visibility, a new stair tower has been added and new monument signs
proposed along Hwy 54 and Hwy 74. The placement of the Hwy 74 sign has been a challenge due to the

grade issues, GDOT ROWand utility easements. Due to those issues, we cannot simply fill the site to

raise the sign to the eye level of the passerby's. Subsequently, we are asking for a variance allowing for

additional signage base ( 4 feet). The total height of the sign will be no higher than 5 feet above the

sidewalk along Hwy 74. We propose to screen this base with plantings approved by City staff.

As mentioned above, signage is just one part of over a million dollar upgrade to the shopping center.

This renovation includes new stair tower, sign panels, louvers, ramps, stairs and handrails, landscaping
and paving. However, visibility and awareness is an important part of having successful business' s and a

shopping center.










