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IV.
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05-05-01 Public Hearing - Consider Change in Land Use Plan - CS to C
05-05-02 Public Hearing - Consider Rezoning - Christ Our Shepherd Lu

01 to LUC

05-05- 03 Consider Extension of Moratorium on Sign Ordinance
05- 05-04 Consider Extension of Moratorium on General Commercial ( G

Ordinance ( Big Box)

Update on Status of Stormwater Utility Formation
Consider Funding for Remodeling Project at Neely Station

Briefing on Proposed Intergovernmental Agreement between
of Senoia

05-05-08 Consider Ordinance on Formation of Peachtree City Governme tal Finance
Corporation

05-05-05

05-05- 06

05-05-07 SA and City

Council/ Staff Topics
Update on Vehicle Accidents

Update on TDK Blvd.

Executive Session

This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24- hours prior to the sched . ed meeting.



City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Regular Meeting

April 21, 2005

7: 00 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met Thursday, April 21, 2005, in the' ity Hall
Council Chambers. Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 7: 01 p. . Other

Council Members present were: Stuart Kourajian, Steve Rapson, Judi Ruthe ford, and

Murray Weed.

Announcements. Awards. Special Recol!nition

Mayor Brown recognized Tim Maret of Code Enforcement as Employee of t e Month.

April 24- 30 was proclaimed as Georgia Cities Week. Brown recognized Capt Stan Pye
of the Police Department for 15 years of service. The Citizen Police Academy graduates
were recognized. Starr' s Mill varsity cheerleaders were recognized as the Re ion 4 5A

champions. Mark Adams was recognized for his efforts to protect scenic vi s in the

City. ~

Minutes

Rutherford moved to approve the March 17, 2005, regular meeting minutes as ended.

Rapson seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
I

Rutherford moved to approve the 2005 Retreat minutes as written. Rapson~. econded.
The motion carried 4- 0- 1 ( Weed). I

I

Rutherford moved to approve the March 19, 2005, special called meeting inutes as

written. Rapson seconded. The motion carried 4- 0- 1 ( Weed).

Rutherford moved to approve the March 24, 2005, special called meeting ' nutes as

written. Rapson seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Monthlv ReDorts

Brown armounced that the armual Touch- a- Truck event for children was sch duled on

Saturday, May 7, and would be held in conjunction with a Wellness Fair r adults.

Community Action Day was scheduled on May 14. Spring Cleanup would be eld May
14- 15 at the City' s Recycling Center. City offices would be closed on M y 30 for

Memorial Day. The Peachtree City Youth Council Three- on- Three . odgeball
Tournament was slated for April 23. City staff would participate in the March fDimes
WalkAmerica on April 30. .

Brown noted that single- family residential building permits were down signific . tly from
this time last year, 142 compared to 32 this year. No multi- family residenti permits
were issued either year. The Top 5 Accident Locations for the month were GA 4/ GA74,
GA 74/Holly Grove Road, Flat Creek/Peachtree Parkway, GA 54/Mar et Place
Connector, and GA 74/ Crosstown Drive. .

I
j
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Consent Al!enda

1. Consider Proposals for Equipment Lease/ Purchase Financing
2. Consider Amendment to Debt Policy
3. Consider Approval of Letter to County Commission Initiating Revi of

Service Delivery Strategy
4. Consider Budget Amendments

5. Consider Cooper Turn Lane Bid Withdrawal Request
Rutherford removed Consent Agenda # 3 for further discussion. Rutherford moved to

approve Consent Agenda # 1, # 2, # 4, and # 5. Kourajian seconded. The mot' n carried

unanimously.

Brown noted there was an additional document on the dais concerning Conse t Agenda
item # 3 - the letter to County Commission Chairman Greg Dunn requesting re . ew of the

service delivery strategy with changes from City Attorney Ted Meeker and the same

letter with additional changes from Mayor Brown. Brown noted that his ch ge to the

letter was to include Fayette Senior Services in the discussion. City Att rney Ted

Meeker said his change tied the request to statute that allowed Council to c I for the

review.

Rutherford moved to approve the letter to the County Commissioners initiating review of

the Service Delivery Strategy with both the City Attorney and Mayor' s am ndments.

Weed seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Old Al!enda Items

03- 05-CA2 Consider Annual HVAC Services for City Facilities

Public Services Director Tom Corbett addressed Council. Six proposals we!' received

and they had looked at the three lowest bids. The recommendation was made ccording
to a number of criteria, with experience at the top of the list. All of the comp ies were

well matched, but Shumate took the lead in terms of experience. Corbett conti ued there

was a five percent differential in terms of cost between the three lowest bidderS The low

bidder had an escalator clause that closed the gap a great deal. The City' ad been

working off an extension of the old contract with Shumate. The remaining ei t months

should cost $ 37, 783 for the calendar year and the full cost for the addit nal two

extensions.

Rutherford moved to approve the award of HV AC services to Shumate based n the bid

and the recommendation of staff. Rapson seconded.

Rapson added, for the record, that the Request for Proposal ( RFP) state that the

proposals would be evaluated on the dollar amount as well as years of service, ability to

provide full service maintenance, qualified technicians, and the service a, ailability

references. He noted that City staff had researched Brown' s April 1 respon' to Tim

Powers' letter.
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Kourajian asked if the criteria used to determine the award was implied explicit.
Rapson said the criteria had been listed in the RFP.

The motion carried unanimously. !
I

New Al!enda Items

104- 05- 01 Public Hearing - Consider Rezoning - Sanders/ Cash Tract, ..,.87

Greenwood Lane, ER to R-43 .

Brown noted there were additional documents on the dais - a letter from R senzweig,
Jones & MacNabb to City Clerk Jane Miller dated April 21, 2005, regarding th rezoning
request; an e- mail from the City Manager to Mayor and Council dated April 20, 2005,

with the subject " Section of 5/ 20/ 94 Minutes;" a site map of the Sanders/ Cash' ' act; an e-

mail dated April 13, 2005, from Fire Chief Stony Lohr to Harry Sanders with e subject
Traffic Concerns;" a letter dated April 12, 2005, to Richard Simms from Do g Warner

related to the rezoning; and a letter dated April 20, 2005, to Mayor and Co' cil from
Adrian Brooks. ,

Melissa Griffis of Rosenzweig, Jones & MacNabb addressed Council on bejalf of the

property owners. She noted that the letter from her law firm would be made; art of the

record and was a requirement by Georgia law to put the City on notice that d nying the

process would deny the property owner of rights. The total acreage of the tract was

11.437 acres. Griffis noted that the request pertained only to the rear portion 0 the tract,

which was 4.034 acres. The front portion was currently zoned R-43. She con nued that
the future Land Use Plan showed the area as residential with low- density, an' the City
defined low-density as one- acre to three-acre tracts. The Plarming C ission

unanimously recommended approval of the rezoning request, and staff rec ended

approval. Griffis added that the neighbors directly across the street from the pr perty had
written letters in support of the rezoning.

Griffis said the proposed rezoning was consistent with the designation identi
Land Use Plan. The City' s Comprehensive Plan encouraged less dense sidential

development as development moved out from the village center. She said that was what

they were looking for with the proposed rezoning.

Griffis continued that Council had questions about Tyrone' s position on the proposed
rezoning. She said Council had a copy of the Tyrone Council minutes and a I' tter from

Tyrone City Manager Barry Amos. There was nothing in the minutes reg ding any
promises made to Tyrone. In his letter, Amos verified that no promises had en made

regarding zoning and the City had the right to address zoning of the p pertY as

appropriate. She noted that the property owners had agreed to the five condit' ns listed
in the April 13, 2005, position paper. Griffis said they were aware that so, e of the
Kedron Hills homeowners were opposed to the rezoning, but noted that they liv d on lots
zoned R-22, Y, acre, which was more dense than the proposed rezoning.

i

I
j
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Paul Fink told Council he had addressed this issue during the previous rezoni g request

last year. He said there was high-density traffic around the playground/ 001 area.

Brown asked Fink to point out the playground/pool area on the map. Ra on asked

Griffis to point to where the road from the property would come out.

Russ Walter noted that if this rezoning were approved, then the other prope yowners

would request rezonings. One of the other property owners noted that at th Plarming

Commission hearing. He added that the property directly across the street fro the tract

belonged to the homeowners' association and the association was not in fa or of the

rezoning. He asked Council to deny the rezoning and stop the stepping stone ef ect.

Brown closed the public hearing.

Griffis addressed the high-density traffic issue. She noted there was a large king lot

on the Greenwood Lane side of the area. She said the entrance to the tract wo Id not go

into the pool parking area, but would face the parking lot. She added ere were

sidewalks and that signage could be put up to indicate it was a poollplaygroun area. If

traffic became a problem, the developer would address it at that time.

Griffis noted the concerns about future rezoning requests, but pointed out

thal, 
they had

no control over any other properties. The land behind the Hughes tract was in he Town

of Tyrone.

Weed said that the site map they were referring to would be Exhibit A and wa the map

shown on the screen. Weed referred to the Comprehensive Plan. He asked ifE R zoning
was less dense than R -43. Griffis said yes. Weed noted the zoning around the tract.

Weed said Griffis statement that the rezoning would reflect the " growth, redev lopment,
and outreach" the City was looking for was an assumption on Griffis' part. iffis said

she was not quoting that comment, but she had read her prior comment om the

Comprehensive Plan. The portion was " residential development that becomes I ss dense

as you move away from the village center."

Griffis continued that R-43 was less dense than R-22. Kedron Hills had both - 43 and

R-22 lots. She clarified that R-43 was one- acre lots and tracts zoned ER were ne- three

acres. R -43 would still be step- down zoning. Griffis reiterated that 7.403 ac es of the

tract was already zoned R-43. If approved, the rezoning would make the entir tract R-

43.

Weed asked Griffis if there was any R-22 zoning contiguous to the Sanders/

and to indicate it on Exhibit A. Griffis said she did not prepare Exhibit A; it

document. Weed said they could get a zoning map to make sure. Griffis said s,

say the R-22 parcels were touching the Sanders/Cash tract, but that R-22 lot

Kedron Hills. She agreed there were no lots marked R-22 on Exhibit A, but

not answer the question without a zoning map of the City.

I
i

i
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Rapson said the Land Use Plan clearly designated the area as low- density esidential.
Either the R-43 or ER zoning met those criteria. Rapson said Griffis was tryin to allude
that R-43 was just as good as ER. He said leaving the tract in its current con ' tion was

also in compliance with the Land Use Plan. Griffis reiterated that the City' s d , mition of
low- density tracts was one- three acre tracts.

Brown closed the public hearing.

Weed asked City Plarmer David Rast for an official zoning map to be introduc d into the
record to show that R-22 zoning was not contiguous to the tract in question. eed told
Griffis she could waive that, or the map would be included in the record. Grif s said she
had already agreed that R-22 zoning was not contiguous, but was within the K on Hills
subdivision.

City Plarmer David Rast read the two paragraphs in the residential section 0 the Land
Use Plan.

Provide opportunities for an appropriate mix ofdwelling types, sizes and pric in order
to meet the current and projected needs of city residents ofall socio- economic groups in

accordance with theirfinancial capabilities, mobility and preferences.

Low- density single-family usage should continue to be developed along the e

northern border ofPeachtree City; as well as in the extreme northwest corner

That area along the eastern border is probably economically unfeasible to se er. Low-

density development in this area will promote the step- down theory, in that thes uses are

located physically further away from existing and future village centers. is type
development is conducive to independent, potentially self-sufficient homesteads.

Rast noted there were other areas in Kedron Hills, Smokerise and Stoneybrook, along the

City' s boundaries that were zoned R-43. In those areas, the theory was that R- 3 zoning
met the definition of a step-down. Rast continued that the zoning often de ended on

whether the home was on sewer or septic. Sewer was not available in Stoney rook and
Smokerise. The lots were zoned R-43 and were on septic. The rear portion f Kedron
Hills was the Kedron Estates subdivision, which abutted Tyrone and the unin rporated
County. Those lots were zoned R-43 and were all on septic.

Rast continued that the owners of the properties north of Greenwood Lane had, sked that
their portion of their parcels, located in Tyrone, be armexed into the City sev ral years
ago. The properties were zoned both ER and R-43. The section of the S~ ers/ Cash

property located next to Greenwood Lane was zoned R-43 and the rear port' n of the

property was zoned ER. The Hughes tract was located immediately adjacent d to the
north of the Sanders/Cash tract. The Hughes tract was zoned ER and was. ot under
consideration. Neither were the King, Care, nor Stephan tracts. Rast said he talked to
staff in Tyrone and asked for the minutes of the meeting when the Town Counc~ voted to
de- armex the parcels. Rast said he could find nothing in the minutes regardin' rezoning

I
i

1.--
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of the property. He said staff s position was that the proposal was consiste with the
Land Use Plan and was consistent with some of the other rezonings that ha occurred
along the fringes of Kedron Hills, and other subdivisions. The tract abutted pr perty that
was zoned R-43. The Planning Commission' s recommendation was un imous to

forward the request to Council for approval. Rapson noted that the recommen ation had
been the same when the property owners requested a rezoning last year. Rast c ncurred.

Brown said he had attended the meetings in 1999 when the property had bee armexed
into the City. He said it had been an unusual situation. The Hughes had req ested that
the City armex their tract, which could not be done unless the Sanders/Cash pr perty was

also armexed, because their tract did not share a common border. Brown s ' d he had
listened to the tape of the March 18, 1999, meeting and had transcribed porti ns of the
tape. Brown quoted statements from former Developmental Services Di ctor Jim
Williams.

Jim Williams: " That would cause both annexed properties [ Hughes ( 3. 705 cre) and
Sanders ( 3. 9-acre)) to come into the city at Estate Residential and [ in) this articular
area that is the preferred zoning district. "

Jim Williams: " They [ Sanders) have no objection to their 3- acre site being zo ed Estate
Residential. They wouldprefer that their 7.6-acre site be rezoned to R- 43. "

Brown said that, at the time of the discussion, the Sanders were looking at R-

they wanted to subdivide the property to allow their children to live on the prop

Jim Williams ( re: 7.6-acre Sanders site): " As you go down Greenwood L e, to the
west, there are several other parcels [ Stephan property) that are Agricultura. But our

plan is, and has been for some time, for those properties, eventually, to c me to be
rezoned to R-43 to match the zoning of all of the rest of all of the property r ntin on

Greenwood Lane, the portion that' s a part of the Kedron Hills subdivision. "

Brown noted that the Stephan property and the front parcel of the Sanders/ ash tract

fronted Greenwood Lane. The Sanders/Cash parcel was zoned R-43.

Jim Williams: " The other two pieces ofproperty that are involved in .this are wned by
the Care family and the King family respectively. They own rather large trac s of land
that are within the city and then some additional pieces of the same property 0 tside the
city. The request here is that those parcels outside the city be annexed in tEstate
Residential, the same as the Sanders [ 3.9-acre tract) and the Hughes, and in addition,
that the portion within the city be rezoned to Estate Residential from Agricul ural. So
that as you come around the cul-de- sac [ on Greenwood Lane) with the - 43 lots
heading east}, you come to the Sanders property [ 7.6-acre tract) which is pro osedfor

R- 43 and then the property would step down to the Estate Residential on aro d to the
city limits as you wrap around Greenwood Lane and Loring Lane and C bappple

East). So we feel that the entire pattern out there makes sense from a lan' use and

I
r-.--
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zoning standpoint. We feel it is consistent with the development patterns th t are out

there and that it does appear to solve a number ofproblems. "

Brown' s cone/usion: The future plan was for ( 1) R- 43 at the road r nta e on

Greenwood Lane; ( 2) Estate Residential step down on the 3.9-acre Sanders tr ct and the

Hughes tract; ( 3) and a lateral step down zoning to Estate Residential on the are tract

and King tract.

Brown said there was a lateral step down going towards the Care and King
toward the City of Tyrone. Brown said the dearmexation and armexation woul
been done if the City had not made a commitment via resolution to let the a

place. The resolution was sent to the Town of Tyrone and to the State Legisla

Mayor Lenox ( reading from the resolution agreement for the State Legislat
de-annex/annex legislation): " Whereas, it is in the best interest of the City
CityJ, the City of Tyrone and the applicants to annex the property into the ' ty for the
more efficient provision of municipal and emergency services and; Wh reas the

applicants have requested the city consider onin the 1'0 er Estate Reside tial if the

property is annexed. Be it resolved that the Mayor and Council ofPeachtree ' ty hereby
inform applicants that should the property be de- annexed from the City of rone, the

City will promptly annex the property into the City and the 1'0 er will be 0 ed Estate
Residential, "

Brown said that essentially the resolution was the City' s confirmation to Tyro e and the
State Legislature that the property would be zoned ER if the property was d armexed.
Brown added that without the resolution, there would have been no dearmexati n and no

armexation. The resolution confirmed what they were trying to do. Bro said that
Williams' methodology was consistent with creating the R-43 barrier using th " road as a

demarcation. Brown said it made sense in 1999 and made sense today.

Rapson also noted for the record the e- mail from the Kedron Hills Ho eowners

Association, which opposed the rezoning. The reasons cited included safety i ues with
traffic in the pool area, a single entrance served the subdivision and the addition ofhomes
could increase safety risks in event of emergency, increased difficulty getting to and from
homes due to construction, and granting the rezoning could lead to further zonings.
Rapson said the bigger issue was the City' s boundaries and following the Ci y' s Land
Use Plan. He said the area was consistent with the Land Use Plan.

Rapson moved to deny the rezoning request. Weed seconded.

Brown pointed out that any property owner had the right to request a rezoning.
would never deny a property owner' s right under the law. The Land Use P

living document that could be altered. In this case, it had worked well. ' ,

The City
was a

The motion carried unanimously.
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04- 05- 02 Public Hearing - Consider Variance, 205 Rockspray Ridge
Scott Quamme, property owner, addressed Council. He said he wanted to build a six- foot

privacy fence on his lot, a comer lot that fronted on Rockspray Ridge and Gray lum. He
continued that his property was unusual, and it would be difficult to buil a fence

according to the ordinance that would be aesthetic or logical. Quamme prese, ed letters
in support of his request from the property owners in the cul- de-sac behind

hil, 
property

to Council. Quamme noted that the letters were from the property owners mo t affected

by his plans.

Brown asked Quamme to state his unusual circumstances. Quamme said hi property
was located on a cul- de-sac, and the rear yard property pin was actually loc ed in his

neighbor' s front yard. The side setback requirement was II feet. He propos to move

the fence away from the rear property line. Quamme told his neighbor he uld give
him that portion of his property if the neighbor had it surveyed and recorded provided
Council approved the variance. He continued that his backyard was his neigh or' s front

yard. He wanted to provide privacy for his family and keep his neighbor from aving to

look at the activity in his backyard.

No one spoke in favor or in opposition of the variance.

Quamme said he could build a four-foot fence without a variance. Th setback

requirement for his backyard was 40 feet. He got a different story on th setback

requirements every time he asked. The property line along the back yard was 9 feet, six
inches. The rear setback requirement cut his yard in half.

Quamme said a four-foot fence would look silly and would not be fair to his eighbors.
Quamme said what he proposed fit with the intent of the ordinance. A priv cy fence

provided his family with more safety and made him feel better about his pro erty and

looking in his neighbor' s front yard. Quamme said he had looked around the City and
there were a lot of fences similar to what he proposed. It seemed most sked for

forgiveness. He was asking for permission. He reiterated that his propert met the
criteria for which the variance ordinance was written. It had an unusual shape d there
were unusual circumstances.

Brown said that residents that asked for forgiveness and did not have e enuating
circumstances that met the variance criteria were told to rip out their fences. He said
Council was very staunch on that.

Rast said there were issues that had been dealt with in the past on similar lots, The lot
was a comer lot with multiple frontages. The ordinance stipulated that the fro t setback
was measured from both right-of-ways in those cases. The ordinance also res ' cted the

types of fences that could be installed in residential areas. Rast read from the, rdinance
that, " no fence in excess of four feet in height shall be installed within the required
setback area that abuts the street right-of-way. In addition, no fence in excess 0' four feet
in height shall be installed within a residential front yard." Rast said the hei' t of the
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fence installed along Gray Plum would be limited to four feet. He continu d that the

ordinance stipulated that front yard fences could not restrict the view more th 50%. He

explained that front yard fences should be along the lines of a picket fe ceo Rast

continued that there had been a four- foot fence in the backyard in the past tha had been

removed. A request for a building permit for a four- foot fence had been subm tted. The
homeowners association approved the plan for the four-foot fence; but the pI changed
to a six-foot privacy fence. The City had denied several permits in the past or similar
situations, especially for comer lots. The City did not want six-foot tall barri s two feet

behind the curb. Other residents had changed the type of fencing or ha installed

landscaping to provide a buffer. Staff did not recommend approval. Rast sai* approval
of the variance request would set a dangerous precedent. Rast showed ph<Jl;os of the

property to give Council an idea of the layout. Quamme also showed counci~" where he

plarmed to place the fence. 
I

Brown asked if there was a house across from Quamme' s that conformed to/ the fence
ordinance. Rast said there was.

Weed asked Rast if Quamme could physically comply with the ordinance as

installed a four- foot fence. Rast said he could. Weed clarified that the Ci

denying Quamme the ability to put up a fence. Rast agreed. Rapson noted tha

could also build a six- foot fence ifhe pulled it back. Rast said Quamme could.

tten if he

was not

Quamme

Meeker said he wanted to include the 31- page agenda packet as part of the ' nutes for
this meeting. Weed said he would make sure all materials would be inclu ed in the
motion for part ofthe record.

Quamme said what he was proposing would not affect anyone other than the homes in

the cul-de- sac., No one had voiced any opposition to the fence. He could b d a four-
foot fence on his property without a permit and could build on the proerty line.

Everyone was concerned about future problems. He said those problems we e not his
concern. The language was clear and the intent of the code was clear. Qu ' e said he
was not asking for anything that fell outside of the intent of the code. He saw

to deny his variance request other than fear of future problems. He could bu '
foot fence that would be ridiculous, something Council would not be pro
something that he would not want in his front yard.

Rutherford asked Quamme if he purchased or built his home. Quamm' said he

purchased the home. He continued that the house had a deck, a sunroo , and an

outbuilding built by previous owners, none of which complied with the code. When he
was ready to sell his house, Quamme said he would be back for more variances on things
built before he bought the house. Quamme said Council should set a pre edent for

people to come and ask before they built things that did not comply with the co

Kourajian asked if the property had a fence when he bought it. Quamme said
four- foot fence that was about 13- 14 years old and was in bad shape. Ko
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Quamme that his comment about the future disappointed him. He said part 0 Council' s

responsibility was to look forward and every decision had a ramification' Once a

precedent was set, it became more difficult to turn down requests that did n meet the

criteria. Kourajian told Quamme he had every right to request a variance, ut part of

their responsibility was to look forward. Quamme corrected his previous stat ent. He

did care about future variances, but they were not his concern.

Rapson told Quamme his request did not meet the three conditions for a vari~ ce, which

were special circumstances, unnecessary hardship, and no intentional act. He . d he felt

compassion for Quamme, but the situation did not meet the criteria. Rapson s d Council

was not restricting Quamme from building either a four or six-foot fence. It m t not be

what Quamme wanted. Quamme asked Rapson if he had visited his propert. Rapson
said he had.

Brown asked Quamme if he had anything else to say. Quamme asked Rapso
read his packet. Rapson said he read everything. Quamme said he had two

four years he had lived in his home. He said that was unusual and affected

safety, and welfare of his family. Quamme said there were plenty of fences th
he proposed and did not have variances.

if he had

fts in the

e health,

did what

Weed assured Quamme that if he called City staff regarding any homes that ere not in

compliance that the issues would be dealt with. If they were not taken care 0 , then the

building official would answer to Council. Brown closed the public hearing.

Weed moved to deny the variance for the following reason:

There were three standards required - I) whether or not there were special circ stances

that contributed to the request that were peculiar to the piece of property. Th applicant
admitted there were other double frontage lots in the City and this would set a angerous

precedent for those lots to build the height of fence requested. 2) Whether ' r not the

situation forced an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. Weed said the applicant
admitted he could comply with the ordinances already in effect. He could build,a six- foot

fence and could build a four- foot fence. There was no compelling evidence t present a

hardship for the applicant. Weed read his request, which said he might pure ase some

dogs that could jump a four-foot fence. He did not own the dogs yet. 3) Whe er or not

the request is due to the intentional action of the applicant to violate the cleo The

applicant did not want to intentionally violate the article in the sense of bad int nt. What
he wanted to do was purely for aesthetic purpose when he could compl with the

ordinance, which was not enough for Weed to move forward. Based upon thes facts and
the information provided in the meeting packet, which was 31 pages, on the
additional documents and testimony provided by the applicant and staff, Weed moved to

deny the variance request. Rapson seconded.

Meeker noted that Weed needed to include the meeting packet informati n in the
minutes. Weed amended his motion to include that the meeting packet on : e agenda

i
L____
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item be included in the minutes ( The packet is attached to last page of the minutes).

Rapson seconded the amendment.

Brown told Quamme he was sure the fence would look good, but he had onl

approve two variances since he had become mayor. One variance was becaus

Councils had allowed the variance so many times that the code was

enforceable. He did not want the same situation with this variance so he

against it.

voted to

previous
o longer
ould vote

The motion carried unanimously.

04- 05- 03 Consider Animal Control Agreement
04- 05- 04 Consider Amendment to Animal Control Ordinance

Deputy City Clerk/Public Information Officer Betsy Tyler addressed Co cil. She

explained that the two items were interrelated. The County had provided ani al control
services in the City since 1980. The County had requested changes to the eernent.

The City Attorney had seen the changes. The change was that the animal con I officers
could try their cases at State Court. Currently, the agreement was to try th cases in

Municipal Court, which put the animal control officers in different courts 0 different

days. The change allowed the officers to try all cases in one court. Tyler s' d animal
control cases involving City officers would still be tried in Municipal Court.

Rutherford moved to approve " 04- 05- 03 Consider Animal Control Agreement and " 04-

05- 04 Consider Amendment to Animal Control Ordinance," an amendment to he City' s

animal control ordinance to reflect the changes in the agreement. Kourajian sec nded.

Rapson clarified that nothing was changing as far as service hours or services provided.
Meeker said nothing was changing to his knowledge. The motion carried unani ously.

04- 05- 05 Public Hearing - Comprehensive Plan Presentation

Rast told Council that the public hearing started the process of reviewing' e City' s

Comprehensive Plan. Approximately 25 applications had been received fo the task

force. Rast said the people were not the usual group of residents that volunt ered. He

added that the task force should represent all the geographical areas of the City.

Rast explained that the Comprehensive Plan was a 20- year plan prepared in a cordance
with the minimum standards and procedures for preparation of comprehensive lans and
for implementation of comprehensive plans, as established and adopted by Georgia
Department of Community Affairs ( DCA). He continued that the City as in the

advanced level of plarming due to its size. Each of the entities in Fayette Couri , as well

as the County, were also working on their plans and all the entities would wo~ together
on common areas.

The required minimum planning elements were population, economic de

natural and cultural resources, community facilities and services, transportatio

f
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land use, and intergovernmental coordination. Rast noted that under the housig element

the City needed to designate areas for moderate and low- income housing.

Rast went over the proposed schedule. Brown said all meetings were open to e public.
He asked Rast how they were providing for external participation. Rast said ey would
advertise well in advance and hoped to have meetings on a recurring date. Ras said they
could also work with civic clubs or other groups to get the word out.

Kourajian asked who made the final decision on the Comprehensive Plan. Rast said

Council would make the final decision. The task force was an advisory group., Plarming
Commission would review the recommendations, then forward to Council. ourajian
asked what happened when the group could not agree on certain points. Ras said both
sides would be brought forward to Council.

Rutherford asked Rast if he would consider a survey of residents. Coweta

County had a survey on their website. Rutherford suggested a survey ith non-

traditional questions, such as why they commuted out of town, or what col eges they
went to. Brown said the multi- use path system would also be good for a

sr., 
ey and

might provide information on path infrastructure, fees, and other concerns.

Rapson clarified that Council would provide two people each for the task force. Rast said
he could also provide the names of the people who had turned in applications t serve on

the task force to Council.

No action was required.

04- 05- 06 Consider Library Change Order # 5

Brown noted there was an additional document on the dais - a memo from

Services Director to Mayor and Council with the subject " Consider Change
Library Construction Contract Unforeseen Site Condition, Inadequately Secure
1994/ 95 Addition, for April 21, 2005, Council Meeting;" a letter dated Marc

from James Porter of Leo A. Daley to Randy Gaddo re: Peachtree City
Revised Potential Change Order #2; and CMU DEMOIREPLACEMENT P

from Leslie Contracting.

City Manager Bernard McMullen said the problem was with the exterior wall b ilt during
the 1994- 95 renovation. The architects brought in consultants and masonry xperts to

look at the wall, and they determined that the only reliable fix was to replac the wall.

He asked for an amount not to exceed $ 155, 506. The costs were attached. cMullen

said that the construction should not extend the project more than 30 days.

to finish

had paid
ut a 5%

The only

Weed noted that left $ 106, 284 in contingency and asked if that would be enou

the project. McMullen said he was comfortable that would be enough. The

out about 50% of the project and had about $ 1.8 million left. They had a

contingency for the remaining work. The furniture bids were looking good.
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other item that could come from the contingency was not a high dollar item.

nothing in the plans to take care of the standing water in the middle of the

There were storm/sewer lines in the area so it should not be an expensive fix.

here was

ourtyard.

Kourajian asked where the construction was on the timeline. McMullen said ey were

right on schedule. The builders said the work should be complete in A gust and

McMullen said it should be September. McMullen said it should be late Septe ber at the

latest and the lease for the temporary location could be extended up to three m ths. The

City had agreed to give the landlord 60 days notice.

Brown noted that every engineer that had looked at the wall had rated the con

substandard and in desperate need of repair, or demolition and rebuilding.
hazardous situation. They could not guarantee using the existing wall. They
give a warranty. McMullen explained that fixing the wall required betwe

fasteners drilled through the wall from the outside, which would have been

added that putting 800 holes in a wall that was not structurally sound could bri

down.

ction as

It was a

ould not

600- 800

sible. He

g the wall

I
Rutherford asked if there was any recourse with the old contractor. Meeke,J. said they
would be dealing with an act of fraud. The corporation had gone out of bu ness. He

added that they were also probably out of statute. ;

Rutherford moved to approve Change Order #5 for an amount not to exceed $ lk5, 506 for

unseen site revision to rebuild the wall. Kourajian seconded. The moti~n carried

unanimously. I
I
I.

CouncillStaff Tonics

Rutherford noted that City vehicle accidents were already twice as high than thy were all

of last year. She asked if there was a reason and if staff was being educat d on safe

driving practices. McMullen said the accidents were discussed at the quart rly safety
meetings. He did not have a specific reason for the increase, but could have e answer

by the next Council meeting. Weed asked McMullen to also find out where th' fault had

been assigned for the accidents.

Kourajian noted the letter to editor that recently ran in the paper from the Li

president and the response from Gaddo. He said he would like an update
meeting, especially since most of the letter appeared to be inaccurate based 0,

responses. He said the letter was a bad representation of the Recreation Dep
the Recreation Commission and he wanted something else to go out.

Ie League
the next

Gaddo' s

ent and

Meeker said the City should have the traffic analysis from QK4 in a week con

light at GA 54/ Georgian Park.

McMullen said the conceptual designs for TDK Boulevard had come back an

reviewed with the Airport Authority members. There had been a meeting wi'
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Communities. There were some real estate issues. The next step was to g property
appraisals. John Crosby was checking with the FAA to see if they would p y for the

appraisals that had to be done. Several Council Members noted that the City as doing
nothing to stop progress on the project.

Rutherford moved to convene in executive session to discuss pending liti ation and

personnel. Rapson seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Rapson moved to reconvene in regular session. Rutherford seconded. T emotion

carried unanimously.

There being no further business to discuss, Rutherford moved to adjourn th meeting.
Kourajian seconded. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourne at 10: 22

p.m.

Jane Miller, City Clerk Stephen D. Brown, Mayor

Pamela Dufresne, Recording Secretary



POSITION PAPER

Proposed Variance: Lot 59, Rockspray subdivision

Scott J. Quarnme ,\
City Planner/ Zoning Administrator \) PI\~

April 13, 2005

Situation:

Mr. Scott J. Quamme owns the property located at 205 Rockspray Ridg within the

Rockspray subdivision. The lot is a comer lot, and the home was cons cted facing
Rockspray Ridge. Mr. Quarnme' s back yard is immediately adjacent to his ighbor and

is in full view of the remaining four homes on Gray Plum. Mr. Quamme is i the process
of landscaping his property, which will include the removal of several trees, installation

of an underground drainage system and irrigation system, sodding the fro t and back

yards and installing plant material on both sides of the proposed fence.

Because the subject parcel has frontage on both Rockspray Ridge and Gra Plum, it is

classified as a multiple frontage lot. This designation stipulates that the mi imurn front

building setback be applied to the portion of the property that abuts both streets. In

essence, the front building setback ( 40') is measured from the right- of- ay of both

Rockspray Ridge and Gray Plum.

The Applicant desires to install a six- foot ( 6') tall privacy fence fifteen flet from the

property line of Gray Plum to enclose his back yard. Because the City' s Fenc Ordinance

prohibits the installation of fences taller than four feet in height within the fr nt building
setback, the Applicant is requesting a variance in order to install the fenc as desired

adjacent to Gray Plum ( Attachment " A").

Facts:

1. The subject parcel is zoned R- 12 Residential. Section 1001.4 ( g)

Zoning Ordinance stipulates that the rninimum front building setbac

zoning district shall be no less than 40' ( Attachment " B").

the City' s

within this

2. Because the subject parcel has frontage on both Rockspray Ridge and Gray Plum,

it is classified as a multiple frontage lot. Section 905, Multiple frontag lots, of the

City' s Zoning Ordinance states: " Any lot having a property line adja ent to more

than one public street right-of-way or private street shall be deeme a multiple
frontage lot. Any rear or side setback that also fronts on a public str et right-of-
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way or private street shall have a setback depth equal to the rni rnum front

setback depth specified for the appropriate zoning district." ( Attachme t " C").

3. The City' s Fence Ordinance identifies specific requirernents for fe ing within

residential subdivisions. Section 18- 341( e) states: " No fence in excess of four feet

in height shall be installed within the required setback area that abuts a treet right-
of-way. In addition, no fence in excess of four feet in height shall e installed

within a residential front yard." ( Attachment " D"). 

I
4. The City' s Fence Ordinance also defines pararneters as to what type of fencing

would be permitted within the required setback area. Section 18- 34 ( f) states:

No fence installed in a residential front yard shall be constructed of y material

that restricts the view through the fence by rnore than 50 percent of the , otal barrier

as viewed from the street." (Attachment " D"). 
I

5. It is our understanding the horne had a four- foot high picket fence

su1rr.', 
unding the

entire back yard when Mr. Quamme purchased the horne. The Applic t indicated

he rernoved the fence because it was in a state of disrepair and he, planned to

replace the fence. !

6. Mr. Quamme applied for and received a Building Permit on March 2, 2005, to

construct a four foot high fence extending from his horne to the rig - of-way of

Gray Plum, then extending along the right- of-way to the cul-de- sac a turning at

the rear property line and transitioning into a six foot high fence at e required
front building setback ( 40' from the right-of-way). A representati, e frorn the

Rockspray Homeowner' s Association also approved this fence ( Attac ent " E").

7. Mr. Quamme then requested that he be allowed to construct a six- foot igh privacy
fence around his entire backyard, which was denied by the Build g Official

Attachment " F").

8. Mr. Quarnrne then submitted a Request for Variance asking that he b allowed to

construct the six- foot high privacy fence instead of the four- foot high fence

originally approved.

9. Mr. Quamme has provided a detailed report justifying the request vanance.

Specifically, the report was prepared in response to the criteria u d by City
Council when making a determination on a variance request ( Attachme t " G").



Proposed Variance: Lot 59, Rockspray subdivision

April 13, 2005

Page 3

Recommendation:

I

City Staff recommends that the variance not be approved. Although the A plicant has

provided a detailed analysis as to why the variance should be granted, th fact is the

residential section of the City' s Fence Ordinance was written to prote adjoining
property owners and the public frorn views of unsightly privacy fences alon residential

streets and thoroughfares. While the Applicant may be burdened some hat by the

placement of his horne on the property, there are numerous parcels ith similar

circumstances throughout the City that have installed fences or other mean of privacy
screening without the need for a variance. It could also be argued that anting this

variance would set a precedent and would make it difficult to deny sirnilar reuests in the

future.

Attachments " A"- " 0"

I





REQUESTFORVA~ CE

ZONING ORDINANCE, CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

This is a request for a variance from the requirements of the Peachtree City Zoning Ordi ance for the property

located at: ~ g>~\. /<z;;06F

The reason this variance is being requested is as follows: A-l771a o
1
I
I

I

Along with this form, the applicant should submit a detailed report justifYing the gr ting of the requested
variance. In preparing the report, please consider the following:

Variances from the provisions of this Ordinance may be approved by the City Council if~ iS determined that they
will '" _ """"""'" __ '" """""".,." OC~"" P'_ OC_"',' s Ordinance; provided,
however, that no variance can be granted for a use that is specifically prohibited by s Ordinance within the

zoning district in which the property is located. 
I

In making a determination on a variance request, the City Council shall consider the follo .' factors:

a. Whether or not the special circumstances contributing to the request are peculiar the particular property
involved;

b. Whether or not the situation for which the request is being made I>oses an unn sary hardship for the

applicant; and

c. Whether or not the request is due to an intentional action of the applicant to viOl11."the requirements of this
Ordinance.

I
I certify that I am the owner or duly authorized agent ofthe owner of the above-described roperty:

Name: ( pleasetypeorPrint) 5CDTT":;:-

Address: ;:; zo.s- ~,t::.~,e#

Phone: 6 <f' S-7 / ~ ::5~ / 3

Signature:

E

f/i:? Ge-

D ~( f' -<;77r [)

This request, along with the required fee and all necessary supplemental documents, has b n properly submitted
and is hereby accepted for consideration by the City Council at a public hearing in the Ci Council Chambers at
7: 00 PM on the date shown below:

Signature:

Title:

Date ofAcceptance:

Date ofPublic Hearing:

I 07/ 01/ 01

Attachment " A"
I

1



I
QIT J. QUAMME

205 Rockspray Ridge
Peachhee City, Georgii:;l 30269

HM ( Ti'Oi 487- 9760

Mobile \ 6~f8) 571- 35. 13 I
I

I
I
I

I
I

1
i

I am requesting a variance to the city ordinances for fencing on my prop rty at

205 Rockspray Ridge ( lot 59). I would like to install a privacy fence in m

backyard. I wish to encroach into the setback requirements for corner 10

treated as two front yards with setback requirements of 40 feet from pro erty
line). I' d like to build a six foot high privacy fence that would be no clos than
ifteen feet from the curb of Gray Plum. This would give my family and n ighbors

some much needed privacy and added safety without violating the intent< 18-

337) of the Fencing regulations. In fact, this variance request actually h ps my
proposed fence comply with the intent of the ordinance because of the u' usual

layout of my property ( trees, slope etc) and my neighbors property ( Heal h,

Welfare and Safety). In order to construct a fence that would enhance th look
and value of the property in the area (not just merely comply with ordina ces). I

propose to build a fence1 0-12 feet offset from my rear property line. Thi

addresses " line of sight" issues and corrects a poorly planned lot layout
approved by city planning years ago). I would be giving my adjoining n& ghbor

in the rear of my property, in essence the use and enjoyment of,10-12 ~ t of my
property. I have plans to landscape both inside and outside the fenced sea,

creating a "park like" area.

March 21, 2005

To Whom it May Concern,

The reasons for my request, et al are as follows:

1. Special Circumstances, Safety, Health & Welfare: Two tlTefts have tak n place
in the past 3 years at my home ( this does not include many other thefts t ' at have
taken place in the neighborhood. A privacy fence would prevent easy a ss

and a eyeball view of my backyard from the street ( out of sight, out of mi d).

2. Special Circumstances, Safety Health & Welfare: My children will hav a

place to play without being in, or being seen from the street. My wife and I have
three young children, it would be a blessing to "turn them loose" in the b ckyard
without worry.

3. Special Circumstances, Safety, Health and Welfare: The dogs my fam Iy are

hoping to get would easily be able to jump a four foot high fence. Even I ss

controllable, children ( and thieves) in the neighborhood would be able to easily
see into and jump over a four foot picket fence into my back yard ...



4. Special Circumstances, Unusual Property Layout: A group of oak tree woufd
be within the boundaries of the fenced area so my children can enjoy th ropEi'
swings that are on the trees. The trees are just inside of the code setba

requirements. If I have to build to code... the trees will be outside the fen d area

of my back yard. The slope of my property is also an issue with regard t the

average grade issues not properly addressed by the code. Also, my ba yard is

in the front yard of the four homes on Gray Plum. One of the property " pi. s" is

literally in my neighbors front yard. It should be noted that only four horn sexist

on Gray Plum... this fence would only affect the line of sight of one of the e

properties ( see reason #5). 
I

5. Special Circumstances, Property Value, My neighbors in the rear of ' y

property will gain approximately 10- 12 X 98.65 feet of property that will Ip his

property "make sense" aesthetically. This should address any line of sig tissues

with regard to his view (or others) from his front yard ( in which my prope. is

located). This would, in effect, increase the width his front yard by more an

20%. I
I

6. Special Circumstances, Property Value: The fence will correct aesthe~'c errors

made by the builder (slab placement and grading of mine as well as nei bors

property. ..

7. Special Circumstances, Health & Welfare: My family will have some p~'vacY
and my neighbors will not be forced to look at our backyard, directly fro . .", their
front yards. . .

f
8. Financial Hardship, Health & Welfare, I will not have to correct a sprin ler

system installation and grading to coincide with a fence that "meets cod . More

importantly, I will not be able to enjoy the use of my property. If I build a , rivacy
fence to code, the use of my backyard will be basically " cut in half' and' lIlook
awkward. I have no idea what value could be placed on basically half m .. back

yard, but certainly the value of my home as a whole would be diminished

significantly. I have spent $250.00 and a lot of my time in pursuit of perm ssion
to build a fence on my property. A financial hardship certainly will be real zed if I
have to pursue this issue further.

9. Common Sense: It just makes sense to approve this request. A fence n be
built on this property that would comply with

code... 
but it will look ridicul us and

the reasoning for variance language in the City Code is for unusual pro , rties
such as the property I own. ( If I built a fence to code based on the prior
approved" fence permit... the fence would be in my neighbors front yard! I

would much rather improve the look of Peachtree City than comply with Code
that's doesn' t work sensibly with this property.



I
10. The et al portion of my reasons has to do with ownership/ property ri '

other issues that will hopefully not have to be addressed during this vari

request process. Alii want is permission to build a fence on "my" prope
have been told many times that requesting a variance is a waste of effo time,

and money ( so far... I agree with the money portion). I' m certainly willing and

able to pursue this matter by whatever legal means necessary to build a ence,

that makes sense, on my property. I feel that it is my right as a property , wner,

so please consider thoughtfully what rights you may tread on if you denymy
request. It is my estimation that this is a valid, reasonable request with Ii ' Ie, if

any reason for denial.

Requested Variance:

Scallop design and fence above 4 feet 18- 341 (e)

Privacy Fence 18-341( f)
Fence setback 18-341( e), Section 905, 18- 340 (a, b, h), if applicable.
As well as any other conflicting City Ordinance ( See proposed plan).

Thank You,

Scott J. Quamme

Following this request is a copy of the Ordinances involved, I have highli hted

the points that I am seeking a variance. I pray for written approval of my'" ariance

request from the City. If it is not approved, I ask for a written copy spec' ing the
basis for its denial.

Any interested party is welcome to visit my home, but please call before fou
come. My mobile phone number is 678. 571. 3513. !

I
I
I
I
I
I

I

I
I



ARTICLE XIII. FENCING*

Editor's note: Art. XIII was formerly numbered as Art. X.

Sec. 18- 337. Intent.

This article is intended to promote the general health, safety and welfare ofthe r

the city by regulating the height, location, design, construction and maintenance

within the city limits.

Code 1980, ~ 5- 171)

idents of

fences

I

Sec. 18- 338. Interpretatiorts and definitions. I
For purposes ofadministering this article, the following interpretations and defini10ns
shall apply: ' I

Words and terms not explicitly defined in this article shall have the meaning givenlby the

Zoning ordinance, appendix A to this Code. I
Words and tel'mS not explicitly defined in this article or in the zoning ordinance s have

the meaning given by common use and as defined in Webster's New Collegiate D" ' onary.

Fence means any structure constructed or erected to provide a barrier, either phy' cal or

visual, for the purpose ofprotecting property, providing for security and privacy, ' d

properly containing activities on the property.
Fence, height, means the vertical dimension from the natural ground level to the t p of the

fence measured at any point along the length ofthe fence. '

Natural ground level means the level ofthe ground prior to any recent manmade hanges
in the elevation of the ground. For purposes of administering this article, " natural ound

level" shall also include the level ofthe ground established on any site plan or Ian scape

plan approved in accordance with the review process set forth in the land develo ' ent

ordinance, appendix B. I
Yard, front, means that area bounded by a line along the front of the principal cture

extended to intersect the side property lines; those side property lines; and the fro

property line. This area is usually identified by the placement of the primary drive ay
access and/or the placement of the street address assigned to the property in qu " on.

Code 1980, ~ 5- 172)

Cross references: Definitions generally, ~ 1- 2.

Sec. 18- 339. Administration.

a) Primary responsibility. The building official shall have the primary responsib"' for

administering this article.

b) Permits. A building permit shall be required for the construction or alteration fany
fence which is in excess of four feet in height. As a part of the permitting process the

building official shall review plans, issue permits, inspect installations, and in gen. al



secure co.mpliance with the requirements o.fthis article. Whether o.r no.t a permit is

required, all fences in the city must comply with the pro.visio.ns o.fthis article.

c) Hazardo.US conditio.ns. If the building o.fficial determines that a hazardo.US con tio.n

exists in the city, he may require the installatio.n o.fa fence adequate to. pro.tect the. ety
o.fthe general public. If such a fence is required, it must also co.mply with the appr priate
standards fo.r the area in which it is Io.cated.

d) Tempo.rary fence. The building official may permit the installatio.n o.f a tempo. fence

at a constructio.n site, if it is felt that the fence Wo.uld be necessary to. protect the p blic

safety o.r Wo.uld be necessary to. provide pro.per security fo.r the site. A tempo.rary , nce

shall remain in place fo.r no. mo.re than o.ne year and must comply with the fo.llo. "

conditio.ns:

1) In residential Zo.ning districts, a tempo.rary fence shall no.t exceed six feet in he" t if

located within any setback area. ,

2) In any commercial o.r industrial zoning district, a temporary fence shall no.t

ex1', 
ed

eight feet in height iflo.cated within any setback area. .

3) No. signs shall be attached to. any tempo.rary fence. 
I

e) Enfo.rcement. I
1) The building o.fficial is resPo.nsible fo.r the enfo.rcement o.fthis article.

2) Ifa suspected vio.latio.n is repo.rted, it will be investigated by the co.de enfo.r ent

o.fficer.

3) Ifit is determined that a vio.lation has o.ccurred, the city shall no.tify the prope
o.f the vio.latio.n as well as the steps that sho.uld be taken to. Co.rrect the vio.latio.n.

4) Ifthe pro.Perty o.wner do.es not agree to. take immediate actio.n to. correct the

the city shall take any actio.n as pro.vided by law, including the issuance o.f a citati

pro.mptly and pro.perly correct the vio.latio.n.

5) A pro.Perty o.wner may request a variance as provided in sectio.n 18- 344.

6) Ifa fence is legally existing at the time o.fthe enactment o.fthis article, it shall

to. be allo.wed to. exist as a no.nconforming use, but must still be properly maintain

7) Ifa no.nconfo.rming fence is substantially damaged o.r is allo.wed to. fall into. a

disrepair, it shall be required to. either be remo.ved o.r bro.ught into. confo.rmance

article.

8) No. no.nconfo.rming fence shall be extended in any way except as permitted by ,
article.

Code 1980, ~ 5- 173)

Sec. 18- 340. General standards.

bujh,o.J:,erected.withinthecGityshall' oonform,to.the.standard& m

1;billamele;: the standai1l&in this article-shall apply to all fences. within tile' city.
No,fenceinc' exces& o~fom,feetin heightshall. beinstalledwithin4l1' fEiet o.ftlle' "

w~ of-arr. arteFiatstreeter a,major, colleGtor, street.

Fer any zoning let adjacent to. a greenbelt that is required alo.ng a cellector str

fence in excess o.ffo.ur feet in height shall be installed within 35 feet efthe right- e

that collecter street. '

d) No. privately ewned fence shall be installed within any public street right- o.f-w

within any city-o.wned greenbelt area.



1-
I

e) No fence shall be installed so that, in the opinion of the city engineer, it obstru s

vision at any street intersection, or in any way creates a hazard to traffic.

1) No fence shall be installed so that, in the opinion of the fire chief; it prevents 0

restricts access to property for emergency purposes. '

g) Ifa fence is designed so that its structural supports are primarily on one side,

must always be toward the interior of the property.

h) Wire fencing may be attached to the interior of or made a part of any wood

brick, wrought iron, or other such non-wire-type fencing, where the other type f1

would not provide an adequate barrier to contain pets or animals. When so appli , the

wire shall be vinyl coated or painted in a standard dark brown, dark green or blac color.

When used under these conditions, it shall not be considered a wire fence.

i) If a fence is required by any governmental authority to provide for the safety
security of the residents of the city, that fence shall not be removed or otherwise

unsafe condition for any reason without the approval ofthe building official, and

proper precautions being taken to provide for continuous protection.
j) It shall be the responsibility ofthe owner ofthe property on which a fence is I ted to

maintain that fence in good and proper repair so that at all times it presents a nea and

orderly appearance to surrounding property owners and to the general public.
k) Any fence damaged by accident or an act of God shall be properly repaired . 90

days of occurrence. Fencing required for public safety purposes sha1l be repaired
immediately.
1) Swimming pool fences shall be constructed in accordance with the provisions f section

18- 300.

tlmsedftstat>("...!ftwlwecfence. heig!lt i&limitelite-rourfeet; otfier-thanwa> " yaul
OJ withimthe;reqWed.;setDllek lIfea,that,adj0im&,a streeli, right,.et;.way, fences'with "

dee0mtive-:feattue& sucl1.as., newelS;"fiDialsand"seallops, ma)\.exeeedJour feet in

m!',n€M:aStUnore. thantive feetinheig/)L
Code 1980, ~ 5- 174( 1))

Sec. 18- 341. Residential standards.

a) The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zoning
R- l, R- I0, R- 12, R- 15, R-22, R-43, ER, GR, VR, DR, AR and OS.

b) No fence or portion ofa fence sha1l exceed eight feet in height; however, ifa , roperty
owner wishes to install a tennis court or some other similar special- purpose facili , a

fence not to exceed ten feet in height may be erected on the condition the site pI for the

special purpose facility is first approved in accordance with the site plan review p ocess in

the land development ordinance, appendix B to this Code.

c) Unless further restricted by this article, no fence within a required side or rear setback

area shall exceed six feet in height; however, ifdue to variations in topography 0 if the

fence contains decorative features such as newels, finials or scallops, it may exc six feet
in height, but in no case sha1l it exceed seven feet in height.
d) No fence comprised ofmetal parts shall be installed in a residential area unles

exposed metal parts are vinyl-coated or painted a standard dark brown, dark gr

black color to blend into the natural surroundings.
lNo fence in excess offourfeet in.height shall be installed within the required



t'~ tI,@t adioins. a street, righ:t,m-wa)dnaddition, nO fence in excess offourfee in heigilL;'
shall be installed within a residential front yard.
f),No. fenr.e, in!<t~l1et1, in a residential. front yard shall be constructed many mate ' that

restricts the view througilsucb fence bymor6'than50 percent of the totalbarrleras
ewed from the street.

g) Except as provided in subsection (h) ofthis section, no fence which is const

wire, including chain link fencing, shall be installed between the principal stru

residential zoning lot and any adjoining street right-of-way.
h) Except in ER estate residential, ,and ARagricu1tural, zoning districts,., no Co ,

permitted, in subsection (h) ofthis section shall be installed in a residential, front, y
Code, 1980,. ~. 5- 174( 2))

Sec. 18- 342. Commercial standards.

a) The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zoning
LC, GC, LUC, and.ol.

b) No fence or portion ofa fence shall exceed eight feet in height, unless specifi
approved in accordance with the site plan review process in the land developmen
ordinance, appendix B to this Code; however, in no instance shall any fence exc d ten

feet in height.
c) No fence comprised ofmetal parts shall be installed in a commercial area unl s all

exposed metal parts are vinyl- coated or painted a standard dark brown, dark gr or

black color to blend into the natural surroundings. ~
d) No fence which is constructed ofwire , including chain link fencing, and no Co ce in

excessoffour feet in height shall be installed between the principal structure on a zoning
lot and any adjoining street rigilt-of-way line. On a zoning lot with multiple street~

frontages, this restriction shall apply on all street frontages. On a zoning lot with, . 0

principal building erected on the lot, this restriction shall apply to required setba areas

that adjoin a street right-of- way. '
Code 1980, ~ 5- 174( 3)) !

Sec. 18- 343. Industrial standards.
a) The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zoning d .stricts:
U, FI, LUl, and AFI.

b) No fence or portion ofa fence shall exceed ten feet in height.
c) No fence comprised of metal parts shall be installed in a front yard setback ar ' unless

all exposed metal parts are vinyl- coated or painted a standard dark brown, dark . een or

black color to blend into the natural landscape.
d) No fence which is constructed ofwire, including chainlink fencing, and no fen in

excess of six feet in height shall be installed between the principal structure on a ning lot
and any adjoining street right- of-way line. On a zoning lot with multiple street fro tages,
this restriction shall apply on all street frontages. On a zoning lot with no princip
building erected on the lot, this restriction shall apply to all re<:tuired setback ar

adjoin a street right-of- way.
Code 1980, ~ 5- 174( 4))



See. 18- 344. Variances.

a) The purpose of this section is to authorize variances from the terms of this

will not be contrary to the public interest so that the spirit ofthis article shall be served,

public safety and welfare secured, and substantial justice done. ,

b) An application for a variance may be submitted only by the owner of the proPFrty for

which a variance is desired, or his authorized agent. I
c) Variance applications shall be filed with the city planner on forms provided b .. the city

plarmer.
d) Any communication relative to a variance request will be regarded as informa . on only

until a proper application is made in the form required.
e) An application fee of $50.00 must acCompany each variance application.
f) Upon receiving an application, the city plarmer shall schedule a public hearing

request before the city council within 45 days after receipt.
g) A sign displaying the hearing date and the nature ofthe hearing shall be plac
conspicuous location on the property not less than 15. days prior to the hearing d e.

h) A notice ofthe public hearing date and the nature ofthe hearing shall be pub' hed in

the newspaper ofgeneral circulation which serves as the legal organ for the city. e

newspaper notice sha1l appear at least 15 days prior to the hearing date.

i) At the public hearing before the city council, the applicant may appear in per

represented by an ag!lJlt or attorney.

G) Variances from the provisions of this article may be approved by the city coun il if it is

determined that they will not cause substantial detriment to other parties or imp . the

purpOse or intent of this article; however, no variance can be granted for a use tis

specifically prohibited by this article within the zoning district in which the prop is
located.

k) In making a determination on a variance request, the city council sha1l consid

following factors:

1) Whether, or not the special circumstances contnl>uting to the request are pee

particular property involved;

2) Whether or not the situation for which the request is being made poses an u

hardship for the applicant; and

3) Whether or not the request is due to an intentional action ofthe applicant to

1.,
Olate the

requirements of this article.

Code 1980, ~ 5- 175) .

Sees. 18- 345- 18- 375. Reserved. ,







I
1001.4) Other requirements: Unless otherwise specified in this

ordirance, 
uses

permitted in R- 10, R- 12, R- 15 and R- 22 residential zoning districts shall co " orm to the

following standards: ' .

a) Minimum floor area per dwelling unit: 
I

R- 10: 1, 000 square feet.

R- 12: 1, 200 square feet.

R- 15: 1,400 square feet.

R- 22: 1, 600 square feet.

b) Minimum zoning lot are,a:

R- 10: 10,000 square feet.

R- 12: 12, 000 square feet.

R- 15: 15, 000 square feet.

R-22: 22,000 square feet.

c) Minimum land area per dwelling unit:

R- 10: 10, 000 square feet.

R- 12: 12, 000 square feet.

R- 15: 15, 000 square feet.

R-22: 22,000 square feet.

d) Maximum dwelling units per net acre:

R- 10: 4. 36 units.

R- 12: 3.63 units.

R- 15: 2.90 units.

R-22: 1. 98 units.

e) Minimum lot width:

R- 10: 80 feet.

R- 12: 85 feet.

R- 15: 95 feet.

R-22: 120 feet.

f) Minimum lot width adjacent to existing or future public or p vate street

right-of-way line:

1) 40 feet on street.

2) 35 feet on cul- de- sac.

g) Minimum front setback depth:

i
Attachment "B"



R- 10: 30 feet.

I R- 12: 40 feet.

R- 15: 40 feet.

R-22: 50 feet.

h) Minimum side setback depth:

R- 10: 10 feet.

R- 12: 10 feet.

R- 15: 10 feet; however, no two principal buildings on adjacent zon' g lots shall
be closer than 25 feet from each other.

R-22: 15 feet.

i) Minimum rear setback depth:

R- 10: 30 feet.

R- 12: 30 feet.

R- 15: 30 feet.

R-22: 30 feet.

0) Maximum building height: 35 feet.

k) Parking: See section 909.

I) Signs: See Peachtree City sign ordinance.

Ord. No. 366. ~ 19, 5- 22- 1985; Ord. No. 394, 4-8- 1986; Ord. No. 457, 3- 17- 1988)

Cross references: Sign ordinance, ~ 66- 1 et seq.



Sec. 905. Multiple-frontage lots.

Any lot having a property line adjacent to more than one public street ri ht-of-way or

private street shall be deemed a multiple frontage lot. Any rear or side setback th t also fronts
on a public right- of-way or private street shall have a setback depth equal to the m' nimum front
setback depth specified for the appropriate zoning district. (Ord. No. 366, ~ 17, 5- 2 - 1985)

Attachment "e"



a)

Sec. 18-341. Residential standards.

b)

c)

d)

e)

The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zo ing districts:

R- 1, R- 10, R- 12, R- 15, R- 22, R-43, ER, GR, VR, UR, AR and OS.

No fence or portion of a fence shall exceed eight feet in height; however, :'if a property
owner wishes to install, a tennis court or some other similar special- purp: e facility, a

fence not to exceed ten feet in height may be erected on the condition th , site plan for

the special purpose facility is first approved in accordance with the site plan review

process in the land development ordinance, appendix B to this Code. '

Unless further restricted by this article, no fence within a required side or '. ear setback

area shall exceed six feet in height; however, if due to variations in topogr phy or if the

fence contains decorative features such as newels, finials or scallops, it m exceed six

feet in height, but in no case shall it exceed seven feet in height. , I
No fence comprised of metal parts shall be installed in a residential ar~ unless all

exposed metal parts are vinyl- coated or painted a standard dark brown, d~ rk green or

black color to blend into the natural surroundings. '

No fence in excess of four feet in height shall be installed within the requ red setback

area that adjoins a street right-of-way. In addition, no fence in excess 0, four feet in

height shall be installed within a residential front yard.

No fence installed in a residential front yard shall be constructed of any aterial that

restricts the view through such fence by more than 50 percent of the to I barrier as

viewed from the street.

Except as provided in subsection ( h) of this section, no fence which is c ' structed of

wire, including chainlink fencing, shall be installed between the principal st,ucture on a

residential zoning lot and any adjoining street right- of-way.

Except in ER estate residential, and AR agricultural zoning districts, no fen e permitted
in subsection ( h) of this section shall be installed in a residential front yard.

Code 1980, S 5- 174(2))

f)

g)

h)

I

l Attachment " D"
f



V~ D~~ U ~ VftU

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Phone ( 110) 481- 8901

Inspection Request Line ( 110) 631- 2588 Ext. 222

I
BUILDING PERMIT ~'

PERMIT#: 050406 DATE APPLIED; 3/ 02 2005

PERMIT TYPE; RF

rOB ADDRESS: 205 ROCKS PRAY RIDGE

UBDIVISION: ROCKS PRAY RIDGE LOT: 59

CONTRACTOR:

ADDRESS:

SCOTT & CINDY QUAMME

205 ROCKS PRAY RIDGE

PEACHTREE CITY GA

PHONE#: 770- 481- 9750 I

30269 / V6J: e,,' (j) dPh; ~ ~
A, tLJk;1i.J C+~;V ~~

O.")~r1~

PHONE#:

ISSUED TO:

ADDRESS:

SCOTT & CINDY QUAMME
205 ROCKS PRAY RIDGE

PEACHTREE CITY GA

30269

WORK: 4' - 6' WOOD FENCE

BLDG USE:

I~MINIMUM SETBACKS

FRONT:~

SIDE: ( 0

REAR: H)

CORNER:

HT SQ FT:

SQ FT:

o . 00

STORIES:

ZONED: VALUATION: $

FEES DUE: $

FEES PAID: $

5, 00 . 00

2 . 00

00

ARIANCE GRANTED BY:______________________________ DATE:_________

ROS PLAN APPROVED BY : DATE:

PPROVED FOR ISSUANCE BY:~~=~ DATE:==~=~ J2
LANS CHECKED BY:________ V~__~~~__~_________~== DATE:____~~__

NOT ICE ********

HIS PERMIT BECOMES NULL AND VOID IF WORK OR CONSTRUCTION AUTHOR I

lOT COMMENCED WITHIN 6 MONTHS OR IF CONSTRUCTION OR WORK IS SUSPE

lR ABANDONED FOR A PERIOD OF 6 MONTHS AT ANY TIME AFTER WORK IS S

EPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED FOR ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING, HEATING,

IREPLACE VENTILATION, AIR CONDITIONING.

ED IS

DED

ARTED

HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE READ AND EXAMINED THIS DOCUMENT AND

HE SAME TO BE TRUE AND CORRECT. ALL PROVISIONS OF LAWS AND ORDIN

OVERNING THIS TYPE OF WORK WILL BE COMPLIED WITH WHETHER SPECIFIE

lEREIN OR NOT. GRANTING OF A PERMIT DOES NOT PRESUME TO GIVE AUTH

VIOLATE OR ~ ANCEL THE PROVISIONS OF ANY OTHER STATE OR LOCAL LA

lEGULATING CONSTRUCTION OR THE PERFORMANCE OF CONS~ RUCTION.

ITY

ONTRACTOR\ OWNER SIGNATURE DATE BUILOING- DEPT~- REPREsENTAT VE--- OATE

i:

r' Attacnment "E"
f



BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION
Peachtree City Building Department

153 Wil/owbend Road
Peachtree City, GA 30269

PHONE: ( 770) 487-8901 FAX: (770) 631-2552

S- -4oC7DATE: tJ::1 -~- 200S"      PERMIT # Dc
o COMMERCIAL IE RESIDENTIAL CONS~ UcnON TYPE

o REI' AIR 0 ADDITION OCCUPANCY TYPE

o ACCESSORY USE 0 EXTERIOR FINISH

FENCES: o COMMERCIAL ~ RESIDENTIAL o POOL

WaxIFENCE HEIGHT </ 8OJ"'" 7ZlB FENCE MATERIAL

SUBDIVISIONIPROJECf NAME:         BL LOT NUMBER

R~.- 1<\'dC. e 59
SITE ADDRESS:   -

20S- R00<5 f"'RA. V RiD6t
OWNER:         ADDRESS PHO NO, 7 "i8747' S"O

5cci-t ~0~' 1 Qu(-!mrne
FAXNl.

7t5S/ /-'3 S"/3

CONTRACfOR:       ADDRESS PRO NO. (; 7?S7/ 3S73

S f: LF
FAXN.

APPLICANT' S NAME: SeeTT ~\) Y"'\r'Y\(Y\e

ARI Hl'l'ECTIDESIGNER: SlSLF ADDRESS PHONE 'IliO. (,' 73S7/ 3S"13

HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION APPROVAL: I8J YES DNO

0 SEWER TAP APPROVAL D SEPTIC SYSTEM APPROVAL D WAlER TAP APPROVAL

ZONED SETBACKS:       PLAN NAME PLAN ON FILE

FRONT~ SIDE...LLREAR Sv YES 0 NoD

NO. OF NO. OF BASE NO. OF HEATED TOTAL E~~ CONSTRUCI'ION
STORIES BAms FIREPLACES SQFT SQFT " COS

5do(), fJ9

DESCRIBE WORK: fA I ""1D .s:;-PrA/rpo JAr/~,.iz./^,G- pr ()1Z. ~ z:>AR. .

A;.,/.. (?~srs 77J BE" (Y)/tJeRenrL> J^/ l'J 6R/J1/ H./)

AN/SH tu/ u... gE -<;}'7f/ A/. .;:>Aj' Nr r1J::1 / VI'1TVJ' 2H.t...

Revised 07- 02
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LOT
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t nony F1U..c:

116, 98'

S 67' 30' 00'. W

ROCI<SPRAY 50' R/~RIDGE
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PREPARED roR:

K. NEAL MORRIS & BARBARA H. MO. RIS
SlJ8OlVISlOH:

LOT: 59

ROCKSPRAY

37 DATE: 8- 26- 85

1ll.v.,: 
2 ~ 6 10/ 2.8186

JODN 8586'1

L ~ HO lor:

Loe~:

SCAU:

OISTAICT':

40' COUNlV: FAYETTE

I. ocns tDn~ ultlng
A ~
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engineers. 5urvcyo !;. plAnners
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oOtMAIL Print- Close Window

from: " David Furey" < davkffurey@hotmall. com>

To: tbabb@ptcgovemment. org

CO quammefamlly@yahOO. com, rrdrennen@ptcgovernment. org

Subject: 205 Rockspray RJdge - fence permit

Dilllte: Toe, 01 Mar 200521: 31: 58 - 0500 I.
Tami -

The Rockspray Homeowners Association has approved the detailed plans

for a

fence permit at 205 Rockspray Ridge. Your office should be receiving

e .

necessary paperwork from the homeowner within tl;le nex.t few days.

Regards,

David Furey
RHA

http:// us. f514.mai1.yahoo.collliymlShowLetter?box= Inbox&MsgId= 3613_3609327 _121 _ 1... 3/ 1/2005

I'

I



Tami Babb

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

David Furey [davidfurey@hotmail. com]

Tuesday, March 01, 2005 9: 32 PM

Tami Babb

quammefamily@yahoo. com; Molly Drennen

205 Rockspray Ridge - fence permit

Tami -

The Rockspray Homeowners Association has approved the detailed plans for

a

fence permit at 205 Rockspray Ridge. Your office should be receiving
the

necessary paperwork from the homeowner within the next few days.

Regards,

David Furey
RHA

1

I
1
f

I
f



PEACHTREE erN
PLAN TO STAY'"

March 14, 2005

Scott & Cind~

205 Rockspray Ridge
Peachtree City, GA 30269

Ref: Building Permit Application, 4-6' Wood Fence

Dear Scott & Cindy Quamme,

I have received and reviewed your permit application and set of plans dated ch 2,

2005, to construct a wooden fence on your property at 205 Rockspray Ridge he e in

Peachtree City. The following items' are in violation of our City Ordinance, Se . on 18-

341 ( 3), ( f) and Section 905, ( attached):

1) The scallop design along Gray Plum exceeds ( 4) four feet in height. ( r

Ordinance Section 18- 341 ( e)

e) No fence in excess offour feet in height shall be installed wi . the

required setback area that adjoins a street right~ f-way. In additi n, no

fence in excess of four feet in height shall be installed within a f idential

front yard.

2) The " privacy" fence along Gray Plum is not permitted per City Ordinan e 18- 341

f)
f) No fence installed in a residential front yard shall be co

material that restricts the view through such fence by more than

ofthe total barrier as viewed from the street.

of any

percent

3) The ( 6) six-foot fence adjacent to Lot 58 must not encroach into the (40) orty-
foot setback area along Gray Plum. ( ref. City Ordinance Section 18- 341 e) and

Section 905)

Section 905. Multiple-frontage lots.

Any lot having a property line adjacent to more than one public s eet

right~ f-way or private street shall be deemed a multiple frontage ot. Any
rear or side setback that also fronts on a public right~ f-way or p te

street shall have a setback depth equal to the minimum front setb k depth
specified for the appropriate zoning district. ( Ord. No. 366, ~ 17, - 22-

1985).

Attachment " F"



As previously mentioned during our recent phone conversation, I am available visit

your home if necessary as you revise the design of your proposed fence in orde to

comply with the Residential Standards for Fences according to our City Ordin ceo

If you have any questions, or if! can be of any assistance to you, please do not esitate to

contact me at ( 770) 487-8901 ex!. 1121. I look forward to working with you in he

completion of this project.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Carty
Building Official

cc: Plans Examiner

Code Enforcement

iw, PlaMer"
Permit Specialist
Rockspray Home Owners Association



Q)~)f
18- 341 PEACHTREE CITY CODE

f

Sec. 18. 341. Residential standards.

a) The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zo

R-l, R-I0, R- 12, R-15, R-Z2, R-43, ER, GR, VR, DR, AR and OS.

districts:

b) No fence or portion of a fence shall exceed eight feet in height; however, if a property
owner wishes to install a tennis court or some other similar special-purpose facility, fence not

to exceed ten feet in height may be erected on the condition the site plan for the s al purpose

facility is first approved in accordance with the site plan review process i the land

development ordinance, appendix B to this Code.

setback

the fence

in height,

c) Unless further restricted by this article, no fence within a required side or r

area shall exceed six feet in height; however, if due to variations in topography or

contains decorative features such as newels, finials or scallops, it may exceed six fee

but in n~ se shall it exceed seven feet in height.

d) No fence comprised of metal parts shall be installed in a residential area. unless all

exposed metal parts are vinyl-coated or painted a standard dark brown, dark gre or black

color to blend into the natural surroundings.

e) No fence in excess of four feet in height shall be installed within the requir ' setback

area that adjoins a street right-of- way. In addition, no fence in excess of four feet in h . ght shall,

be installed within a residential front yard.

f) No fence installed in a residential front yard shall be constructed of any ma

restricts the view through such fence by more thlUl 50 percent of the total barrier

from the street.

g) Except as provided in subsection ( h) of this section,' no fence which is construc~', of wire,

including cb~ inHnk fencing, shall be installed between the principal structure on a sidential

zoning lot IUld any adjoining street right-of-way. , - ~

h) Except in ER estate residential, IUld AR agricultural zoning districts, no fence ~ermitted

in subsection ( h) of this section shall be installed in a residential front yard. I
Code 1980, ~ 5- 174(2))

Sec. 18- 342. Commercial standards.

a) The standards in this section shall apply to all fences in the following zoni

LC, GC, LUC, IUld Or.

b) No fence or portion of a fence shall exceed eight feet in height, unless s

approved in accordance with the site plan review process in the land development

appendix B to this Code; however, in no instance shall any fence exceed ten feet in

c) No fence comprised of metal parts shall be installed in a commercial area nless all

exposed metal parts are vinyl- coated or painted a standard dark brown, dark gree or black

color to blend into the natural surroundings.

Supp. No. 1 CD18: 34



1202. 2) The purpose of this section is to authorize variances from the erms of this

ordinance as will not be contrary to the public interest so that th spirit of this

ordinance shall be observed, pUblic safety and welfare secured, a d substantial

justice done.

An application for a variance may be submitted only by the owner 0 the property
for which a variance is desired, or his authorized agent.

a) Variance applications shall be filed with the city plann r on forms

provided by the city planner.

b) Any communication relative to a variance request will be regarded as

information only until a proper application is made in the for required.

c) An application fee of $50. 00 must accompany each variance' pplication.

d) Upon receiving an application, the city planner shall sche ule a public
hearing on the request before the city council within 45 days fter receipt.

e) A sign displaying the hearing date and the nature of the he ing shall be

placed in a conspicuous location on the property not less t an 15 days
prior to the hearing date.

f) A notice of the public hearing date and the nature of the he ' ng shall be

published in the newspaper of general circulation which s rves as the

legal organ for the city. The newspaper notice shall appea at least 15

days prior to the hearing date.

g) At the public hearing before the city council, the applicant m y appear in

person or be represented by an agent or attorney.

h) Variances from the provisions of this ordinance may be app oved by the

city council if it is determined that they will not cause substantial

detriment to other parties or impair the purpose or in ent of this

ordinance; provided, however, that no variance can be grant d for a use

that is specifically prohibited by this ordinance within the zoni, g district in

which the property is located. .

In making a determination on a variance request, the city uncil shall

consider the following factors:

1) Whether or not the special circumstances contrib ting to the

request are peculiar to the particular property involved

2) Whether or not the situation for which the request is eing made

poses an unnecessary hardship for the applicant; and

3) Whether or not the request is due to an intentional tion of the

applicant to violate the requirements of this ordinan . ( Ord. No.

589, 11- 19- 1992; Ord. No. 618, 7-7- 1994)

1202.3) After due consideration of an application for special exception, the city council

shall take such action or establish such reasonable conditions of appoval as will

accomplish the intent and purposes of this ordinance.











CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
FINANCIAL SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT ( UNAUDITED)

GENERAL GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS BUDGET COMPARISON

FOR SIX MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2005

REVENUES BY MAJOR CATEGORIES

2005 Amended YTD Doll r Percentage
Description Budget Actual DifferE nce To- Date

General Property Taxes   $ 8, 642, 166 $ 7, 936, 653 $ ( 7 5, 513) 91. 84%

Franchise Taxes 1, 942, 633 935, 886  ( 1, 0 6, 747) 48, 18%

Local Option Sales Tax 6, 338,418 3, 097, 105  ( 3, 2 1, 313) 48. 86%

Other Sales & Use Taxes 644, 013 296, 532  ( 3 7,481) 46. 04%

Business Taxes 1, 825,422 1, 829, 912 4,490 100. 25%

Licenses & Permits 909, 228 539, 674  ( 3 9, 554) 59. 36%

Grants 204, 616   -  ( 2 4,616) 0. 00%

Charges for Services 1, 286, 591 455, 696  ( 8 0, 895) 35.42%

Fines & Forfeitures 975, 667 535, 528  ( 4 0, 139) 54, 89%

Investment Income 81, 134 102, 801 1, 667 126. 71%

Surplus Carryover 1, 761, 583   -  ( 1, 7 1, 583) 0. 00%

Other Revenue 56, 985 45, 768  ( 1, 217) 80. 32%

Other Financing Sources 502,436 131, 795  ( 3 0, 641) 26. 23%

Total General Fund   $ 25, 170, 892 $ 15, 907, 350 $ ( 9, 2 3, 542) 63. 20%

Hotel/ Motel Tax Fund 946, 308 469, 726  ( 4 6, 582) 49. 64%

Total General & Hotel/ Motel Tax Funds $ 26, 117, 200 $ 16, 377, 076 $ ( 9, 7 0, 124) 62. 71%

EXPENDITURES BY DIVISION AND/ OR TYPE

PERCENT AGE OF BUDGET YEAR COMPLETED - 50%

2005 Amended YTD Doll r Percentage
Division and/ or Type Budget Actual Differ! nce To- Date

Administrative Services   $ 1, 373,422 $ 608, 651 $ 74,771 44. 32%

Developmental Services 1, 630, 045 609, 106 1, 0 0, 939 37. 37%

Financial Services 758, 073 362,402 3 5, 671 47. 81%

Leisure Services 4,422, 161 2, 025, 011 2, 3 7, 150 45. 79%

Public Safety 9, 084, 393 4,053, 776 5, 0 0, 617 44.62%

Public Works 4,445, 041 1, 659, 976 2, 7 5, 065 37, 34%

Council Contingency 100, 000   -  1 0, 000 0. 00%

Non- Profit Organizations 15, 000 15, 000    - 100. 00%

Grant Incentive Program 50, 000   -   0, 000 0. 00%

Transfer to Development Authority 35, 000 35, 000    - 100. 00%

Transfers to Other Funds 3,495, 772 1,498, 526 1, 9 7, 246 42. 87%

Liability Insurance 73,485 44, 213 9, 272 60. 17%

Legal Services 52, 500 78, 266  ( 5, 766) 149. 08%

General Administration 145, 000   -  1 5,000 0. 00%

Other    ( 509, 000)   -  ( 5 9, 000) 0. 00%

Total General Fund   $ 25, 170, 892 $ 10, 989, 927 $ 14, 1 0,965 43. 66%

Hotel/ Motel Tax Fund

Transfer to General Fund 315,436 128, 918 1 6, 518 40. 87%

Transfer to Tourism Fund 630, 872 257, 835 3 3, 037 40. 87%

Total General & Hotel/ Motel Tax Funds $ 26, 117, 200 $ 11, 376, 680 $ 14, 7 0, 520 43. 56%







LEISURE SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT

March 2005

Activitv Description Unit March 05 FY 2005 YTD FY 2004 YTD

Library
Books Circulated number 16,465 92, 372 98, 197-

Internet Usage visits 2, 550 13,472 13, 299-

Computer Lab Use hours 16 116 139-

Library Closed to Move to Temp Location

Recreation

Class/ Program Revenue $ $ 6, 082 $ 24, 746 $ 22, 615

Playing Surface Mowing hours 0 923 874

Playing Field Preparations hours 830 3, 170 2, 958

Building Maintenance hours 480 2, 518 2, 350

Safety Inspections visits 50 300 300

Litter Removal hours 332 1, 728 1586

Complaints answered number 1 6 9









CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council Members

viii ~"-'"
Bernie MCMUlle~( p~" r.

April 29, 2005

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Members for the Comprehensive Plan Committee

May 5, 2005 Council Agenda Item

Staff will be forwarding to you, by Tuesday, their recommendations for voluntee s to serve on

the Comprehensive Plan Committee. Staff anticipates recommending three volunt ers from each

village. These are in addition to the two volunteers to be selected by each coun il member to

serve on the committee.

BJMljsm





HAROLD E. L1NNENKOHL
COMMISSIONER

404) 656- 5206

c])epartment ofCJ'ransportation
State ofyeorgia

2 CapitolSquare, S.'W

JltCanta, yeorgia 30334- 1002

RRY E. DENT

DEP TY COMMISSIONER
404) 656-5212

DAVID E. STUDSTILL, JR., P. E.

CHIEF ENGINEER

404) 656-5277

ARL L. MAHFUZ

TREASURER

404) 656- 5224

April 19, 2005

HON. STEVE BROWN, MAYOR

Ci ty Hall

Peachtree City, GA 30269

LAU05 - S007- 00( 767)

Fayette County

RE: VARIOUS STREETS - PLANT MIX RESURFACING

Dear Sir or Madam:

Please find attached three copies of the contract on the above proj ct for

execution by your officials.

Approval of this contract requires the original signature of the of

signature of a witness, the city IRS number, and the statement sign

clerk giving place and date of approval.

icials, the

d by the

After execution, kindly return all copies to this office for furthe

the Department, after which your copy will be returned to you. You

authorized to begin construction until these contracts have been ex

Department and you are so notified by telephone or letter , from this

execution by
re not

cuted by the

office.

PLEASE DO NOT UNSTAPLE CONTRACT BOOKLET - DOING SO WILL VOID C NTRACT AND

DELAY PROCESSING"''''

Yours very tru~y,

Department of Transportation

Gregory T. Mayo, P. E.

State Transportation Office Engi er







DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

CONTRACT ID '. C36908- 05- 000- 0

1. 960 MILES OF PLANT MIX RESURFACING ON VARIOUS STREETS.

SITE

w___

LIQUIDATED DAMA ESCONTRACT TIME

00

COMPLETE CONTRACT

NONE



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

CONTRACT SCHEDULE

DATE

PAGE

CONTRACT ID: C36908c05- 000- 0

PROJECT( S) : S007767C10000 LAU05- S007- 00( 767) C1

LINE I ITEM I APPROX. I UNIT PRICE I
NO

I
DESCRIPTION

I ~
AN~

i;;s I-~;~~~-- i-;;~- I

SECTION 0001 ROADWAY

04/ 19/ 05

3

BID AMOUNT

DOLLARS I CTS

96, 397. 26

I
10. 000\

1

I
142. 0001

I

I
1, 009.

0001
I

I
25. 200001

I

1
25. 200001

I

1
24. 000001

I
1

I
1
ITN
I

1
I
ITN
1

1

ITN
I

1402- 1$ 11 RECYCLED ASPH

00051CONC LEVELING, INCL

1 BlTUM MATL

A
1

A

1402- 1812 RECYCLED ASPH

oOlolCONC LEVELING, INCL

IBITUM MATL & H LIME

1402- 3110 RECYCLED ASPH

00151cONC 9. 5 MM SUPERPAVE,

IGP lOR, 2, INCL BITUM

IMATL & H LIME

1402-
3131 RECYCLED ASPH

0020 CONC 9. 5 MM SUPERPAVE,

IGP 2 ONLY, INCL BITUM

IMATL & H LIME

1402- 3140 RECYCLED ASPH

00251cONC 9. 5 MM SUPERPAVE,

IGP 1 OR 2, INCL BITUM

IMATL

I

I; N

I
ITN

1413- 1000 BITUM TACK COAT I
00301 II GL

3. 3001
I

I
0. 8601

I

I
0., 470

I

1
114. 000001

I

1
114. 000001

1

I

1652- 2502 SOLID TRAFFIC

0035ISTRIPE, 
5 IN, YELLOW

1652-
3501 SKIP TRAFFIC

0040 STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE

I

1652-
3502 SKIP TRAFFIC

0045 STRIPE, 5 IN, YELLOW

I

1 TOTAL BID

I
ILM

I
IGLM

GLM

2, 520. 000\

I
24. 00000

252. 00

3, 578. 40

24, 216. 00

60, 480. 00

5, 880. 00

1, 304. 64

534. 60

98. 04

53. 58

96, 397. 26

I
245. 0001

I
1

I
2/ 416.

0001

I

J











CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE:

Mayor and Council members

Bernard J. McMullen, City Mana~~~

Colin W. Halterman, Assistant City Manag~ ~

cpPaul J. Salvatore, Financial Services Director f. .

Janet I. Camburn, Assistant Finance Director

Angela R. Egan, Purchasing Agentr
April 25, 2005

MEMO TO:

VIA:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Donation of Surplus Property
May 5, 2005 City Council Consent Agenda

Recommendation:

That City Council approve the donation of the following surplus property:

Fire Department Bunker Gear to the Concord Volunteer Fire Departme t located

in Pike County, Georgia.
Fire Department Hi- Band Radios to the City of Molena Fire Departme t located

in Clayton County, Georgia.

Discussion:

As indicated in the first attached memorandum from Fire Chief Lohr and Assi tant Fire

Chief Eiswerth, the Peachtree City Fire/ Rescue Department has surplus bunke gear (13

Nomex Hoods, 36 Red Helmets, 11 Yellow Helmets, 22 Goggles, and 5 Hard ats) that

they would like to donate to the Concord Volunteer Fire Department. Most of t, s gear is

between 7 and 20 years old. The gear is now excess to the Peachtree City Fir / Rescue

Department, since it was replaced through a federal grant received in 20 4. The

Concord Department has a need for this equipment and has provided a letter eleasing
the City of all liability concerning any and all equipment donated to their depart ent ( see

attached).

Fire Chief Lohr and Assistant Fire Chief Eisworth have also indicated that the

City Fire/ Rescue Department has two surplus hi- band radios that they wou

donate to the City of Molena Fire Department. As indicated in the

memorandum, the radios with limited frequency range, are 15 years old and ar difficult

to repair. The City recently replaced these radios. The City of Molena Fire De artment

has a need for these radios.







CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Bernard McMullen

Chief Lohr

FROM: Assistant Chief Eiswerth, Operations

DATE: 4- 08- 05

SUBJECT: Surplus of Hi-Band Radios

The Department has updated two of the Fire Department vehicle' s Hi-
in the past year. The radios that were replaced are 15 years old and h ifnot

impossible to find replacement parts. They had limited frequency rang .

A few days ago the City ofMolena purchased our surplus Fire Engine. UTIng
the course ofthe discussion with their Council Member and Fire Chief e became
aware that they are a very small town with limited resources. The total ity
budget was less than $ 200, 000. The Department would like to donate 0 Hi-
Band radios to their Fire Department so that their vehicles may be outfi ed with
radios. Our intent was to sell these radios at the County wide " surplus" ale in the
future. I am not sure how much money the city would receive (it woul be

nominal), but I would feel much better if a Fire Department received th use of

these radios verse some radio amateur ( who sits around listening to fire.

departments respond).

I am requesting we donate two Hi-Band radios to the City of Molen a fo use m

their Fire Department.

On a side note we have offered our services to help them write grants fo the

upcoming Fire Grant starting in September 2005.







POSITION PAPER

Proposed Rezoning and Land Use Plan Amendment

Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract

101 North Peachtree Parkway

City Planner/ Zoning Administrator CAA.\[ id ItApril 28, 2005

Situation:

r

Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church owns approximately 2.977 acres on e northwest

corner of the intersection of GA 54 East and Peachtree Parkway. Existing development
on the property includes office and classroom space, a Sanctuary, a ulti- purpose

building and associated parking. Access to the property is from Peachtree kway, with

an exit only onto GA 54. Commercial Net Lease Realty, Inc., desires rezone the

property from its current designation of or Office Institutional to LUC imited Use

Commercial. The purpose of the rezoning is to redevelop the site with a freestanding
Walgreen' s drug store and a freestanding office building. Because the p perty is not

currently zoned for comrnercial use, the Applicant is requesting that it be zoned to an

appropriate classification. A copy of the application is included as Attachme t "A".

Additionally, the current Land Use designation of the subject parcel is C

Service. Because the proposed use would not be appropriate within

category, the Church is requesting that the Land Use designation be chan

Community Service to COM Commercial. A copy of that request is

Attachment " B".

Facts:

Comrnunity
at land use

ed from CS

included as

I. The Board of Arnerican Missions of Lutheran Churches in Ameri a purchased
3. 038 acres of property at the northwest corner of the GA 54 East d Peachtree

Parkway intersection from the Garden Cities Corporation on July 21, 975, for the

purposes of establishing and constructing a Lutheran Church in Pe chtree City.
The zoning of the property was AR Agricultural Reserve.

2. At that time, our records indicate the portion of Glenloch Vi

intersection of GA 54/ Peachtree Parkway was beginning to

residential, commercial and retail developrnent.

age at the

erge with



Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract

April 28, 2005

Page 2

3. On April 6, 1977, Garden Cities Corporation requested that the pro erty on the
northeast comer of the GA 54/ Peachtree Parkway intersection be r zoned frorn
RR Reserve Residential to General Commercial District C- 2 for th purpose of

developing a freestanding retail center to serve Glenloch Village. Acc rding to the

Zoning Ordinance at that time, C- 2 was intended for " general busines and limited

manufacturing activities, including retail and personal services. " evelopment
within this area includes the Peachtree Crossing and Peachtree Point re ail centers.

4. At the same tirne, Garden Cities Corporation requested that the pro erty on the
southwest comer of the GA 54/ Peachtree Parkway intersection be r zoned from
Planned Community Development PCD multi- family use to PCD co ercial and
residential use. The five- acre tract at the southwest comer ofGA 54 a d Peachtree

Parkway was rezoned to PCD commercial use and the remaining sev n- acre tract

was rezoned to PCD single- family residential. Development wi n this area

includes the Ruby Tuesday, Eckerd and Edward Jones retail tracts ( zoned GC
General Commercial) and the Piney Knoll subdivision ( zoned Rl Resi ential).

5. The 1977 Zoning Ordinance, which became effective on Septemb 12, 1977,

replaced the C- 2 and PCD zoning designations with GC General Co ercial. The
northeast and southwest quadrants of the GA 54/ Peachtree Parkway intersection
were rezoned to GC General Commercial at that time.

6. A Certificate of Occupancy was issued to Christ Our Shepherd Luth ran Church
on October 12, 1978, for the first phase of their Church carnpus. Th size of this

building was approximately 8, 700 SF.

7. On February 26, 1981, the City acquired a 2. 1- acre tract on Peach e Parkway
from the Equitable Life Assurance Society of the United Stat s " for the
construction of a fire station and for no other purposes." The subj t tract was

located imrnediately north of the Christ Our Shepherd tract and WI! zoned AR

Agricultural Reserve.

8. In 1981, the City initiated a request to change the zoning of both th fire station
tract and the Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract frorn AR gricultural
Reserve to or Office Institutional ( Attachment " C"). The Plarming ommission
heard this request at their meeting on March 2, 1981 ( Attachmen " D"), and
forwarded a rnemorandum to City Council indicating they " were u animous in
their support for office institutional zoning for the area in question". ttachment



Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract

April 28, 2005

Page 3

E"). City Council considered this request at their meeting on Mar h 27, 1981,

and approved the change in zoning classification for both parcels Attachment

F").

9. The Church has continued to expand their building through a series 0 renovations

and expansions. On May 19, 1988, a Certificate of Occupancy was ' ssued for a

9, 964 SF Sanctuary and classroorn expansion. Subsequently, an expan ion in 1998

added a total of 16,000 SF, including a multi- purpose room, classroo space and a

new playground.

10. Several of the illustrative village rnaster plans and marketing inti ation for

Glenloch Village within the Library' s History Room and the Planning epartrnent
and Pathway Communities ( Peachtree City Developrnent Corporati n) archives

identify the Church tract and the fire station tract as an institutional use

11. The Future Land Use Map adopted as a part of the 1985 Land Use PIa designated
the Church tract and the adjoining fire station tract as CS Community rvice. The

land use designation of both tracts has remained CS Community Servi e since that

time ( Attachment " G").

12. The 1985 Land Use Plan encourages mixed- use and step- down d velopments
around the four village centers to maintain the basic development pa erns of the

City. Within the Future Land Use chapter, the plan states " Mixed- use ' nvolves the

proximity of various uses in a compatible manner. The village ce ters should

include retail, office and community facilities and be situate at major
intersections" ( Attachment " H").

13. At their meeting on April 11, 2005, the Planning Commission voted

to recommend to City Council that the rezoning request and the pr

Use Map amendment not be approved (Attachment " I").

Staff analvsis:

The or Office Institutional zoning district permits Churches as a Conditional

development on the subject tract meets the requirernents of this ordinance. T

district also permits a variety of uses that could be developed or redevel

subject parcel without changing the zoning designation ( Attachment " J").

animously
osed Land

se, and the

or zoning
ed on the



Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract
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Page 4

The goal of the Comrnercial cornponent of the Comprehensive Plan is 0 " provide
commercial facilities concentrated in the four village centers already est lished that

serve the needs of the residents of that Village. Ensure that these faci ' ties do not

adversely affect the adjoining residential areas, the environment. or eXI ting traffic
t "pa terns.

The goal of the Land Use component of the Comprehensive Plan is t " establish

appropriate land uses in areas that are suitable for development that would t endanger
but protect the surrounding environment and aesthetics." Policies within this section

include '' follow the village concept adopted by the city" and " keep a prope balance of

different land uses. "

Further, the City' s Land Use Plan encourages mixed- use and step- down d velopments
around the four village centers to maintain the " basic development concept" identified

within the Land Use Plan. These concepts " are primarily concerned with the natural and

human environment; the village center concept; and the basis for economic st bility."

The plan further states: " Mixed- use involves the proximity ofvarious uses in compatible
manner. The village centers should include retail, office and community fad ities and be

situated at major intersections." Existing zoning and land use designation within the

Glenloch Village retail center currently permit each of these uses.

Conclusion:

The existing developrnent on the subject parcel is permitted as a Conditiona Use within

the or Office Institutional zoning district. Likewise, a number of uses pe ' tted within

the or Office Institutional zoning district could be developed on the prop rty without

changing the zoning classification.

Rernoving the parcel zoned 01 Office Institutional from the Glenloch Village etail center

would not be consistent with the village retail center concept adopted as a part of the

City' s Land Use Plan or the master plan originally adopted and currently in e fect for the

Glenloch Village retail center.

The proposed rezoning is not consistent with the policies stated within the

Transportation or Land Use components of the City' s Comprehensive Plan a

Plan.

ommercial,

Land Use
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Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the proposed rezoning of the Christ Our Shephe d Lutheran

Church tract from 01 Office Institutional to LUC Limited Use Comrner ial and the

proposed arnendment to the Land Use Plan from CS Community Servi' e to COM

Commercial not be approved based on the following findings: I

1. The current zoning of the property does not prohibit the dev' opment or

redevelopment of the property to a use that is permitted within th OJ Office!
Institutional zoning district.

2. The proposed development is not consistent with the current village aster plan

adopted by the original property owner and enforced through the yea by various

Planning Commission and City Council members. 
I

3. The proposed development provides for an expansion of the ! ommercial

component and changes the mixture of the uses within the village cent~ .

4. The Applicant has not addressed how the proposed duplication 0' other uses

available within the village center will maintain a proper balance of d erent land

uses as required by the Land Use component of the Comprehensive Pl .
I

5. The proposed development is not consistent with the goals and object~ es adopted
as a part of the City' s Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Plan. !,

Attachments

i

I

I
I
I

I
I

I

II
II
f





INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBMITTING A

REZONING APPLICATION

A proper and complete Application for Rezoning, as required in Section 1302 the

Zoning Ordinance, shall consist of the following:

I. A cornpleted and signed Rezoning Request Form;

II. An application fee, as provided by City Ordinances; and

III. The following supplemental documents and information:

a) Three (3) copies of a complete and certified boundary survey of the operty,

including the area of the property;

b) One ( 1) copy of an accurate legal description of the property;

c) A statement as to the reasons for the proposed rezoning;

d) A complete and accurate indication of all zoning classifications that

exist on and adjacent to the property;

f) A location map showing the property in relation to the rest of the Ci

of thee) Name and address of all property owners within 200 feet of the boun

property ( these property owners must be shown on an appropriate map);

g) An accurate and detailed map which shows the proposed new City zo

districts at a scale of 1" = 800';

h) An identification of all major natural, geographic, and cultural featur

presently exist on or near the property;

i) An identification and description of all public services which are pres

available to the property;

j) An identification and description of all public facilities which are pres ntly on

or near the property, or are proposed to be built on or near the property;

k) Any development plans, feasibility studies, impact analyses, populati n

projections, or other such planning documents which have been prepared relativ to the

property;



I) A report analyzing how the proposed rezoning will affect the City, especiall with

respect to:

a. Tax base;

b. Public education;

c. Police and fire protection;

d. Emergency medical service;

e. Transportation facilities (a traffic study may be required);

f. Utilities;

g. Environmental protection;

h. Recreation program; and

i. Implementation of the overall development plan.

m) An accurate topographic map of the property at a contour interval of two ( 2 feet or

less, showing all protected or specimen trees located on the property, as well as any area

within the 100-year floodplain, any wetland area, or any other area specifically ected

by the City' s environmental codes and ordinances;

n) A site plan showing the proposed use of the property, including:

a) Buildings;

b) Drives and parking areas;

c) Landscape areas and retention areas;

d) Buffers, ~creens and open spaces;

e) Signs and other accessory uses.

An Application for Rezoning shall be submitted to the Zoning Administrator fo review
to determine whether it is proper and complete. Upon a determination by the Zo . ng
Administrator that the Application is proper and complete, the Application shall be

officially accepted and filed with the City Clerk and, thereupon, scheduled for h arings
by the Plarming Commission and the City Council, as provided by the Zoning 0 dinance.

An applicant may request that he/she be provided with a schedule for the requir
hearings at the time of official acceptance and filing. Unless withdrawn by the a plicant,
a proper and complete Application must be acted upon by the City Council wi sixty
60) days following the official acceptance and filing of the Application.



REQUEST FOR REZONING

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA

A request is hereby being made to change the zoning classification of the folio g
described property:

This property is presently zoned: 01 Office Institutional

The proposed zoning classification is: LUC Limited Use Commercial

I certify that I am the owner, or the duly authorized agent of the owner, of the operty
described above:

Signature:

Owner:(print)

Agent: (print) R.IG~~ M P. ~ t.E.;,v

Address: B ~ 1 6ix.&.~ ~;j. uv"" )..u~

Phone: ' 70 - '" 3 L - ' 2-q 07

Pre BA

Date:

This request, along with the required fee ($ 600 + $ 25/ acre) and supplemental d cuments,

has been properly submitted and is hereby accepted for consideration by the PI ' ng
Commission and the City c; unci!:

Signature:

Title:

Date:

Request Number:

Date of PIarming Commission Public Hearing:

Date of City Council Public Hearing:

I
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a) Three copies ofcertified boundary survey
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c) Statement as to the reasons for the proposed rezoning
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f) Location map showing the property in relation to the rest f the
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Wrltten Descrle!!Q!l
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being In Land Lot 99 of the 7th DIstrId', Peachtree CIty,

Georgia, and more partICularly described lIS follows:

COMMENaNG at a point and a conaets monument found located at the nortlWu;stolly point of a

the Intersec:tlon of the northerly right-of-way of State Route # 54 ( rIght-of\-way VlIl1es) and the

d Peachtree Parkway ( 140' Jight-of-way) and being the lllUE POINT OF BEGINNING; thence

mitered comer S03030'36" E, 63.39' to the southwesterty point of saki mllered corner and a

found; thenceproa!!ed along right-of-way d Sl2m Route # 54, S44011'2S"W, 351.62' to a Cl)IIQ'ete

found; thence departing said right-of-way, proceed N44018' 13"W, 311.48' to a ooncrete monument

proceed N5602S'43" E, 401.12' to, a concrete monument found and the w~ ly right of way of
thence Ploceed along said right of W<tf S45" 18'56" E, 239.94' to a <XlI'IC1ete monument found and

OF BEGINNING.

SaId tract containing 2. 977:1:ac.

County,

corner at

right-of-way

alongsald
monument

onument

thence

Parkway;
lllUE POINT

ttachment "B"



SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION

c. Statement Pertaining to the Reason fodlle Proposed Rezoning

The subject property is currently zoned 0-1, Office-Institutional, nd it is

currently used as a church facility by Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Churc a major
congregation in the City with membership exceeding 1800 members. The c urch has

significantly outgrown the parcel, and its opportunity to redevelop the property. s limited

by the physical confines of the parcel as well as legal requirements governing pansion
of existing church facilities contained in the Zoning Ordinance. Current u e of the

property by the Church already generates significant daily traffic in and 0 t of the
intersection of Ga. 54 and Peachtree Parkway and requires parking on djoining
commercial property ( across Peachtree Parkway) for regular services. Th Church

desires to relocate to a larger parcel to permit it adequate and reasonable oppo ity for

expansion.

The Church and developer believe that it is more reasonable for the pro rty to be
rezoned LUC, Limited Use Commercial to allow neighborhood commercial u s on the

property within the conditional authority of the City' s zoning ordinance. S h use is
more realistic and rational, given the size and location of the property, while ' ving the

City the opportunity to participate in the development criteria for the site. L C allows

exactly what the name says, " limited use commercial." LUC allows nei borhood

supportive commercial uses while prohibiting more noxious uses, such as a tomotive
uses ( gas stations, car wash, etc.), liquor sales, clubs, convenience stores and r taurants.

These use restrictions will also be included as deed covenants in the transfer d cuments

from the Church. The redevelopment of a full service drug store on the prope will be
consistent with this intent.

veloped
on the

interests

a matter

out size
land use

r impact
ment of

an blind

In seeking to redevelop the property, the Church has insisted that any r

use be consistent with good zoning and plarming practices and that the use allo

property be reasonably limited to protect adjoining property owners and the bes
of the citizens ofPeachtree City. Current zoning would allow redevelopment a

of right for an office building ( without size limitation), educational facility ( wi
limitation) or other institutional use. Further, it is certainly foreseeable that

allowed as a matter of right within the 0-1 zoning district could well create grea
and hardship on adjoining property owners than other uses. The key to redevel

the property must focus on the uses proposed for redevelopment rather
adherence to a specific zoning district.

However, LUC zoning appears to also require minor modification to e City' s

future land use map and comprehensive plan. The property is designated " C munity
Service" under those documents, which was applied by the Comprehensive PI to each
church in the City. The " Community Service" designation is not rationally app ed to the

subject property located at the corner of one of two major intersections in he City.
Given the text of the City' s Comprehensive Plan describing " community service"

objectives, virtually any use other than for a church would require modificati n to the
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future land use map. Consequently, the rezoning application seeking the zo ng change
from 0-1 to LUC must also include a request to modify the Comprehensiv Plan and
future land use map to be consistent herewith, if for no other reason that t property
upon redevelopment) will no longer be used as a church.

Walgreen' s and Commercial Net Lease Realty Services, Inc. ( NL), the

developer have identified the subject property as appropriate for redevelopme t for such

purpose. Walgreen' s drug store products are primarily prescriptions, health , over the
counter drugs, as well as other health and beauty products. Walgreen' s, who II own the

property rather than lease it from a third party investor, is developing the pro rty for its
own use. They will bring pride of ownership and have complete responsibi ity for its
maintenance, use and any other functions of the property.

RECEIVE JAN 2 6 2005



d) Zoning ciassifications that presently exist on and adiacant to the property
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Zoning Abbreviations

01 . Office Institutional

GC ~ General Commercial

R-12. One Family Residential

OS . Open Space Attachment " D"
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SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION

e) Name and address of all property owners with 200 feet of the boundary of th property

Surrounding Businesses Physical Address Properly Owner Mailing Add ess

2228 Hwy 54 East Middlethon GA 3498 Nancy Creek Rd

Eckerd DruQs Peachtree City, GA 30269 Properties Atlanta, GA 0327

Four Executi e Park E.

100 S. Peachtree Pkwy Suite 100

Rubv Tuesdays Peachtree City, GA 30269 Morrison, Inc. Atlanta, GA 0329

Church of Jesus

101 S. Peachtree Pkwy Christ of Latter- 101 Peachtr e Pwky
Mormon Church Peachtree City, GA 30269 Day Saints Peachtree C !y, GA 30269

Prevost, Jack G

1104 N. Peachtree Pkwy c/o First Union 1420 Two Fi ~ t Union Ctr
WachoYia Peachtree City, GA 30269 National Bank Charlotte, N( 28288

100 N. Peachtree Pkwy Peachtree P. O. Box 72 148
Kroaer Peachtree City, GA 30269 CrossinQ Assoc. Atlanta, GA 1139

105 N. Peachtree Parkway P. O. Box 23 1
Neelv Fire Station Peachtree City, GA 30269 Peachtree City Peachtree C tv, GA 30269

100 Highlands Way Norman & Robyn 100 Highlanc sWay
The HiQhlands Lot 1 Peachtree City, GA 30269 Michael Peachtree C' ';y, GA 30269

102 Eden Edge Carroll & Anita 102 Eden Ed e

The HiQhlands Lot 2 Peachtree City, GA 30269 Frederick Peachtree Ci iv, GA 30269

104 Eden Edge Spath & Marilynn 104 Eden Ed e

The HiQhlands Lot 3 Peachtree ciiv, GA 30269 Thomas Peachtree Ci iv, GA 30269

106 Eden Edge 106 Eden Ed e

The HiQhlands Lot 4 Peachtree CitY, GA 30269 Hamman Richard Peachtree Ci y, GA 30269

Christ Our Shepherd 101 N. Peachtree Pkwy Hwy 54
Lutheran Chruch Peachtree City, GA 30269 Lutheran Church Peachtree Ci ~, GA 30269

t_
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Location map showing the property in relation to the rest of the city
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Zoning Map - Christ Our Shepherd Area
created 2/ 9/ 2005 by ptcgis/ mjr for City Planner
NOTE: Zoning is from 2000 Land Use with modifications
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I) Report analyzing how the proposed rezoning will affect the City.

The rezoning ofthis property will allow the redevelopment ofthe property to Li . ted

Use Commercial. The current use is a tax- exempt user. This will no longer be e case,

thus permitting the city to receive property taxes and a proportionate share ofth local

option sales tax for the new property value assessments.

The property will have significant use restrictions. These restrictions will help e sure

that the uses will maintain a high standard and service to the broader community.

The architectural design of the facility will be a Walgreen' s which will be like n

the United States. We have referenced the Highway 54 overlay district design s

which are in place within the city to base our design characteristics. This design
itself with current city standards and will have all current life safety codes and st

The site design will consider all current storm drainage requirements. Current

landscaping requirements of the City and other environmental considerations wil be

integrated into the final design of the site and facility.

As the healthcare demands of the community grow because of the maturing or P

City' s population, Walgreen' s will provide an option for prescription needs and

counter healthcare products.

chtree

er the

This property will accommodate a second user in the area designated within the ite plan
as the " Out-Parcel". The site plan parameters set forth in our exhibits to this ap Iication

and the conditions imposed by the Limited Use Zoning District will apply to thi portion
of the site as well as the Walgreen' s store. Walgreen' s, as the intended own of the

entire site, will restrict the possible uses of this " Out-Parcel" section to the same ses that

are permitted within a Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance Office Institutional Di . ct. We

request that at the time of development of the second user facility, the arc tectural

considerations will be reviewed at that time.

RECEIV D JAN ? 6 ;:'
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I Demographic Information

The information is a detailed analysis of the site- specific demographics geared
the use of a freestanding drug store facility.

Retail users evaluate a commercial property using differing considerations that

important to their business model and product or services they offer. Thus one

demographic component that is important to one retail user may not be impo
another.

As the developer presenting a potential site to a national retail drugstore user,

real estate that has the best combination of site characteristics such as trade are

household income levels, roadway traffic volumes and a road with traffic acces

population ages, population education, community crime index ratings, metrop
statistical area ratings, availability of the real estate to be able to contracted and

redevelopment for the drugstore user. We have evaluated the Peachtree City tr e areas

and pursued a number of locations and have concluded that the proposed rezoni g
location is the best location available.

Attached is the information that the developer and the retailer have used to dete ine that
this project location is the best site that is currently available and meets the inv trnent

criteria set forth internally by each party to go forward.
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2003 Estimated

2, 318 4, 550 11, 604 36, 632 3, 380, 742 11 , 708, 665Households

2008 Households ( Five- 
2, 843 5, 362 13, 544 42, 641 3, 821, 241 12 , 218, 050Year Projection)

Projected Five- Year
22. 7% 17. 8% 16. 7% 16.4% 13. 0%  7. 5%Household Growth

2000 Owner Occupied 77. 2% 77. 5% 79. 3% 83. 3% 61.8%  60. 2%Units

2000 Renter Occupied 18. 4% 18. 5% 16. 8% 13. 1% 29. 8%  30. 8%Units

tp~o~~

2003 Estimated Household Income

0-$ 14, 999 38 153 435 1, 598 503,490 1 , 800, 683

15, 000-$ 34, 999 273 553 1, 292 4, 337 761, 729 2 , 537, 772

35, 000-$ 49, 999 273 513 1, 215 4, 278 539, 094 1 , 853, 856

50, 000-$ 74, 999 437 883 2, 203 7, 235 670, 868 2 , 851, 370

75, 000-$ 99, 999 434 857 2, 199 6, 960 398, 378 1 , 984, 275

100, 000-$ 149, 000 477 930 2, 558 7, 682 329, 281 1 , 748,439
150, 000 And More 385 662 1, 702 4, 542 177, 902  , 932, 270

2003 Estimated

Average Household $ 99, 637 $ 94, 295 $ 99, 381 $ 91, 839 $ 61, 351  $ 61, 246
Income

2003 Estimated Per $
38, 374 $ 35, 929 $ 36, 156 $ 33, 250 $ 23,473  $ 23, 504Capita Income

2003 Estimated Median $
80 511 $ 78 522 $ 80, 233 $ 77 ,433 $ 46, 667  $ 45, 660Household Income ' ,

2003 Estimated

Aggregate Income ( in $ 230. 9 $ 429. 1 $ 1, 153. 2 $ 3, 364. 2 $ 207,410. 6 $ 6, 02, 910. 9
mil/ions)

Livability
2003 Crime Index 13 13 16 27 114 101

Current year data is for the year 2004, 5 year projected data is for the year 2009. More About ur Data.
Demographic data @ 2004 by Experianj Applied Geographic Solutions.

Crime data @ 2004 by ExperianjApplied Geographic Solutions.
The shopping center data used in this site is licensed by Directory of Major Malls, Inc.

1- 800- 898- MALL @ 1999 Directory of Major Malls, Inc. All Rights Reserved. Unauthorized use of t e Data is
expressly prohibited.

Traffic Count data @ 2004 by GDT. All rights reserved.
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Major Retail Map

STATE HWY 54 &. PEACHTREE

PKWY, PEACHTREE CITY, GA

30269

Atlanta, GA MSA

2000 MSA Population Ranking( B)

Legend

Asubject Site

Discounters

eKMart

OTarget
Wal Mart

Electron iCs

ABest Buy
Circuit City

Home Furnishings
Home Depot

DLowe' s

Office Supply
Office Depot

Office Max

Staples
01, 1.5, 3 mile radii

Interstates

US Highways
State Highways
Major Roads

Local Roads

DAirports
t:Cities and Towns

C: County

Source: Dun & Bradstreet, CY ( with

enhancements by CNLR GIS staff)

October 18, 2004



Regional Context Map

STATE HWY 54 & PEACHTREE

PKWY, PEACHTREE CITY, GA

30269

Atlanta, GA MSA

2000 MSA Population Ranking( 8)

Legend

ASubject Site

Interstates

US Highways
State Highways.
Major Roads

Local Roads

GlAirports
dCities and Towns

CX:ounty
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I) Report analyzing how the proposed rezoning will affect the City.

The rezoning of this property will allow the redevelopment of the property to Li ited

Use Commercial. The current use is by a tax- exempt user. This will no longer e the

case; the new property value assessments will allow the city to receivt1 property es and

a proportionate share of the local option sales tax.

The architectural design of the facility will be a Walgreens which will be like n

the United States. We have referenced the Hwy 54 overlay district design stan

which are in place within the city to base our design characteristics. This desi aligns
itself with current city standards and will have all current life safety codes and s

The site design will consider all current storm drainage requirements. ! Current

landscaping requirements of the City and other environmental considerations wi I be

integrated into the final design of the site and facility.

The property will have significant use restrictions. These restrictions will help'
the uses will maintain a high standard and service to the broader comtImnity.

As the healthcare demands of the community grow, Walgreens will p~ovide an tion for

prescription needs and over the counter healthcare products.

This property will accommodate a second user such as a proposed bank or medi al

facility. The limited use zoning will be applied to that user. The site 'plan par eters set

forth in our exhibits to this application will apply to the second user. We reque that at

the time of development of the second user facility, the architectural considerati ns will

be reviewed at that time.
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EXHIBIT FOR

COMMERCIAL NETLEASE REALTY SERVICE

ashford engIneers, inc.
1995NortI1 Park Place, Suite 450

Atlanta, Georgia 30339
Tel. ( nO) 435-2733 Fax. (770) 435- 7639

eMI engineers - land planning ~ development servlces
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Section 0) Additional Supplemental Information

We offer additional information to the application in an attempt to clarify a n

issues. This information will provide further clarity of how the property will b
transformed from what exists today to what will exist in the future. Included is e

following information:

I) Existing Site Plan showing the current conditions on the property. e

purpose of this exhibit is to bring clarity of what current facilities ex st on the

property and how they relate to the overall land area of the platted I

2) A Site Plan showing an overlay of the existing facility and the prop

redevelopment.

3) Building Elevations

4) 3- Dimensional rendering of the new facility. It is our atte!llpt to bri g a

further understanding of the completed transformation of this redev opment.

5) A Cross- Sectional Perspective of the adjoining property viewpoint. e have
made a concerted effort to communicate and accommodate the conc rns of the

neighboring property owners. This exhibit is a result of the input w have
received to minimize any impact and attempt to enhance tjJ.e integra on of this

redevelopment into the overall neighborhood.

6) We offer a traffic analysis. We realize that with the redevelopment f any

property, the effect upon the traffic patterns and safety of the interse tion is of

a paramount consideration. Our initial fmdings show that:the redev lopment
will increase the safety of the traffic flow through the intersection.
Furthermore, these findings indicate an insignificant increase in tr lC count.

Attachment " 0"
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EXHIBrrFOR

COMMERCIAL NET LEASE REALTY SERVICE

ashford engineers, inc.
1995 North Park Place, SUite 450

Atlanta, Georgia 3Q339
Tel. ( 770) 435- 2733 Fax. ( 770) 435-7539

dvil engineers . land planning - development services
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CONCEPT CROsS SECTION
WALGR, EENS

DRAWN BY: R. SINGLETON

APPROVED BY:

SHEET SHEET FlELD SURVEY DATE

1 OF 1 N/ A

N. T. S.

1(}'15-04

G6009
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FOR EXHIBIT ADJACENT PROPERTIES

GABRELS WALGREENS

ashford : mgineers, Inc. 
DRAWN BY: R. SINGLETON SCALE: N. T. S.
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Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Ch ch
P. O. Box 2189, 101 Peachtree Parkway N.

Peachtree City, GA 30269

770) 487- 8717

De mber 20, 2004

Mr. David E. Rast ASLA

City Planner

City of Peachtree City
153 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

Re: Proposed Rezoning and Amendment to The City Land Use Plan by Christ Our She erd Lutheran Church

Dear David,

We have been advised that our pending application for the rezoning of the church' s current si

Institutional to Limited Use Commercial, should be accompanied by an additional request to

Land Use Plan and Map from its designation of "Community Service" to " Commet;cial". PIe

official petition by our church to so amend the Land Use Plan and Map.

Please advise us of any additional requirements and/or procedures that should be accomplish
process. We appreciate your time and consideration on this matter.

from Office
end the Peachtree City
accept this letter as an

It is our understanding that consideration of the amendment to the Land Use Plan and Map to

Commercial" from its current designation of "Community Service" will be held concurrently
Hearings scheduled for the rezoning application. At the present time, we are anticipating that

Commission Public Hearing will be held on January 24, 2005.

ow this site as

ith the Public

e Planning

Sincerely,

121d..a.uJ P. [(..on ('.,

Richard P. Klein

President

Congregational Council

Attachment "B"
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Application No. 03

REZONING APPLICATIONS

Location of Property

Lutheran Church Pro

Peachtree Parkwa North - ad. cent to

Date Presented to City Clerk Submitted by City fo rezoning

Fee Paid $ 0

Zoning Requested From AR to 01

Date Advertised In Paper 2/ 11/ 81

Date Signs Posted 2/ 11/ 81

Date Heard by Planning Commision 3/ 2/ 81

Date Heard by City Council 3/ 5 / 81 called hear. g

Date Advertised in Paper by City Council 3/ 11/ 81

Date Signs Posted by City Council 3/ 11/ 81

Date Public Hearing Held 3/ 27/ 81

Action Taken o(......\...,c...:

Rezoning Approved

Rezoning Disapproved

Other COIllIl1ents:

Zoning Administra or

Date

Attachment "C"



Application No.  KO</

REZONING APPLICATIONS

Location of Property Peachtree Parkway & Highway 54

Date Presented to City Clerk Submitted by City to zone

proper classification
Fee Paid $  0

Zoning Requested From AR to 01

Date Advertised In Paper 2/ 11/ 81

Date Signs Posted 2/11/ 81

Date Heard by Planning Commision 3/ 2/ 81

Date Heard by City Council 3/ 5/ 81 called hearing

Date Advertised in Paper by City Council 3/ 11/ 81

Date Signs Posted by City Council 3/ 11/ 81

Date Public Hearing Held 3/ 27/ 81

Action Taken

Rezoning Approved

Rezoning Disapproved

Other Comments:

Zoning Administra or

Date,

to
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3/ 2/ 81 Pg. 15

Miller-Rosetti
He felt the two issues that kept coming up were the ex sting uses

of the property in the area and it has come out clear hat the

existing uses are residential. The land use plan has Iso shown

residential uses in that area. Another subject; that h s been raised

and is on the checklist is the gain to the public as c mparedto the

property loss or hardship in value of property ~ wners n the surrounding
area. He agreed with some of the statements about the need for

commercial development and increased competitio~ but h questioned
as to whether that benefit outweighed the hardships th t would be

caused to the other residents in the area and to the c mmunity as

a whole. Other points were traffic control with the s hoolbeing
built in the area. Thomas felt the commercial develop ent in that
area would be out of scale with what is planned for th community.

Thurman commented that his vote was based on the Clark ~Coun~ y
checklist.

Chairman Thomas called for vote on the motion and moti n was defeated
with Strickland, Houghton and Wells voting aYe; Heil, Wilde, Graw

and Thurman voting nay.

Wilde explained that his vote was based on the Clarke ounty
Checklist and the blanket presentation of the commerci 1 area.

Chairman Thomas asked the applicant, Jack Miller, if h

to consider any modification of his request that could

by the ~ lanning Commission and forwarded to City Coun

Mr. Miller asked that the plan remain as submitted. T

that the action of the Planning Commission will be fo
Council for their public hearing.

PUBLIC HEARING - FIRE STATION SITE AND LUTHERAN CHURCH
Chairman Thomas opened public hearing on zoning for th

fire station property and the property on which, the Ch

Shepherd Lutheran Church is l<>cated onPeachtree Parkway
proposed is from Agriculture Reserve to Office ] nstitu

purpose of rezoning the church property is to place i

zoning and take it out of a non- conforming use categor
Thomas reported that he has spoken to the church counc

agree with the action.

The floor was opened to the public for comments and th re was no

public input on the zoning applications.

Strickland asked for site plan on the fire station to

station would be built. Councilman Jack Barr~tt prese
on site development for Planning Commission review. A

Strickland expressed objection to the entrance to the

feeling that it should be in line with the entrance to

Crossing Shopping Center entrance. He felt it would be
the traffic problem in that area and wouldn' t . want tQ
in the wrong way. Mr. Strickland also expressed conce

exterior finish of the building. '

would want

be considered
i1.

omas explained
arded to City

proposed
ist our

orth. Zoning
ional. The

in a proper
Chairman

1 and they

how how the

ted plans
ter review

ire station
the Peachtree

compounding
end city ftmdfJ'
n about the

Motion was made by Thurman that recommendation be forw ~ ded to City
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Zoning Continued:
Council that 5. 13 acres be zoned from AR to 01. Motio

by Houghton. Chairman Thomas pointed out that the 5. 1

the Lutheran Church property and the fire station pro
Heil stated that he had no problem with the zoning b
that Strickland had made good points with the fire sta

and felt that the city itself should set an example as

expects others to comply with. Strickland state

that City Council would be as concerned as he is about

materials on the building. and the appearance of the fi

building. He expressed the wish that City Engineer Ko

to discuss the project as he didn' t think it was as we

as it could or should be and additional study should b
Graw pointed out that warning lights were planned for

suggested that another light be placed at the intersec

shopping center and Peachtree Parkway and another on

Parkway North. Houghton also expressed concern about
the location.

Chairman Thomas stated that all these concerns would

City Council along with recommendation on zoning.

Motion carried unanimously.

OTHER BUSINESS:
Chairman Thomas pointed out that members must let it b

they do not plan to attend the workshop meetings. If

not available on a chosen night it might be to the ad

the Commission to change the meeting to another time.

SPECIAL CALLED MEETING
Chairman Thomas explained that Pitney'" Bowes is plann'
a facility in the city and PCDC has requested that a s

be set up for a zoning change. Special meeting date

March 30th at 7: 30 P. M..

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Commission discussed the proposed ordinance establishi
bo~ r4 of appeals and Chairman Thomas asked for written
ghenext workshop so that a draft document may be prep

seconded
acres includes

erty.
did feel

ion building
to what it

that he hoped
the use of
e station
ns were present
1 thought out

done on it.

he site and
ion of the

eachtree

he safety of

forwarded to

known if

nough are

ntage of

g to build
ecial meeting
s set for

g the zoning
comments before
red.

There being no further business the meeting was adjour ed.

0-:
Frances

4hairman Attest



Memorandum - ( continued)
3/ 4/ 81 - Page # 2

safety problems.

3. Commercial development in this area is co trary
with the future land- use plan for Peachtr e City
and with the established surrounding resi ential

se patterns.

4. Co ercial development would reate an is lated
dist ' ct, unrelated to and d trimental to the
reside ial. character of th area.

I

5. Commercia development in this area would be " out-

of- scale" w h the needs of the community Existing
commercial d tricts in ' Aberdeen", " Peac tree

Crossing", and the Rig ay 54/74 intersec ion, are

adequate to supp th central area of th city.
Future commercial ras in Village III an possibly
the north end of tn city are envisioned y the
commission. ~

6. The public welf

allowing comme

Living condit

property val
to the requ

e woul e adversely aff
ial develment in this a

ns, traffic , ngestion, sa

s) while grant1 a special
ting developer.

cted by
ea ( Le.

ety, and

privilege

When a modifica ion was suggested for tn comme

changing it to a re uced area of office institu iona
increased acreage f GR- 14, Mr. Miller stated that h
his request uncha ed for council consideration. As

the vote on the motion, the Planning Commission woul
a denial of this request.

Lutheran Church and Fire Station Site

The Planning Commission was unanimous in their upport for
office institutional zoning for the area in questio During
the discussion of this motion the matter of aestheti quality
and building material was discussed. This still app ars to be
a matter of great concern to some commission lIIembers , and a

review of their input should be considered prior to uilding
construction.

Cial district.

zoning and
would submit

directed by
recommend

v..
J

While reviewing the proposed site plan for the
concern was expressed by the commission on the safe

planned ingress- egress drive. While understanding
of topography ( drainage ditch), the commission feels
should be made to locate the drive opposite the sho
drive/ cut. The City Engineer was not present at th

of the meeting for consultation but should be; calle
review.

ire station,
of the

e problems
every effort

ing center

portion
on for

The safety of this area is in question when th drives
are not cross- related and the ' highway itself demini es from
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Memorandum - ( continued)
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four lane divided to two lanes at the same point. Se eral

suggestions relating to this area were made such as a ditional

signal , lights and additional four laning. Perhaps a raffic

engineer could be consulted for review and assistance

The Planning Commission recommends the area in q estion

be approved as a office institutional district.

I
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MINUTES OF MEETING

SPECIAL CALLED MEETING - CITY COUNCIL OF PEACHTREE CIT , GEORGIA
March 27, 1981

A special called meeting of City Council was held on Fr
March 27, 1981, at 7: 30 P. M. in the Municipal Building
of hearing two zoning requests.

Mayor Protem, Jack Barrett, called the meeting to order
of Mayor Frady who was out of town. Those present were

David Good, Mary Kaurin and Howard Morgan.

Barrett explained that the hearings were for zoning of
of the Christ our Shepherd Lutheran Church and adjacent
be used for construction of second fire station and for
on McIntosh Trail. The first application was for zonin
fire station and to put the Lutheran Church in a proper
classification and the second application was submitted
City Development Corporation.

CHURCH AND FIRE STATION PROPERTY
Barrett explained that the proposed zoning for the chur
and fire station was Office Institutional ( 01) from Agr
Reserve ( AR) and called for comments from those in atte
Ted Thomas, Chairman of the Peachtree City Planning Co
attention to the concerns of the Planning Commission re

entrance to the fire station and asked if it could be b

up with the entrance to the shopping center across Peac
Barrett reported that the City Engineer is still workin
that area and all the concerns of the PLanning Commissi
taken into consideration including warning lights.

Motion was made by Morgan that the proposed rezoning fo
mentioned land be approved. Motion seconded by Kaurin.
carried unanimously.

day Night,
or the purpose

in the absence
Jack Barrett,

he property
property to

115 acres

of land for

zoning
by Peachtree

hproperty
culture
dance.
ission called

arding the
tter lined
tree Parkway.

on pl/:\ns for
n are being

the before-
Motion

MCINTOSH TRAIL REZONING - 115 ACRES
Barrett reported that PCDC has requested a rezoning of
located on McIntosh Trail with 30 acres at Robinson Roa
Trail to be zoned R- 22. The adjacent 85 acres are to b
Ted Thomas reported that following concern expressed by
of Robinson Road area, the property at Robinson Road an

Trail was changed from R- 15 to R- 22 zoning. He also ex

about future development down Robinson Road and stated
Commission has discussed it to some extend but question
answered at the meeting.

Mr. Paul Dewsnup expressed a lack of confidence in what is going to
be developed on down Robinson Road to Robinson Bend Est tes. He felt

i there should be an orderly pattern of zoning but didn' t feel there was

I evidence of same. He felt the property bordering Robin on Road should
be R- 43 - not R- 22.

15 acres

and McIntosh
zoned R- 12.

the residents
McIntosh

res sed concern

hat the Planning
could not be

Doug. Mitchell and Jerry Peterson, representing PCDC, e plained that
all of this area was land use planned following a numbe of public
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GLENLOC .. 3TUDY AREA

NORTH PARKWAY NEIGHBORHOOD, G- I:

TRACT EXISTING LAND USE PROPOSED LAND USE NOTES

l. Executive Conference Center LUc.- 1 Commercial Commercial

2. Flat Creek Golf Course Open Space Open Space

3. Highlands Single- Family Single- Family
Ie- Ie.. Medium Density Medium Density

4. Christ Our Shepher.d Lutheran Church ox. Community Service Community service

S. Neely Fire Station 01:. Community Service Community Service

6. Rosemont Single- Family Single- Family
e-/ 2.. Medium Density Medium Density

7. Peachtree Crossing Shopping Center Gc. Commercial Commercial

8. Peachtree Point Shopping Center Ge Commercial Commercial

9. First Union Bank Gc:. commercial commercial

10. Newnan Savinas Bank   (:, C Commercial Commercial

1l. Chick- Fil- A     /:. r Commercial Commercial

12. McDonald' s, Glenloch Store r( Commercial commercial

13. Greenaway
l?,-Iz, Single- Family Single- Family

Medium Density Medium Density

9



Old quarries, gravel, and sandpits and other mining sit s, when

properly reclaimed, should have second lives as recreational a eas for

swimming and boating.

Future Land Use Patterns

Development of Peachtree City around four village centers s ould and

wll I promote the basic development concepts described in Cha ter One.

Crucial to this idea are:

1. Mixed- use, and

2. Step- down develo~ w~ nt.

Mixed- use involves the proximity of various uses in a co patlble
manner. The village centers should include retail, office and mmunity
facl titles and be situated at major Intersections. The neig borhood

activity centers are smaller versions of a vii lage cen r, and

decentralized to convenience, energy conservation and promoting a sense of

neighborhood. In both Instances, adjacent developab Ie land sho Id be In

the form of residential development of sufficient density to su port the

village center or neighborhood activity center. Further dlstanc s should

be developed as medium density single- family, providing a tran Ition to

outlying areas of large lot, low density single- family development

V III age Centers. The v III age centers shou I d prov I de t e major
convenience retail shopping, local office space, community recreat onal and
educational activities that will be used by residents on a dal y basis.
The village centers will vary In size of retail activity depen nt upon
road access and population served.

In terms of community, recreational and educational uses, th concept
of multiple- use is basic to the planning of the vi Ilage cent rs. The

multi- use of these facilities will assure a high utilization and p ovide an

opportunity to intensify activity and contact among people. Such ultlple-
use reduces the unnecessary duplication of facl I Itles and, t s frees

resources for additional programs or specialized facilities.

To achieve the multiple- use of school facilities, the j nlor and

sen i or high schoo I s shou I d be phys I ca II y re I ated to each other henever

poss I b I e. A part of each secondary schoo I shou I d be ava i I ab I e f r use by
residents for community activities such as recreatlon, adult e ucation,

cultural and entertainment events conducted in the evenings, wee ends and

vacations.

The vii lage centers should be located at points of special am nity and

high access I b ili ty, A II centers shou I d be II nked by the path s stem and

primary roads. The range of facilities at the village centers ncludes:

secondary schools, commercial and office space, religious fa i Iltles,

99
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health cl ' nic, recreational and community facll ities. The magnit de and

variety of activities should vary at each center with site condition, size

of population served, and level of accessibility.

Appropriate mix of uses at each village center should promote shared

use of the fol lowing facilities:

Retai I

Office space

Community facilities

High school and/ or Junior high school

Early learning and/ or adult education
Rei igious faci Iltles

Banking institutions
Recreation facilities

Medical clinic
FIrst aid and/ or emergency medical services

Shared parking
Path link to resIdential areas

Neighborhood Activity Centers. A smal" decentralized verslo of the

vi Ilage center should be constructed at various locations around t e city.
These neighborhood activity centers ( NAC) should be convenient, easily
accessible, and provide a variety of activities. Multi- use of fa ilities
shou I d be emphas I zed. Bas i c components i nc I ude day care, a co mun i ty
meeting room, neighborhood recreation, post office, and small co mercial

activity. The intention of the neighborhood activity center, so or anized,

is to enhance local neighborhood relationships based on an understa ding of
the social organization of the community, and the role the neighbor ood can

play in the Ii ves of adu Its and ch il dren.

The NAC should be architecturally flexible to reflect the dynamic
needs at the neighborhood level. These structures may be modula units,

capable of alterations as needs change.

Appropriate mix of uses at each NAC should promote the shar

the following faci lities:

use of

Convenient store

Community meeting room

Early learning, elementary school, or adult educ tlon

Recreation
Post off Ice

First aid

Shared parking
Path link to residential areas

Map 20 illustrates the development concepts relative to mixed- use

village centers, neighborhood actIvity centers and the step- down p inciple.
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UNAPPROVED EXCERPT OF MINUTES

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

APRIL 11, 2005

PUBLIC HEARING

The Chairman called the public hearing to order. He explained the rules for c nducting a

public hearing and informed the people in the audience that printed copies f the rules

were available at the entrance.

Proposed Land Use Map Amendment and Rezoning, rist Onr

Shepherd Lutheran Church Tract, GA 54 East and Pe chtree

Parkway.

PH-05- 01

Mr. Ted Thomas, a resident of Peachtree City and a mernber of the Church Building
Committee as well as a former rnernber of the Planning Commission, ad essed the

Commission. He noted that when he was a Commissioner, they dealt with d velopment
whereas now the Planning Commission had to deal with redevelopment. e said the

Church wanted to show how their property at the northwest comer of the int section of

GA 54 East and Peachtree Parkway could be redeveloped in a way that wo Id benefit

both the Church and the community. He expressed his appreciation to Mr. R st and Mr.

Stricklin for the hours they had spent over many months in discussions about hat could

be done to make this a win/win situation for the Church and the City. hey were

surprised and disappointed in Staff's negative recommendation to their propos

The Pastor for Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church, John Weber, presen d a brief

history of the Church which began holding services in 1974. He explaine how the

congregation had grown and they had expanded their 3 . I-acre property to th point that

no further expansion was possible on this site. He noted the limitations to ir present
and future rninistries that had resulted as well as the difficulty of providin adequate

parking.

Pastor Weber noted that four years ago, a Vision Team was put together to I k at their

future ministry. Their recommendation was that the Church seek land to e and their

ministries and their space. He noted that they had always been a part of Pea htree City
and sought to minister to the needs of the community by expanding their m istries to

children, youth, young adults, and the aging population of the City.

Mr. Thornas then explained the different options that had been conside ed. The

possibility of expanding their present site was disrnissed because it would, i essence,
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Plarming Commission Meeting
April 11, 2005

Page 2

eliminate all of the landscaping and buffering that was presently on the site. , n addition,

the Church would need to acquire additional land from the Fire Station, and this option
had since become very improbable. To try to expand in their current location, everything
on the lot would be either a building or a parking lot; and this still would ot provide
sufficient parking or address the need to expand their present ministries. T e ultimate

recomrnendation was that the Church needed to relocate.

Mr. Thomas pointed to the report they had provided to City Staff and t, Plarming
Commission. He emphasized that they had been extensive in their efforts' 0 research

their options, and their decision to relocate was not an easy one. He added that it had

been rnade by 80 percent of the church mernbers who attended the con, egational
meeting they had called for this purpose. After this decision was made, they a so decided

to create certain use restrictions and pursue Limited Use Commercial LUC zing rather

than General Commercial GC for the proposed Walgreen' s store.

Mr. Thomas stated that they also tried to meet with the nearby neighbors to come to a

joint solution as to what would be best for this corner. He felt they had done verything
they possibly could. Their biggest disappointment was that they had not b en able to

convey their full commitment to expanding their rninistry, and this c mmitment

ultimately meant they would relocate. Regardless of the outcorne of the rezoni g request,

they were cornmitted to the growth of their rninistry and wanted to provi e for the

recreational needs of the church as well as adequate and sufficient parking. H reiterated

that they were trying to create something that was really good for the nei bors, the

community, and for themselves.

Mr. Newton Galloway of Galloway and Lyndall in Griffin, Georgia, was in art ndance to

represent the Church as their legal counsel. He noted that he was an att, mey who

worked in zoning and also did regulatory work at the Public Services Co ission. A

Planning Analysis had been provided to Staff and the Planning Commission as! art of the

document they received prior to this meeting. Mr. Galloway noted that this alysis had

been prepared by Mr. Bill Johnson of Strategic Planning Initiatives LLC. An a praisalof
the property had also been conducted by Mr. Jarnes Lawton, MAl, of Macon; d copies
of this were provided as well.

Mr. Galloway stated that the analysis of this rezoning request must begin an

what the City Ordinance said in Section 1304(1)( d). He noted that this analysi
be based on factors such as the number of people who attended the hearing,

end with

could not

e number
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of people who supported or opposed the proposal, the number of signatures 0 a petition,
newspapers editorials, or statements about covenants. He said that, as he un rstood the

law, zoning was supposed to be based on land use analysis which was bas upon the

factors set by State law and the City' s Ordinance. He added that althoug the other

factors might create public attention and political controversy, they were irrel vant to the

decision.

Mr. Galloway continued his presentation with a discussion and analysis of Staffs

recommendation. He noted that the Staff recommendation did not refere e Section

1304(1)( d) but addressed the following six points which were the basis or Staffs

recommending that the proposed Land Use Map amendment and rezoning be d nied:

1. The current zoning of the property does not prohibit the development or

redevelopment of the property to a use that is permitted within the 01 ICe!

Institutional zoning district.

Mr. Galloway noted that the Church was currently a non- conforming us which

could not expand or enlarge because their property no longer met the thr e- acre

minimurn required by the or zoning. Even though a variance would pro ably be

granted for this exception, he questioned how the property could be exp ded. He,

thought adding to the height of the building or constructing a parking de k would

be rnore abusive and intrusive than what they were proposing.

Mr. Galloway stated that operating under the existing zoning could have

significant ramifications to the people opposing this rezoning, the prope
that adjoin this parcel ofland. He added that just because it could be us

not mean it made common sense. He said from the time he was first co

this case, he identified it as a density issue - too many Lutherans to the

Mr. Galloway considered Points 2 and 3 simultaneously, and they are di

below.

ery

owners

it did

ulted on

2. The proposed development is not consistent with the village master plan
by the original property owner and enforced through the years by vario

Planning Commission and City Council members.
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3. The proposed development provides for an expansion of rather than a

concentration ofa village center.

Mr. Galloway contended that the Land Use Plan specifically id

intersection of GA 54 and Peachtree Parkway as the existing Glenl

center. The Land Use Plan guidelines provided that Glenloch woul be one of

four village centers which would be the primary commercial and offi e areas in

Peachtree City. He continued that the Land Use Plan also pr ided that

commercial village centers would be located at rnajor intersections and along
major thoroughfares to discourage strip commercial development. said that

was exactly what was proposed in this case. Mr. Galloway maintain d that the

intersection where the Church was located was in the Glenloch Village center and

that the proposed development was consistent with the Village Mast Plan, the

Land Use Plan, and the City' s Ordinance. He noted that the authority ' ven to the

City under LUC zoning would allow them to control the uses on the p perty and

were much more expansive and authoritative than under Or. He said the reality
was that the intersection of GA 54 and Peachtree Parkway was the vill ge center,

and it was ultimately intended to be commercial under the Land Use PI .

4. The Applicant has not demonstrated how the proposed development is n eded in

order to meet the needs of the residents as required for consideration of
commercial development.

This item was discussed simultaneously with Item no. 5.

5. The Applicant has not addressed how the proposed duplication ofother ses

available within the village center will maintain a proper balance ofdi rent land

uses as required.

Mr. Galloway contended that this criteria was nonexistent in

Ordinance. He said the ultimate issue before City Council would be zo ' ng, and it

was assurned the rnarket would decide the nature and the marmer of c mmercial

uses that would be developed.

6. The proposed development is not consistent with the goals and objective adopted
as a part of the City' s Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Plan.
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Mr. Galloway stated that the Land Use Plan identified the Luthe Church

property as Community Service, a designation that was applied retr ctively in

1995 to all churches regardless of whether they were located at a viI ge center.

He said he had been through all of the old Land Use Plans and foun that since

approxirnately 1970 to 1975, the property had been planned for ommercial

development. Mr. Galloway further contended that he found it interes g that the

property in this area was not necessarily plarmed for commercial d velopment
until a developer showed up to build Peachtree Crossings. He al felt that

Community Service was inconsistent with the Land Use guidelines d aling with

village centers.

Mr. Galloway proceeded to analyze the rezoning request based on the crit ria in the

Zoning Ordinance Section 1304(1)( d) which he felt were not assessed in e Staffs

report. His facts were based on the findings of the Johnson report and c vered the

following items:

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the policy and i tent of the

land use plan;

This issue had previously been addressed under Item 3 above.

Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is suitable in vi

use and development ofadjacent and nearby property;

The Johnson Report found that LUC zoning was appropriate in vie of intense

commercial use and development of adjacent and nearby property, Peachtree

City Crossing Shopping Center, Eckerd' s, Ruby Tuesday' s, and Edw d Jones.

Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or sability

of adjacent or nearby property;

Mr. Galloway noted that the property use closest to the Highlands bdivision

would remain an 01 use. He added that the Church and the devel er would

prefer that property continue to be zoned 01. However, it was not ossible to

split the tract and cornply with the Zoning Ordinance. He added t t the uses

next to the residences would rernain 01 but with control because t ere was a
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proposed plan for site development. He pointed out that the Churc and the 01

zoning were in place before the Highlands Subdivision was built.

Mr. Galloway added that the Lawton Report stated that there was no market

evidence that houses that backed up to commercial development Highway
54 sold at a discount compared to other homes in the neighborho d and that

there was no reason to believe that homes that backed up to this d velopment
would be discounted by the market.

Whether the property to be affected by the zoning proposal has a re onable

economic use as currently zoned;

Mr. Galloway stated that information frorn the Fayette County T Assessors

office put the market value of the Church property at $ 3. 1 rnil ion. The

Lawton Appraisal Report stated that the market value of OI operty in

Peachtree City was $ 175, 000 to $250, 000, a differential of $2.3 to $ . 5 million

on a 3- acre site. Mr. Galloway used a formula he said showed th t a market

rent of $ 25/ foot would be required to make investment in property

profitable compared to the current rate of $19 to $ 21/ foot for Class space in

the City. He stated that the Lawton Report concluded that LUC zo ing was a

reasonable and probable use that supported the highest present v lue of the

land; and in the appraiser' s opinion, there was no reasonable se of the

property zoned Or.

Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or coul cause an

excessive or burdensome use of existing streets, transportation facilities,
utilities, or schools;

Mr. Galloway stated that there would be minimal traffic irnpac and that

redevelopment would facilitate traffic flow with a right turn in and ut on GA

54. He said there would be no impact on the schools.

Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and

development of the property which give supportive grounds for eithe approval
or disapproval of the zoning proposal.
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Mr. Galloway contended that this proposal was consistent with

center plan and the site plan development controls that could be irnp
LUC zoning.

e village
sed under

Mr. Galloway stated that State law basically required a balance between the h

the property owner when they could not use the property under the current zon

the hardships on adjoining property owners as a result of rezoning. T

contained in the Johnston Report supported rezoning the property.

dship on

g against
analysis

In summary, Mr. Galloway stated that, when properly applied, this rezoning pplication
was supported by the City' s Land Use Plan, the City' s Village Center de elopment
concept, and analysis under Section 1304(1)( d). He said there was no evidenc that there,

would be any harm to the adjoining property owners and that there was plain, clear, and

convincing evidence that the property could not be econornically used under I zoning.
He repeated that the test was application of the ordinance rather than emotion rumor, or

speculation; and he felt the law supported rezoning the property.

Mr. Lane Rarnsfield of Commercial Net Lease Realty Service, Inc., the devel per of the

property, was in attendance to provide a business perspective to the redevelop ent of this

property. He stated that the following individuals were available to answer estions if

necessary: Ms. Debbie Harber, District Manager of the Atlantic South istrict for

Walgreen' s; Mr. Steve Lyman of Lyman, Davidson, Dooley, the architec and Mr.

Rodney Singleton and Mr. Steve Tate of Ashford Engineers.

Mr. Ramsfield stated that they came to this project with the expectation that ey would
have to work with the community and that there would be various opinio s for and

against their project. He said that by listening to the opposition; the sta , and the

community leadership, they felt they had come up with something that wor ed for the

community as a whole.

Mr. Rarnsfield noted that the current use of this property was a church, but he ointed out

that it was also a continuing operation seven days a week. He stated that fro a business

perspective, to be able to use this property as 01 was econornically challenging

Mr. Ramsfield compared the existing site conditions with what was propose . He said

that the Church was adamant that there be specific property restrictions asso iated with

the redevelopment of this site. There would be two separate buildings and different

L_H
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out lots. He said their site plan would reduce the amount of impervious su ace on the

site, and the property would be designed so that stormwater would be controlle .

Mr. Ramsfield reviewed the factors that influenced their selection of

development: economic feasibility, location, parking, visibility, accessibility,

site for

He stated that Peachtree City had a solid income base and was attracti to many

developers. They believed that as Baby Boomers began to retire, they would tay in this

area and there would be a continuing demand for prescriptions. They also pecifically
looked at the intersection of the site which they felt, as currently developed, as already
a busy intersection that handled approximately 35,000 cars a day.

Mr. Rarnsfield said they had rnet with the neighbors and City Staff regarding the details

of the site plan and building elevations, and they had tried to address I of their

comments in order to accommodate the needs of the community and had a 0 tried to

emulate what was in the Highway 54 Overlay District in their building design.

Mr. Rarnsfield then reviewed the specifics of their site plan.

There would be two buildings, the one on the comer being a algreen' s

freestanding drug store facility of approximately 14,950SF. The out uilding of

approximately 13, 000SF would be for uses particular to the 01 zonin .

There would be a reciprocal easement agreernent that would rnake b th parcels
function as one.

The buildings would be similar architecturally.
The cart paths would be integrated into the site. A new cart pa
built; the current path would not be abandoned.

Landscaping would be improved.
Right-of-way traffic controls would be installed.

Signage would be increased.

Mr. Ramsfield noted that their design was not complete and that this was a onceptual
plan. He felt improvements were needed relative to the traffic to and from the hurch and

stated that they would like to rnake those improvements so this would e a safer

intersection.

L~
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Mr. Rarnsfield also stated that they would be working with the City to design
or a monument that would enhance the comer; he said it would be so

welcoming" design. He noted that they did not plan to disrupt the landsc

Highway 54 " whatsoever, minimally."

dscaping
e type of

ing along

Mr. Ramsfield stated that they recognized that one of the big issues was the residential

property on the other side of the cart path, and they knew they would have 0 buffer it

with earth berms; filling; retaining wall work; low-level, thick landscaping as well as

various trees. He said they planned to attempt to use the outbuilding as a b ' er to help
control light and sound pollution. He added that they had worked thro h several

renditions of their building design with City Staff and what they were pro osing was

specific to Peachtree City. He said this Walgreen' s building would be unli any they
had elsewhere. Although it was not a requirement of this property, Mr. Rarns leld stated

the design was very similar to the Highway 54 Overlay District.

Mr. Rarnsfield also stated that frorn a business perspective, this project
financial windfall for the developer, Commercial Net Lease Realty Service.

was going to be the fee owner of the property. They would be paying for this

wanted to be a member of the comrnunity.

as not a

algreen' s

roject and

Although they had not done a full-blown traffic study, Mr. Ramsfield stated th t they felt

the traffic impact of their development would be very minimal.

In conclusion, he stated that their intent was to bring something to the corn unity that

was architecturally in line with Highway 54, economically viable, and an or u ge on the

out parcel.

Pastor Weber stated, in summary, that their decision to move ahead with this r quest was

based on two things, their ministry calling and rezoning this property in the best way.

They felt the LUC zoning was the best way because it gave them and th City the

opportunity to say what could be developed. He said they also wanted to take are of the

residents to whom they had been good neighbors and who had been good ne ghbors to

them.

Mr. Rast presented the Staff position on the proposed rezoning. He noted that is was an

emotional issue for a lot of people, and he agreed with Mr. Galloway t at it was

necessary to keep emotion out of the review process. A lot of research was r quired in
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order to meet Staff s goal of providing factual information for this review.

on a number of occasions with both representatives of the Church and

subdivision. They also spent a lot of time in the History Room of the Library
some of the City' s original documents as well as some of the office files

information provided could be as factual as possible.

y had met

e nearby
searching

o that the

Mr. Rast stated that Staff had been discussing issues related to redevelopme t with the

Plarming Commission and City Council for some time, i.e., what direction e wanted

redeveloprnent to take, where we thought it was going to occur, and how i would be

handled. It was thought that redevelopment would most likely occur in some f the older

retail centers and residential areas, but it had actually occurred with some 0 the newer

developrnents - Boston Market, the Westpark Theater, and Pizza Hut/KFC.

Mr. Rast added that thus far the redevelopment had occurred in strict accordan e with the

existing zoning and land use designations. That" he said, was the rnajor issu with this

particular development because it was not consistent with the zoning or the Land Use

Plan.

Mr. Rast further stated that he had looked at how the City had developed, ho the Land

Use Plan was prepared, and how the Zoning Ordinance was amended. In s doing, he

had yet to come across an application where the City had been asked to rezone a property
and change the Land Use Plan to accommodate a different developrnent for site. He

reiterated that this was Staffs main concern with this application.

Mr. Rast explained that Staff had identified some other parcels at intersection along the

major corridors within the City. He noted that if the theory the Church and their

representatives used were applied in other locations, existing office developme ts such as

the Stevens Entry, Prime Point, and Line Creek Office Parks could all dis pear and

become commercial developments.

Mr. Rast noted that the Church rurming out of room was a " good problem to h ve;" other

churches in the comrnunity also had this problem and had found other ways to ddress it.

He acknowledged that Mr. Thomas had mentioned that Christ Our Shepher had also

explored other options. However, Staffs main concern was upholding e zoning

designations and the Land Use Plan -- which the City had fought hard to est blish and

defend for many, many years - and not setting a precedent for the future. He d not feel

it was in the best interests of the City to start changing the Land Us Plan to
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accommodate a commercial development on a site where it mayor may not e the best

location.

Mr. Rast continued that something else that had been mentioned was that the operty as

zoned could be developed as 01 but that it was not econornically feasible to do so. He

said his research showed ,that the Planning Commission had approved over 1 , OOOSF of

new office space in the last 18 months that was either under construction or a roved and

ready for construction. This told him that there was not a glut of office space ut rather a

need for it, and it was not accurate to say that there was too much office space.

As far as the village centers were concerned, Mr. Rast stated that for years an years, the

City had tried hard not to have competing businesses across the street frorn ach other.

He did not think you could look at any of the existing village centers nd find a

competing grocery or drug store across the street from another grocery or g store,

which was exactly what this proposal would create. He did not feel this was t e intent of

the village plan when it was adopted years and years ago.

Mr. Rast stated that although it had been a pleasure working with the Churc and their

representatives and they had agreed and disagreed on a lot of different iss es, Staffs

recommendation was that the rezoning request and the request to change th Land Use

Plan not be approved and that the City uphold both the zoning and Land Use P an for this

tract and for future tracts.

In response to a request from Mr. Ray Helton, one of the citizens opposing thi rezoning,
Mr. Payton reviewed the rules that were being followed for this public hearing. He stated

that the Church, the proponents of the rezoning, as a group was allotted 40 ' nutes to

present their request. Staff and another group opposing the request, if ther was one,

would also be allotted 40 minutes. If Staff did not use all of the 40 minutes an wished to

relinquish the rernaining portion to one person who would represent the grou opposing
this recomrnendation, they could do so. After that time, each person who wish to speak
for or against the rezoning would be allotted three minutes to do so. r. Helton

requested that several people be permitted to speak, but Mr. Payton state only one

person would be allowed. Mr. Galloway stated that the Church had no ob ections to

several people speaking within the time remaining. The Church was allotted 0 minutes

for their five people to speak.
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Mr: Helton apologized for the confusion. His group did not realize that they ight have

this opportunity to speak as a group although they had organized in that way. He

intended to cover three issues related to this rezoning: the impact of the zoni g change,

Walgreen' s itself, and the Church as the private property owner.

Mr. Helton said the first issue was the impact this rezoning would have on th Land Use

Plan. Their group was not as concerned about the impact on the intersection a they were

about the irnpact on the Land Use Plan; they agreed with Staff that this was City-wide

issue. He noted that the portion of Highway 54 frorn the City' s eastern borde to the GA

54/74 intersection was a rnixed-use corridor with six churches, a lake, the municipal

building, fountains, residential developrnent, etc. They looked at this area as e heart of

Peachtree City and the focal point of those traveling north and south on Peachtree

Parkway.

The second issue Mr. Helton addressed was Walgreen' s. He quoted from the lrst line of

their 2003 Annual Report: " We build stores where we want to be rather than here sites

happen to be." They felt that this was more about Walgreen' s than Christ Ou Shepherd.
He pointed out that there were already nine pharmacies in the City with a th on the

way as part of the Target development. He said their group believed that Wal een' s was

not so interested in the community as they were in how this location would fect them

nationally as they competed with Eckerd' s and other drug stores. He adde that there

were other sites in the City that could be considered.

Mr. Helton agreed that Churches were private property owners with rights. He noted that

they already had many opportunities in that they did not pay taxes and could b ild in any

zoning, residential or otherwise. Mr. Helton mentioned that about 3 percent 0 Peachtree

City residents were members of this Church.

Mr. Todd Nigro, a resident who lived in Planterra Ridge Subdivision, read letter on

behalf of his father, Mr. Bill Nigro, who was out of town on business. The I tter urged
the City not to approve this rezoning application. He noted that he had moved to

Peachtree City 15 years ago because of the planned community concept that ncluded a

land use plan. In addition, he had written two newspaper articles that had bee published
in The Citizen Newspaper and The Atlanta Journal Constitution. He also nitiated a

petition drive that was picked up by several businesses and numerous citize . Ninety

percent of the people contacted signed the petition indicating that they felt it as not in

the best interests of Peachtree City to rezone this land. Mr. Bill Nigro felt it w apparent
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that this rezoning was very unpopular with most residents of Peachtree City r gardless of
where they lived. When he had finished reading the letter, Mr. Todd Nigro p esented the

signed petitions to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Helton stated that they had not hired legal staff, but Mr. Rob Wel h, another
Peachtree City resident, presented the citizens' view of the City Ordinances. e felt that
for many months, a PR campaign had been waged for this rezoning to try to bscure the
true and sirnple issues surrounding the request. He also felt that throughout e process,
the wrong questions had been continuously posed. The question was no about the

congregation of Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church and whether or not ey were a

fine group of people and neighpors or whether they should be able to pursu building a

new facility to expand their ministry. The question was not about whether Pe htree City
really needed a Walgreen' s store on this site or anywhere else. After review' g the City
Ordinances for himself, he felt it was very clear and his conclusions were dif erent from
Mr. Galloway' s.

In addressing the same six points that Mr. Galloway addressed, Mr. Welc stated the

following:

The zoning proposal clearly did not conform to either the policy or e intent of
the Land Use Plan.

The property had always been intended for or development. A drn store with
24-hour lighting and the operation of noisy service and supply ehicles at

unknown hours was not a suitable use in view of residential neighbo less than
150 feet away. He asked, " Would you want this Walgreen' s bu It directly
behind your home?"

To say that this rezoning and this Walgreen' s store would not have
effect on values in the Highlands Subdivision was dishonest or c

ignore the obvious.

The Church and Walgreen' s had relentlessly pursued this rezoning
was in the financial interests of both of parties. No significant effo at all had
been made to sell the property under the existing zoning because this offer was

extrernely lucrative for the Church. Walgreen' s only saw value if the roperty' s

long- standing zoning was abandoned. In the end, this request was all about

rnoney and another corporation trying to run over the wishes of Peac tree City
citizens.
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Logic would say that Walgreen' s and some other undetermined ommercial

user would certainly generate a large volurne of traffic at an a eady very

congested intersection.

The real significant change to the conditions was a lucrative 0 er from a

developer to a Church contingent upon the City abandoning thei Land Use

Plan. Walgreen' s and the Church could easily make other arrangeme ts.

Mr. Welch concluded that notwithstanding a terrific presentation by Mr. Ga loway, the

Peachtree City plarming documents were a covenant between the City and it residents.

The clear inference was that, barring some compelling reason, the Land Use Ian was to

be adhered to. The citizens of Peachtree City counted on that, and this was the reason

many of them chose to live here. He felt the Ordinances were clear, and th proposed

rezoning should be denied.

Mr. George Kadel, a resident of Greensway Subdivision, addressed those in ttendance.

Prior to making his comments on the irnpact this rezoning would have on tra IC, he said

that it disturbed him to think that a petition signed by approximately 1600 eople was

unimportant as far as attorneys were concerned. Mr. Kadel contended that th proposed
change in zoning would increase the number of vehicles to the site nine- Id. This

assurnption was based on information on the traffic flow at the Wachov' Bank in

Peachtree Crossing Shopping Center and information previously provided by algreen' s.

He felt this intersection could become as congested as the GA 54/74 intersecti n with no

prospect for improvements.

Mr. Wayne King, a resident of the Highlands Subdivision, stated that he d been a

resident of Peachtree City for over 20 years. He had moved here in search 0 quality of

life for his farnily. and he had a fundamental problem with tearing down a chur h to build

a drug store and a bank. He appreciated the path the Methodist Church had ch sen when

they were faced with growth in their congregation. This church stood as a te timony of

their members' commitment to community values and quality of life. He no d that he

was not against development or commercial zoning and understood their con ' bution to

both the local economy and the quality of life, but too much of almost anythi g was not

good and everything should be taken in moderation. A Walgreen' s in this loca ' on would

put several drug stores and banks within a few hundred feet of each other.

As far as the traffic was concerned, Mr. King noted that at one tirne Peachtre Parkway
was expected to remain a two- lane road and was to be designated a scenic dri e. Lakes,
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churches, greenspaces, parks, golf courses, golf cart paths, and residential

this two- lane road that cut through the heart of Peachtree City. Srnall shops, estaurants,

and a few convenience stores consistent with the village concept were pictur d for thern

when they moved here. Mr. King also stated that traffic was already proble tic during
rush hour and impacted response time of fire trucks within a few hundred eet of the

Church site. He also said that reportedly there were already rnore accid ts at this

intersection than in any other intersection in Peachtree City.

He stated that he was not an environmental activist but he did have a healthy
the environment and felt we should be good stewards. Natural areas, lak

parks, greenspace, and greenscapes played a major role in a sustainable envir

contributed immensely to good health and a sense of well-being.

espect for

streams,

ent and

Storrnwater quality was another issue he mentioned. Trading greenspac for more

impervious surfaces

He felt that tax-paying residents of Peachtree City deserved better than th noise of

durnpsters slamming in the middle of the night, trucks making deliveries, b ght lights,
trash, traffic congestion and accidents associated with a 24-hour drug store.

Mr. Helton said that the residents wanted the church to reach their dream bu they also

had a dream. He asked the Planning Commission the following questions:

How will tearing down an architectural gem help? Are we going to become a

disposable city or Peachtree City?
Who is responsible for fulfilling a church' s wants? Is it unfair 0 ask the

Community to do so? Is it equally unfair to ask the Planning Co ission to

recommend intervening to make such a change?
Can the Church' s desires be objectively separated from Walgreen' rezomng

request?

They were impressed with Staff's recommendation. As citizens, they reCOmm nded that

the Planning Commission stayed in step with Staff.

Pastor Steve Bingham of Peachtree City First Baptist Church spoke in fa or of the

proposed rezoning. He said he was basically ignorant about all the things th had thus

far been presented. However, he believed that the value that Christ Our Shepherd

I
f
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brought to this City could not be calculated in costs or in any terms except that which was

eternal. He felt that their only desire was to serve the City and that their d sires were

pure. He said he could not speak for Walgreen' s. He thought it would be a d sservice to

the people of this City to disallow a church from trying to expand her mi istry. He

encouraged the Commission to look at what this Church brought to the people d to find

sorne alternative to give them every opportunity to continue flourishing b ause they
served this community so well.

A wornan who lived in Edgewater Subdivision across the street from

Wyndham Conference Center was built stated that at the time the conference

proposed, they fought that development very strongly with some of the sa concerns

that had been voiced at this meeting. As it turned out, however, not one of the things that

they were so fearful of ever happened. She felt that this development would e handled

equally as well and that possibly the end result would be the same.

Mr. Rich Parlontieri, a resident of North Cove Subdivision, said he thoug Mr. Rast

needed to reexamine the vacant office space. As a citizen, he did not think e City had

the right to legislate any free enterprise with respect to competitive businesses He noted

BBT and Wachovia Banks in Peachtree Crossings and McDonald' s and Wen y' s across

the street on Crosstown Road. He felt they had presented a very cornpellin argument

based on the facts the way they were. When looking at the Land Use Plan vill ge center,

he thought they had addressed the issues very systematically, very diligentl , and very

correctly. He added that the Planning Commission should recornmend t the City
Council that this land be rezoned because, at the end of the day, they w re a non-

compliant zoning and at some point they would be looking at a 50, OOOSF offi e building
on this site. Mr. Parlontieri reiterated what Mr. Thomas had said earlier, this hurch was

committed to moving whether it would be this time or next time. " God had lled them

to move, and they shall do so."

Mr. Jack Elrod of Oakmount Drive in Peachtree City stated that he bought house in

1975 when he moved to Peachtree City that had a Georgia Power easement be ind it. He

was told at that tirne that the Land Use Plan would not allow anyone exce t Georgia
Power to do anything with this easernent. He said about three years ago he fo d out that

Georgia Power had decided they no longer needed the easement, and Bob dams was

going to put a subdivision on the land. He said he found out about the propos 1 the night
of the public hearing before City Council. The property was rezoned, and all of the
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buffer zone was against the street and nothing against the property that back up to the

subdivision.

Another Peachtree City resident, Ms. Phyllis Aguayo, spoke in opposi
proposed rezoning. She stated that she had been in Peachtree City for 2

during those 20 years had been coming to City Council and Planning

rneetings, had served on the committee to update the Land Use PIa and the

Comprehensive Plan, and in many other capacities. She noted that Staff and . tizens had

put in rnultiple months and years looking at the Land Use Plan and Cornpreh sive Plan,

and she was very glad to hear that Mr. Rast and others had gone back to se the intent

which was not for the church property on this comer to become commerciaL As far as

the village center was concerned, she stated that the village center already xisted and

was not supposed to be on four comers. She pointed out that there was a ch rch on the

other corner that probably would be able to find just as much profit if they w e to allow

themselves to look at commercial zoning. She said that approval of this rezon ng request

would set a precedent and an unfortunate one.

Ms. Aguayo further stated that over the years she had seen citizens come, as ey had to

this meeting, concerned about what was going to be behind them or adjace t to them.

Usually the admonition was that they should have looked at the Land Use PI and they
would have known that it was zoned for that particular development. She dded that

these residents came many years ago, and the Land Use Plan was clear that it was not

zoned for commerciaL They had the right to come and ask that the Commiss on uphold
the Land Use Plan for them. She said that the Land Use Plan needed to be pr tected for

the reasons Mr. Rast mentioned. There would be redeveloprnent in the futu e, and the

action taken on this request would set a precedent. Ms. Aguayo said she alwa s intended

to stay in Peachtree City forever, and she hoped that the decision made on th rezoning

proposal would allow her to do so. Too many things were threatening what hey came

here for. She urged the Commission to look at the promises that were de to the

citizens of this City when they made their decision.

Mr. David Browning, a resident of the Highlands Subdivision, strongly urged the

Commission to vote against this proposaL He did not feel this request was abo t ministry
at all; it was about money. It was a win/win proposition in that the Church ould win

and get a lot of money for their property; and Walgreen' s would win and g a choice

location to set up business, right across the street from a perfectly adequate g store.

Mr. Browning said it was also a lose/lose proposition. The Church would move on,
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Walgreen' s would move in, and the community, both those who live in the ne hborhood

and also Peachtree City, would get to deal with what would come in. He sai there was

no way this would have a positive impact. It would make no improvem nt, would

adversely affect traffic, would adversely affect property values, and would hange the

Land Use Plan which was the reason so many residents came to Peachtre City. He

hoped both the Planning Commission and City Council would deny th proposed
rezoning. Mr. Browning stated that they had loved having the Lutheran C urch as a

neighbor, but they did not want dueling pharmacies across the street from each ther.

Mr. Mike Kelsch, a resident of Greensway Subdivision, said he moved to Pea htree City
18 years ago; and the driving force for him and most of the people in atte ce was

quality of life. He had never seen this type of planned community, and in orne ways

reminded him of living in Disneyland. He felt the appeal of this City woul be lost if

commercial zoning was allowed on every corner.

Ms. Fran Plunkett said she was one of "those people" who had been referre

She said she was offended by this inference because " those people" wanted

Shepherd to expand, and they understood evangelism. She said they were all

churches in the community, and they could sympathize and ernpathize with

Shepherd. She was an ordained elder at Peachtree City First Presbyterian

thought that one day their church could possibly be making this same pro sal. Ms.

Plunkett noted that Mr. Galloway stated that this proposal would have no im act on the

schools. However, the Fayette County Board of Education determined last y ar that all

of their children would stand out on the Parkway to be picked up each m rning and

dropped off every afternoon.

Ms. Plunkett also referred to an article in the Fayette Neighbor newspaper dat d April 7,

2005, in which Randy Gaddo mentioned that the Peachtree City Recreatio facilities

were getting a make- over. She proposed that the Church sell their property in luding the

church building to the City.

The Chairman closed the public hearing portion of the meeting at 9: I 0 p.m.

As part of Mr. Payton' s comments, he confirmed the following statements bout this
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This property was originally zoned AR.

In 1981 when the fire station was built, the Church property was rez ' ed OI and

it had been in the Land Use Plan as OI for some time with no objectio s.

Mr. Galloway contended that since the church was developed,
was identified in the Land Use Plan as commercial. Mr. Rast

the 1985 Future Land Use Map had the property designated as

Service.

s property
rified that

ommunity

The village centers would be located at significant intersections d would

include a variety of retail, office, service, educational, and recreation I facilities

which at this point this comer did.

Village centers were to be accessible by major thoroughfares.

Mr. Payton was not convinced this was the right thing to do with this pr perty and

questioned whether there was sufficient property to accommodate the proposed
developrnent. He said there had been no evidence given, that would justify c nging the

intent of the Land Use Plan for last 20+ years. He felt the intent of the Lan Use Plan

was clear and noted that the Land Use Plan and the zoning were changed t OI many

years ago with no objections. He also felt the Ordinance was very explicit ab tlimiting
the number of curb cuts in the areas of the village centers. He did not want to see any

further curb cuts on Highway 54 into this property and felt there was alread a serious

problem with traffic at this intersection that would continue to get worse.

Mr. Payton told the Commissioners that they should look at this proposal 0 Iy from a

business perspective and how it applied to the Land Use Plan and zoning. Th y must set

aside emotion.

Mr. Green did not think that this proposal conformed to the Land Use Plan and felt it

would change the character of this intersection. He sympathized with the urch and

thought they had done all they could do. He also recognized that the Church eeded the

money to buy more property and build another building. However, he did n think the

drug store was the appropriate use nor did this proposal conform to the over I plan for

this community.
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In response to a question from Mr. Mullin, Mr. Rast reviewed Section 1304 0 the Zoning
Ordinance relative to amending the zoning map.

Mr. Green and Mr. Mullin both felt that a big issue was that this rezoning w ld change'
the character of the area. Mr. Mullin thought it was ironic that none of the six criteria

addressed a sense of community, the character of a community, or the bett rment of a

community. He felt there was a lot of substance to this aspect of conside ation. He

added that he thought this building would not improve the community regardl ss of what

type of cosrnetic appeal was added to the fayade.

Mr. Green noted that despite the busyness of a Sunday morning, the Church as a much

more serene place and a retail building was much more intense and would hange the

character of this comer.

Mr. Mullin noted that Walgreen' s might serve a group of people but his goal as a

Planning Commissioner was to look out for what was best for the community, and he did

not see it here. He read a quote from the proposal which stated that the a chitectural

design of the facility would be " like no other in the United States." He state that their

proposal did not even come close to living up to that quote which he felt was art of the

reason the community was so opposed to Walgreen' s coming here. He just id not see

how the community would be a better place by doing this.

Mr. Mullin asked what the distance was from the back of the retail strip to e property
line. He noted that the highest peak of their one- story building would be 36'. . Payton
noted that Mr. Rarnsfield had said that their other building would be used a buffer.

Mr. Mullin said this was done to address the eyesore they were creating on e back of

the building which was also the reason IS- feet tall plant material would be pI ted on the

10- foot high berm. He said the placement of the building was his biggest c ncem and

pointed out that the storage, trash collection, and service entrance on the back Eckerd' s

was always a mess. He also had a problern with the right- iniright-out access to he site.

In response to Mr. Mullin' s question, Mr. Rast explained that there was a 20 foot City-
owned greenbelt from the rear property line of the homes in the Highlands bdivision

and a cart path 8 feet wide meandered through it. The berm would be within e 30- foot

rear building setback
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Mr. Johnson thought it was incumbent for the City to maintain the inte ty and the

quality of life that the residents enjoyed. He felt this proposal would have an adverse

effect on the quality of life in Peachtree City because of the proposed use, the affic, etc.

Mr. Scott noted that all of the churches in Peachtree City were experien
problems, and there had to be creative ways to handle the growth. He did

this proposal should be a detriment to any of the churches growing or seekin

ways to solve the problems that were common to all of them. He felt the mnnSSlon

should maintain the flavor of this community, and the facts remained that i 1981 the

zoning was changed to 01; it had remained OI with no objections. He felt that to approve

this proposal would be a detrirnent to the City and what was already her. Even if

approved, he felt the site plan was " horrific" because the site was very Ii ited. He

thought that better solutions should be investigated.

After discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Scott, seconded by Mr. Jo

unanimously adopted to forward to City Council the proposed change to th

Map and rezoning of the Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church tract from

with a recommendation that it not be approved.

I'



Sec. 1005A. 01 office institutional district.

1 005A.1) Intent of district: It is intended that the 01 zoning district be es blished for
office oriented business purposes. The regulations which apply within this district re designed
to encourage the formation and continuance of a stable, economically healthy an compatible
environment for office uses that are located so as to provide nearby areas wit convenient
service facilities. These regulations are also intended to reduce traffic conges on, provide
adequate off-street parking, avoid the development of " strip" type business areas, and

discourage encroachment by other uses capable of adversely affecting the limited character of
the d istricl.

1005A.2) Permitted uses: The following uses shall be permitted in any 01
officelinstitutional zoning district:

a) Business, professional, and govemment office facilities.

b) Business involving the rendering of a personal service in establish ents having
a size of 6, 000 square feet or less.

Masonic lodge.

Funeral home.

Publicly owned building, facility or land.

Building, facility or land for the distribution of utility services.

Building, facility or land for noncommercial park, recreation,

open space purposes.

Building, facility or land for off-street automobile parking.

Accessory use: See section 908. ( Ord. No. 588, 11- 19- 1992;
3- 18- 1999)

1005A. 3) [ Conditional uses: The following uses shall be permitted in a 01 zoning
district on a conditional basis:]

a) Church or other legitimate place of worship, including a one- family
minister, on the following conditions:

1) Notwithstanding any other requirements in this ordinance e following
conditions shall apply to all churches regardless of zoning dis ricl.

2) Minimum zoning lot area is three acres.

3) Minimum lot width: 100 feel.

4) Minimum setback area, front:

c)

d)

e)

f)

g)

h)

i) No. 709,

a) Building: 40 feel.

b) Parking: 20 feet.

5) Minimum setback area, side: 15 feel. If adjoining a reside tial lot, the

building setback shall be 75 feel.

Attachment " J"



6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11 )

12)

13)

14)

Minimum setback area, rear: 30 feet. If adjoining a residenti I zoning lot,

the building setback shall be 75 feet.

Maximum building height: As approved by the fire departmen .

All zoning lots shall have direct access onto an arterial, m jor collector

road or have access to an arterial, major lIector or

industrial/commercial road via a minor collector.

No parking shall be permitted within 20 feet of the propert line of any

adjoining residential zoning lot.

Parking and/ or servic;e areas shall be separated from adjoini residential

lots by a suitable fence or wall six feet in height or a suit ble planting
screen six feet in height at time of planting. The required fe ce, wall, or

screen must provide for a reasonable visual separati n between

properties. No fence or wall in excess of four feet may be placed in a

setback area adjoining a public street.

One non illuminated sign not greater than 32 square feet in ea for each

panel of a double- sided structure is permitted.

Parking: See section 909.

Lighting: See section ( 1005A.4)( n).

Any existing church in any zoning district may comply wi

requirement existing prior to enactment of this ordinance

comply with the conditions of this section. They shall not be

comply with various sections of both requirements.

either the

r they may
ermitted to

Ord. No. 408, 8- 21- 1986)

Editor's note: Ord. No. 408, adopted Aug. 21, 1986, renumbered former section ( 005A. 3) as

1005A. 4) and added a new ~ ( 1005A.3), as herein set out, except that subsection

classifications were provided by the editor in order to maintain the classification sys mused

herein. Material in brackets was added by the editor for purposes of clarity.

1005A.4) Other requirements: Unless otherwise specified in this ordi ance, uses

permitted in 01 zoning districts shall conform to the following standards:

a) Minimum zoning lot area: 20,000 square feet.

b) Minimum lot width: 100 feet.

c) Minimum front setback depth:

1) Building: 40 feet.

2) Driveway/parking: 20 feet.

d) Minimum side setback depth: Ten feet. If adjoining a residential zo ing lot, the

building setback shall be 75 feet.

e) Minimum rear setback depth: 20 feet. If adjoining a residential zo ing lot, the

building setback shall be 75 feet.



f) Maximum building height: 35 feet.

g) Parking: See section 909.

h) Signs: See Peachtree City sign ordinance [~ 66- 1 et seq.].

i) Storage: No storage will be permitted on the zoning lot outside a f lIy enclosed

building.

0) All zoning lots shall have direct access onto an arterial, major collector or

industrial/ commercial road or have access to an arterial, major collector or

industrial/ commercial road via an access street.

k) No automobile parking or service areas will be permitted within the r quired front
setback depth or within 30 feet of the property line of any adjoini residential

zoning lot.

I) Parking and service areas must be separated from adjoining reside tial lots by a

suitable planting screen, fence or wall at least six feet in height a ve finished

grade. The above required screen, fence or wall must provide for reasonable
visual separation between the properties.

m) No outside loudspeaker systems shall be utilized.

n) All lights or lighting arrangements used for purposes of advertisin , security or

night operations must be directed away from adjoining or near residential
zoning lots.

0) A landscape plan is required for the site, and must be reviewed by a registered
landscape architect to be designated by the city and by the planning commission

prior to issuance of occupancy permit. If no action is taken or ti e extended
within 30 days from filing, such request shall be considered ap roved. The

landscape plan shall be fully implemented prior to occupancy and if not

completed an occupancy permit will not be issued. If it is infeasible to complete
the landscaping due to weather conditions or other extenuating ci cumstances
then the owner shall post a performance bond or other acceptable curity in an

amount equal to 110 percent of the cost of the landscaping improv ents which
remain incomplete. The owner shall have a one- year period in whic to complete
the required improvements in a satisfactory manner.

The owner shall provide adequate maintenance of the

improvements for a minimum of one year from implementation.
inspect special screening at least once during this period to en re that the

approved plan has been fully implemented and maintained. If it is fund that the

landscaping, as stated in this section, has died within a one- year period such
landscaping shall be replaced by the owner.

Items ( c) and ( 0) above shall be binding standards on all devel
March 5, 1981. Development completed prior to this date will not

such standards now or in the future and will be limited to a 20- foot

depth.

Ord. No. 174( b), 1- 25- 1979; Ord. No. 233, 4- 2- 1981; Ord. No. 260, 5- 6- 1982; Ord. No. 268, ~
1 ( C)( 6), 6- 3- 1982; Ord. No. 366, ~ 19, 5- 22- 1985)

p) pment after

ed to meet

ont setback





GALLOWAY & LYNDALL, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

THE LEWIS- MILLS HOUSE . 406 NORTH HILL STREET . GRIFFIN. GEORGIA 30223 . ( 770) 233- 6230 . FACSIMI E ( 770) 233- 623 I
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J. CHADWICK T

BY HAND DELIVERY

Hen. Steve Brown

Mayor, City of Peachtree City, Georgia
City Hall

151 Willow Bend Road

Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

Re: Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church

Rezoning ADPlication No.: 2004- 10

Dear Mayor Brown:

The above rezoning application is presently scheduled for hearing before e Mayor and

Council on May 5, 2005. Attached hereto are documents and reports that the Ch ch submitted

to the Planning Commission in advance of its hearing on April II, 2005 in s pport of the

application, as follows:

a. Mission Statement of Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church a document
which details the Church' s decision to relocate based on its lac of space for

expansion of its ministry programs at the current site;

b. Rezoning Application - the materials submitted to support th~ rezoning by
CNL/Walgreens;

c. Planning Analysis reports on both the application to amend the ity' s Future
Land Use Map and the Rezoning Application -- prepared by B I Johnston, a

planning expert retained by the Church. ( This is the only an lysis to date
which addresses the merits of the rezoning application based n criteria set

forth in the City' s zoning ordinance and Georgia law.);

d. Economic Analysis - prepared by James Lawton, MAl retained y the Church
to address whether the property has any reasonable economic use nder current

01 zoning; and



Hon. Steve Brown
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e. Constitutional Objections to the existing or ( Office-Institutional) ning and CS

Community Service) future land use designation.

We are providing these documents and reports to you and each Councilmember
of the hearing for your review. Full review of these materials is crucial to your c

the application.

11 in advance

sideration of

I would like to highlight certain issues that are presented with the Church' s pplication:

a. The Lawton report on the economic value of the Church' s pro ertY is very

significant. His opinion makes clear that 01 uses on the property cann be sustained

because of the economic value of the property. The property' s value exceeds the
value of other 01 property in the City. This renders redevelopm nt under or

uneconomical. Even though the law requires that a property owner enj y reasonable

economic use of their property, the Planning Commission did not ev discuss this

point.

b. The Johnston report makes clear that commercial development on t e property is

consistent with the City' s comprehensive plan which project commercial

development at the City' s village nodes. The Johnston report also m es clear that

the future land use designation of CS ( Community Service) on the roperty is so

limiting that future development is essentially precluded thereby. It is Iso clear that

CS was applied to church properties in Peachtree City retroactively, I ng after each
one already existed and longer still after the City implemented plans fo village node

development. We also have reason to believe that the City' s represe tation that all

churches were placed within the CS classification is incorrect. W believe that
certain churches ( including Line Creek Baptist) were not designated CS and were

actually zoned commercial. This recent information causes significant oncern. In a

best case scenario for the City, there is significant conflict be een the CS
classification under the comprehensive plan and the plan' s policy 0 encouraging
commercial development at the village node.

c. The Johnston reports also represent the only planning analysis com leted on the

property. The Staff report failed to analyze the rezoning application the basis of
the factors set forth in the City' s Zoning Ordinance. The Staff has neve analyzed the

request to modifY the CS Future Land Use Map designation. At best, t e Staff report
is incomplete.

I am also very concerned about comments made by the Planning Co ission about
church expansion during its hearing on April II, 2005. The Plarming Commissio made it very
clear that its policies do not favor church expansions in the future. Several m mbers of the

Planning Commission noted that traffic and growth issues are present in sev al churches.
However, their comments were clear that growth was a church problem, not a ity concern.



Hon. Steve Brown

April 25, 2005

Page 3

They noted that churches could accommodate the City by solving their own tra nc and space

problems by hiring traffic policemen and developing two campuses served by shuttle. The

comments of the City' s Plarming Commission were as anti- church growth and pansion as I

have experienced in a zoning hearing. If the Planning Commission' s comment represent the

actual position of the City on church redevelopment and expansion, the City is on a head- on

collision course with several existing churches in the City. Long term, the City annot dictate

that churches split, function on two campuses served by shuttle or retain the r own traffic

enforcement in order to continue to exist. I will address this at the upcoming he . g.

I appreciate your attention to this letter and your review of the docume s and reports
conveyed herewith. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to cont t me.

Sincerely,

GALLOWAY & LYNDALL, LP

Newton M. Galloway
NMG/ alf

Enclosure

cc: Rev. John Weber

Mr. Ted Meeker

Mr. David Rast

I
J

i



SANDERS, HAUGEN, SEARS & MEEKER, P. C.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

11 PERRY STREET

P. O. BOX 1177

NEWNAN, GEORGIA 30264- 1177

770) 253- 3880
FAX ( 770) 254-0093

THEODORE P. MEEKER, III

E- MAIL: tmeekcr2la' mumail. orf!

WALTERD. S DERS
1909 - 1989)

TO: Mayor and Council

City of Peachtree City

FROM: Theodore P. Meeker, III

City Attorney

DATE: April 29, 2005

RE: Moratorium on Sign Permits

On March 19, 2005, the Council adopted a moratorium on sign permits as to

allow staffto complete its review of the City' s Sign Ordinance.. That review is ow

complete, and staff will be submitting a new ordinance to the Plarming Commis ion on

May 9, 2005 and City Council for consideration in June, 2005

So as to avoid any issues that may arise while the new ordinance is unde

consideration, it is my recommendation that Council adopt a second moratori

period of forty-five ( 45) days. At this time, it is anticipated that the new ordin
be adopted within such forty-five (45) day period.

for a

ewill

The moratorium resolution will be identical to the resolution that was di cussed

and adopted by the City Council on March 19, 2005.

TPMlbjc

i'



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

STATE OF GEORGIA

RESOLUTION No.

A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT A MORATORIUM ON THE ACCEPTANC OF

APPLICATIONS FOR SIGN PERMITS, OR THE ISSUANCE OF SIGN PE ITS,

WITHIN THE CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA; TO REPEA

CONFLICTING LAWS AND RESOLUTIONS; TO PROVIDE FOR

SEVERABILITY; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

WHEREAS, the City of Peachtree City, Fayette County, Georgia, was d Iy

incorporated by an act appearing at 1959 Ga. Laws, p.2049, as amended by Ord' ance

No. 770, adopted September 6, 2001, et. seq.; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Peachtree City has adopted

regulations for signs within the City, as codified in Chapter 66 of the Code of

Ordinances of the City of Peachtree City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council ofthe City of Peachtree City, Georgia, is t e duly

authorized governing body of the City; and

WHEREAS, decisions by the City Council are binding law upon all pers ns

within the corporate boundaries of the City of Peachtree City, Georgia; and

WHEREAS, the City Council is concerned about staff reports that Feder and

State Appellate Court decisions may impact sign regulations adopted by the Ci

Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council will refer to the Plarming Commission an staff

for a review of the City' s existing Sign Ordinance and to determine if a revision 0 the

Sign Ordinance of the City of Peachtree City is necessary; and

WHEREAS, the Plarming Commission should consider the review at a eeting

in May 2005 and the City Council should consider the report of the Plarming

Commission in June 2005; and

I

if





SANDERS, HAUGEN, SEARS & MEEKER, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

11 PERRV STREET

P. O. BOX 1177

NEWNAN, GEORGIA 30264- 1177

THEODORE P. MEEKER, III

E~MAIL: tmceker2ramumail. orl!

770) 253- 3880
FAX ( 770) 254.0093

WALTERD. SA DERS

1909 - 1989)

TO: Mayor and Council

City of Peachtree City

FROM: Theodore P. Meeker, III

City Attorney

DATE: April 29, 2005

RE: Moratorium on Commercial Structures over 32, 000 square feet

On March 19, 2005, the Council adopted a moratorium on this issuance f

building permits, or receipt of site plans, which reference or pertain to commerc I

structures in excess of 32,000 square feet. Since that date, staff has been coordi ating
with a plarming consultant so as to examine the need for the City' s current " Big ox"

regulations, and to provide planning support for such regulations.

The City Manager and I are meeting with the consultant on Monday, Ma 2, 2005

to further discuss this issue. While this issue is still under review, it is my
recommendation that Council adopt a second moratorium, for a period of forty- ve (45)

days. The extension ofthe moratorium should be sufficient to further analyze t s Issue,

and to make a recommendation to the Plarming Commission and City Council r arding
the regulations.

The moratorium resolution will be identical to the resolution that was di

and adopted by the City Council on March 19, 2005.

TPMlbjc



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

STATE OF GEORGIA

RESOLUTION No.

A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT A MORATORIUM ON THE ACCEPTANC OR

APPROVAL OF APPLICA nONS FOR BUILDING PERMITS FOR COMM RCIAL

STRUCTURES IN THE GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT IN XCESS

OF 32, 000 SQUARE FEET, OR THE ACCEPTANCE OR APPROVAL F

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLANS, OR FINAL SITE PLANS WHICH REFEREN E OR

INCLUDE COMMERCIAL STRUCTURES IN EXCESS OF 32, 000 SQUA FEET

WITHIN THE CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA; TO REPEAL CONF ICTING

LAWS AND RESOLUTIONS; TO PROVIDE FOR SEVERABILITY; AN FOR

OTHER PURPOSES.

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Peachtree City, Georgia, is th duly

authorized governing body of the City; and

WHEREAS, decisions by the City Council are binding law upon all perso s within

the corporate boundaries of the City of Peachtree City, Georgia; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Peachtree City has adopted re ulations

for commercial structures to be occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or te ant that

exceeds 32, 000 square feet, as codified in the Zoning Ordinance of the City ofPe chtree

City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Peachtree City desires to revi wand

potentially revise and amend the regulations applicable to commercial structures t be

occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or tenant that are in excess of 32, 00 square

feet within the General Commercial ( GC) district; and

WHEREAS, the City Council will refer to the Plarming Commission and afffor a

review ofthe regulations applicable to commercial structures within the General

Commercial (GC) district and the requirements for the construction thereof and d termine

if a revision to the Zoning Ordinance of the city of Peachtree City is necessary;



WHEREAS, the Plarming Commission should consider the review at its

meeting and the City Council should consider the report of the Plarming Commi

June 2005; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that it is in the best interest fthe

citizens and property owners in the City of Peachtree City that a moratorium on t e

acceptance of applications for, or the issuance of, building permits for new cons ction of

commercial structures to be occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or ten in

excess of32, 000 square feet within the General Commercial ( GC) zoning district and the

acceptance or approval of conceptual or final site plans for developments zoned

Commercial (GC) upon which a commercial structure to be occupied by any sin

owner, occupant or tenant in excess of 32, 000 square feet is indicated, be adopte

the pendency of the review and consideration of and the possible adoption of a te t

amendment to the Zoning Ordinance for the City of Peachtree City.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of Peachtree Cit does

hereby impose a moratorium on the acceptance and approval of applications for b ilding

permits for commercial structures within the General Commercial (GC) zoning d trict to

be occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or tenant in excess of 32, 000 squ e feet,

and upon the acceptance and approval of conceptual site plans and final site plans for

parcels zoned General Commercial (GC) and upon which it is indicated that any

commercial structure to be occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or tenant ' 11 be

in excess of 32, 000 square feet, for a period of forty-five (45) days from the date f

adoption ofthis resolution;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this moratorium shall not apply to an

applications for building permits received by the City as of the date of this Resol ion for

commercial structures to be occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or tenan in

excess of 32, 000 square feet, or to any applications for building permits received y the´



City for commercial structures within the General Commercial ( GC) zoning distt ct to be

occupied by any single use, owner, occupant or tenant in excess of 32,000 square feet

which are located in a development for which the conceptual site plan and/or the ~ nal site

plan for such development has been approved as of the date of this Resolution, p vided

that such structure( s) was indicated on the approved conceptual or final site plan.

IT IS SO RESOLVED, this day of May 2005.

ATTEST:

Steve Brown, MayorJane Miller, City Clerk

Judi-arm Rutherford, Counci Member

Stuart Kourajian, Council M mber

Steve Rapson, Council Mem er

Murray Weed, Mayor Pro Te t1





























CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and City Council Members

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Space Modifications and Fire Protection For Fire Station 82

May 5, 2005 Council Agenda

Recommendation:

That City Council approve the use of available funds from the City' s 2005 PIP con' ency account

in the amount of$30, 000 for space modifications at Fire Station 82 for the following p ~ ects:

1. Modify existing space, ( the old training room), located at Fire Station 82 into ffice space for
the Fire Marshal and Assistant Fire Marshal. Also, this area is being plarmed or ( a) storage
closet for recordslboxes, (b) public education materials storage, ( c) storage for additional
uniforms, turnout gear, and other wearables.

Estimated Cost $25, 000.)

2. Modify the existing Assistant Chiefs office to include conference space.
Estimated Cost $1, 500.)

3. Extend the existing fire sprinkler system to protect the engine bay.
Estimated Cost $3, 500.)

Discussion / Justification:

The department has recently filled the budgeted new position of Assistant Fire Mar al. Presently
there is no office space available for this individual. As a part of the old training ro m remodel the

Fire Marshal and Assistant Fire Marshal will share office space and be provided wi more efficient

work area along with needed storage for files and fire investigation evidence and p blic education

materials.













CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM:

City Manage
Assistant City Man ge

Administrative Services Director/ City Clerk ~

April 29, 2005

VIA:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Vehicle Accidents Involving City Employees

At the last Council meeting, Council asked about the increase in vehicle accidents om FY2004

when there were three accidents to FY2005 when there have been six accidents d ' ng the same

time period. These are accidents where the City employee was determined to be fault. Most

of the vehicle accidents involve public safety and public works employe s, which is

understandable when you consider the number of vehicles and miles they drive. Of the six

reported accidents, four involved the fire department, one involved the police de artment and

one the public works department. Three of the fire department accidents involved age to bay

doors or engine compartment doors while backing up a vehicle. Spotters ar required, if

available, according to the Fire Department SOPs. Assistant Chief Eiswerth indi tes that this

SOP is followed, and shift supervisors continue to reemphasize this to stati personnel.

Disciplinary action is taken on those who do not follow the procedure. The p ice accident

involved an officer scraping a cement pole while on patrol in a parking lot and the ublic works

accident involved limbs in one of the City trucks scratching two other City trucks There were

no injuries to our employees in any of these accidents and no privately owned ehicles were

involved in any of these accidents.

Directors/Chiefs meet quarterly and review all accidents and incidents and dis uss ways to

improve safety. Departmental safety training includes supervisors stressing saD driving and

safe operation of equipment.

jsm

cc: Directors/Chiefs



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Mayor and City Council ~

City Manager A.~
I~

Assistant CityM;~~~ ~~

Financial Services Director ~."::>-

VIA:

DATE: April 28, 2005

SUBJECT: Consider Ordinance for the Formation of the Peachtree City Go ernmental

Finance Corporation

May 5, 2005 City Council Meeting

Recommendation:

Approve ordinance authorizing the formation of the Peachtree City Gove

Corporation.
ntal Finance

Discussion:

In accordance with a recommendation made by the city' s bond counsel, E Ie Taylor of

Kilpatrick Stockton, staff is asking Council to approve the creation of a Georgi not- for-profit
corporation to serve as a legal entity for holding title to equipment and other prop rtY during the

term of any lease-purchase agreements for such property. Title to the property wi I revert to the

city upon termination of the lease( s). The corporation can also be used for an future lease-

purchase finance transactions such as bricks and mortar loans. In addition, the c oration will
be exempt from federal income tax under IRS Code Section 115 ( municipal inco e exclusion).
The elected members of the city council will serve as the board of directors for t corporation.
As referred to in the ordinance, Exhibit A will be sent out to Council prior t next week' s

meeting. The city attorney has discussed this matter with Mr. Taylor and co curs with his
recommendation.

Budl!etarv ImDact:
None. Legal fees for setting up the corporation will be paid for by the city' s ne lease- finance

company, All Points Capital Corporation. For prior lease- purchase agreements, w paid a fee to

GMA ( for each separate agreement) to serve the function of this corporation. The efore, we will
no longer have to pay these fees.



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF, PEACHTREE ITY

APPROVING THE FORMATION OF THE PEACHTREE ITY

GOVERNMENTAL FINANCE CORPORATION; AND PROVIDIN AN

EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, in order to finance various capital projects for use by Peach ee City ( the

City"), the " Peachtree City Goverrunental Finance Corporation" ( the " Corporal' n") will be

organized and incorporated under the laws of the State of Georgia as a nonprofit c rporation to

acquire certain properties and to lease or sell them to the City under the terms ofle e, purchase,
or lease purchase contracts ( the " Agreements"); and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has not made and does not intend to make an profit itself,
or by reason of the acquisition of any projects, and no part of the income or ssets of the

Corporation will inure to the benefit of any person, firm, or corporation, other than t e City; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation intends to convey all right, title, and in erest of the

Corporation in and to all the property constituting a project to the City upon retir ment of any

obligation or indebtedness of the Corporation incurred in connection with such pr ' ect, and the

City does hereby find and determine that the formation of the Corporation and its assistance in

financing City projects are necessary and desirable in order to promote and prese e the health,

safety, and welfare of its residents; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation has requested the Council of the City t approve its
formation;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City, an it is hereby
ordained, as follows:

SECTION 1. The formation of the Corporation, subject to the approval of its initial
members and directors, in accordance with the Articles of Incorporation in substan . lly the form
attached hereto as Exhibit A, for the purposes described in the foregoing recit s, is hereby
approved.

SECTION 2. The City hereby consents to accept title to property co stituting the

projects, to be surrendered free and clear of all liens and encumbrances, upon etirement of

obligations or indebtedness of the Corporation incurred in connection therewith,

SECTION 3. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to create obligation,
direct, indirect, or contingent, on the part of the City to pay any part of the cost of y project or

any obligation or indebtedness of the Corporation incurred in connection therewith either in the
event of a default or failure by the Corporation or otherwise, or at such time as t e transfer of
title to any projects to the City shall become absolute.

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its adoptio

1131796. 1


