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City Council of Peachtree City
Agenda
February 18, 2010
7:00 p.m.

Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance

Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

Swearing in of Reserve Officers Phil Jones & Eric Semon
Recognize Employee of the Month — Kenneth Ralls
Proclamation for World War Il Heritage Days
Proclamation for Arbor Day

Citizen Comment
Any member of the public attending the meeting may comment on any issue or item that is not included
on the agenda. The time limit is two (2) minutes.

Agenda Changes

Minutes
February 2, 2010, Workshop
February 4, 2010, Regular Meeting

Consent Agenda

1. Consider Alcohol License —~ NEW —~ China Bistro

The applicant has met the requirements in Cify’s alcohol ordinance, and new licenses must be approved
by Council

2. Consider Request to Surplus Public Works Vehicles

Request for Council to approve the surplus of vehicles with excessive miles for resale through GovDeals
or most economical disposal method for the City.

3. Consider Budget Amendments — FY 2010

Amendment is a transfer of approved budget for salaries and benefits from Code Enforcement
Department to Building Department based on the previously approved reorganization of the Community
Development Division.

Old Agenda Items

02-10-05 Consider Tree Removal Permit Fee Schedule

At the direction of Council, staff fo present an analysis of potential fee increases for tree removal permits
on residential property

New Agenda ltems

02-10-06 Public Hearing —~ Consider Request to Lift Multi-family Moratorium for
Tract 8 (4.8 acres) within Lexington Circle

NorSouth Companies requested that the multi-family moratorium be lifted so they can work with staff on

a proposal to develop an age-restricted apartment complex geared towards senior adults

02-10-07 Public Hearing — Consider Variance Request for Telecommunications
Tower at 403-A Dividend Drive

Tim Powers requested a variance to permit the construction of a 170-foot telecommunications tower and

associated equipment that would éncroach into the established horizontal surface area associated with

Falcon Field '

Council/Staff Topics
Hot Topics Update

Executive Session

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




City Council of Peachtree City
Workshop
Minutes of Meeting
February 2, 2010
6:30 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met in a joint workshop session with the Planning
Commission on Thursday, February 2, 2010, at 6:30 p.m. Council Members in attendance were:
Mayor Don Haddix, Vanessa Fleisch, Eric Imker, Kim Learnard, and Doug Sturbaum. Planning
Commissioners in attendance were Chairman Patrick Staples, Joe Frazar, Larry Sussberg, and
Lynda Wojcik. Planning Commission Alternate Lisa Curtis also attended.

The purpose of the workshop was to provide the following:

* Anoverview of the City's telecommunications tower ordinance as it related to the
potential for identifying locations for additional towers throughout the City, with
representatives from American Tower, AT&T, Verizon, T-Mobile invited to discuss their
planning strategy to upgrade their service within the City and to answer questions as
needed.

* Anoverview of the recently adopted Transition Buffer Yard Ordinance as it related to
new development ‘ _

* Anoverview of the City's Buffer Ordinance as it related to new development along the
City's thoroughfares

* Anoverview of recent updates to the Vegetation Protection and Landscape Ordinance

* Discussion of developing an ordinance requiring owners of vacant land and buildings to
register the property with the City

Staff members attending were: City Manager Bernard McMullen, Interim Community
Development Director/City Planner David Rast, and Planner/Economic Development
Coordinator Tony Bernard.

Copies of the PowerPoint presentations are included in the meeting file.

Rast gave an overview of the City’s Telecommunications Ordinance, noting the changes made
based on the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, which was designed to open up markets
to competition by removing unnecessary regulatory barriers. In response to requests from
various wireless carriers in 2007, staff requested that Council impose a 90-day moratorium on all
new telecommunication tower applications. Staff worked with the Planning Commission and
various wireless providers, including companies that constructed and leased towers, to develop
an ordinance and identify potential locations for new towers. The amended ordinance was
adopted March 19, 1998. The highlights of the amendments included no new towers being
permitted unless the applicant demonstrated that no existing tower nor any towers in the approval
process could accommodate the applicant’s proposed antenna. The applicant had to demonstrate
that the proposed new tower was designed to accommodate as many additional antennas as
possible. No single-purpose towers were to be permitted. All new towers had to comply with
current building and electrical codes. Towers and antennas had to comply with current standards
established by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Federal Communications
Commission (FCC), or any agency of the federal government authorized to regulate them.

Rast continued that the ordinance litited the height of the towers and antennas to 350 feet and
restricted them to the following zoning districts — Agricultural Reserve (AR), Open Space (0S),
Light Industrial (LI), and General Industrial (GI). He then provided an overview of where the
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current towers were located in the City, including the zoning, height, and type. A 190-foot tower
was located on the Hicks tract on Line Creek Drive. The lattice tower was approved on April 22,
1991, and was located in General Commercial (GC) zoning. Alltel/Verizon, Powertel, and
Intercel were located on the tower. The 300-foot lattice tower behind City Hall was approved on
December 16, 2001, and was located in OS zoning. Powertel, LLC Tnternational, Inc., and T-
Mobile were collocated on the tower. American Tower’s 100-foot monopole on Senma Road
behind Carmichael-Hemperley Funeral Home was approved on July 6, 2005, and was located in
AR zoning. The carriers collocated on the tower included T-Mobile, AirTouch, Verizon, and
Sprint. American Tower’s 235-foot lattice tower on Huddleston Road was approved in July 6,
1995, and located in GC zoning. AT&T, Velocita, MetroPCS, and USA Mobility were
collocated on the tower. The 195-foot monopole located on the Powers tract on Huddleston
Road was approved on June 24, 1996, and was located in LY zoning. AirTouch, Verizon, and
Nextel were collocated on the tower. American Tower built the 180-foot laftice tower located on
City property near the Recycling Center and Meade Field. The tower, located in GI zoning, was
approved on September 14, 1998, and AT&T, Verizon, MetroPCS, Nextel, XM Satellite Radio,
Sprint, and T-Mobile were collocated on it. American Tower also built the 190-foot lattice tower
located on the Tiernan & Patrylo property in Industrial Park that was approved on September 29,
1998. The property was zoned GI, and AT&T, Verizon, MetroPCS Sprint, Aerouch and
PowerTel were collocated on the tower.

David Kirk of Troutman Sanders, a legal firm serving as counsel to telecommunications
companies and local governments; Kimberly Adams of COMPASS Technology Services, Inc.;
and Liz Hill of American Tower presented information from the industry perspective. Yamsa '
Buice, Site Acquisition Inc., LLC; Pete Meadows, South Metro regional manager of External
Affairs for AT&T; Butler Fevrier,f owner and principal radio frequency engineer of Telicel;
Robert Downie, director of asset management for Communications Infrastructure Group, LLC;
and Jen Blackburn of Troutman Sanders also participated.

Hill noted that one in five Georgia households had “cut the cord” and relied entirely on wireless
service for communication. The range of services and devices available for businesses and
homes were increasing rapidly. There was a'mobile to mobile explosion and the amount data
and speeds were also increasing rapidly. Wireless carriers had been modifying and upgrading
existing sites by changing out antennas and adding capacity when possible. Significant new
service had been added through collocation on existing towers owned by tower companies or
other carriers. New towers were added to increase coverage and capacity where necessary.

Hill showed examples of the basic tower types — monopole, self-supporting tower (lattxce) and
guyed tower. She continued that stealth design was a tower design intended to blend into the
surrounding landscape, both urban and natural, and there were a wide variety of applications.
There was a trade-off between stealth design and service quality, including the height of the
facility and the ability to collocate additional towers.

Adams explained the first phase of the site selection process. She said carriers constantly
monitored service, and the areas of limited coverage/capacity were identified and evaluated.
Towers were built only where the need and demand existed. A radio frequency engineer
identified the search area (the geographic area where the new site must be located to provide the
desired service) and the height needed.
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During the second phase, a site acquisition specialist identified candidate sites within the search
area, with a strong preference for existing towers or other tall structures in the area. The local
requirements/processes were researched, and the property and tower owners were contacted.
The site acquisition specialist worked with the radio frequency engineer evaluated the suitability
of the candidate site(s) to fill the gap.

In the third phase, the site acquisition specialist negotiated the lease with the property owner.
The specialist then worked with the land use attorney and others to identify the local zoning
action needed, then prepared and submitted the required applications and documents, and
attended public hearings. The specialist also helped coordinate the permitting and construction
of approved facilities. Adams then gave an example of a search area and radio frequency
coverage without the new site and with the new site.

Kirk went over the legal/regulatory framework for the industry. He pointed out that the
Telecommunications Act (TCA) of 1996 overhauled federal regulation of wireless
communications companies and provided a pro-competitive, deregulatory national policy
framework that supported rapid deployment of wireless infrastructure. It also preserved state and
local authority while imposing certain limitations. Section 704 of the TCA was the grant of
authority...”except as provided....nothing...shall limit or affect the authority of a State or local
government or instrumentality theréof over decisions regarding the placement, construction, and
modification of personal wireless service facilities.” Section 704 of the TCA also placed
limitations on the authority:

¢ “Regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless
services facilities...shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally
equivalent services; and shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision
of ... services.” ' '

e “A state or local government...shall act on any request for authorization...within a
reasonable period of time after the request is duly filed..., taking into account the nature
and scope of such request.”

e “Any decision...to deny a request to place, construct, or modify personal wireless
facilities shall be in writing and supported by substantial evidence contained in a written
record.” . : :

o “No state or local government...may regulate...personal wireless service facilities on the
basis of the environmenta] effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that facilities
comply with the [FCC’s] regulations concerning such emissions.”

Kirk continued that Section 704 also guaranteed carriers the right to expedited review, adding
that some jurisdictions took six months for an application to be processed and approved, while
others could take four years. The TCA required applications be processed in a reasonable time
period. Section 704 requirements included: '

e  “Any person adversely affected by any final action or failure to act by a state or local
government...that is inconsistent with [Section 704 of the TCA} may, within 30
days...commence an action in any court of competent jurisdiction.”

e “The court shall hear and decide such action on an expedited basis.”

Kirk added that an FCC declaratory ruling was issued on November 18, 2009, on an industry
group petition that cleared up the legal question in federal courts over the “one provider” rule.
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The ruling set outer limits for local review and action, and included 90 days for collocation and
150 days for new structures.

Hill discussed how the carriers, governmental entities, and citizens could work together by
recognizing the role and importance of the wireless communications infrastructure in supporting
economic development and public safety. She noted many of the calls made to 911 centers came
from cell phones, and public safety employees used many types of wireless communication in
performing their jobs. Reasonable standards should be adopted and workable ordinances should
be tailored to local conditions, staff abilities, time for review, and budget. Industry, citizens,
businesses, and other stakeholders should be involved in drafting ordinances. Clear procedures
should be established to minimize delays in considering applications. Staff should work
cooperatively with applicants to provide a clear understanding of the process and review
standards and consider the “fast track” for desirable projects. Working together included
understanding the legal environment and monitoring changes in the law and regulatory
environment, explicitly rejecting arguments regarding health effects of radio frequency
emissions, and understanding the investment carriers made in licensing and designing their
systems. In addition, staff skills should only be supplemented to the extent necessary to keep
control of the project, and staff recommendations and final decisions on standards and on
reliable, substantial evidence should be maintained in a written record.

Haddix noted that there were three specific concerns Council had to address with City Attorney
Ted Mecker — the health-related issue, the ability to say Council did not want a tower, and the
ability to say there were enough towers and the City did not need more carriers. He wanted
everyone to understand that Council was aware of those questions, and they were trying to find
out where the City stood legally on those issues. There would be more meetings to solicit public
input. :

Sturbaum said that Senate Bill 192 - Wireless Communications Tower Siting Act, which
provided planning for the construction of wireless facilities/wireless support structures, was
under review by the State Senate Ways and Means Committee. One of his concerns was about
the limitations on local jurisdictions as far as a timeline for review of applications and what
constituted an emergency. Sturbaum said he was monitoring the bill closely and talking with the
City’s representatives. Kirk said he had followed the bill during the 2009 session, but not the
current session. The industry had not been involved in submitting the bill. Lobbyists for the bill
had indicated it probably would not make it through the current session either.

Haddix said Council wanted to ensure due diligence was done and opened the floor to speakers.

Bill Jones, president of the Ardenlee Homeowners Association (HOA), said the carriers had been
working on this for two years and asked why there had not been a map of the towers in the City
now and plans for future coverage. Kirk said the charge for this meeting had been to provide
general information, not to focus on specific sites or service levels. Jones said an application had
been submitted to construct a tower next to his subdivision on St. Paul Lutheran Church’s
property that was near a residential neighborhood and an elementary school. Kirk clarified that
the carriers did see a need for more towers in the City, but there was not an application submitted
for a specific location at this time. McMullen said that the City had received a rezoning request
from St. Paul’s, but an application for a tower had not been included. Dee Marriott, vice-
president of the Ardenlee HOA, said the reason the church was asking for a rezoning was for a
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tower. She said that, specifically in the presentation, they said they did not want towers in
residential areas. She did not feel that was accurate as they were looking at residential areas and
asking for rezonings. There was a commercial area across the street. Haddix explained that the
church had asked for the rezoning, but Council did not know why at that point. It had not been
presented to Council yet.

Wojcik explained that the Planning Commission and staff had looked at breaking the Open
Space (OS) zoning into two categories — Open Space-Conservation (OS-C) and Open Space-
Public (OS-P) — for quite some time, and at whether or not to include churches in one of those
categories since they could be located in a myriad of zoning areas. The City had initiated the OS
rezonings. The church did not come to the Planning Commission asking for a rezoning., Kedron
was to be the first area for the OS rezonings. The carrier approached the church because of the
rezoning. The OS rezonings had nothing to do with cell towers. Marriott said she understood
that.

Sussberg added that the zoning changes were part of the preparation for the next Comprehensive
Plan/Land Use Plan update. The church had come forward and said they had been contacted by
a carrier. When the rezoning issue came before the Planning Commission at its last meeting,
Rast reported that the carrier had contacted the church and, if the land were to be rezoned, they
would be able to move forward. Sussberg said the Planning Commission decided to postpone
the rezoning until there was clear vision of what the City wanted. The church was waiting for a
decision. Nothing was moving forward or happening behind the public’s back. It started
because of the preparation for the Comprehensive Plan update.

Rast explained that there were four zoning categories in which towers could be located. If an
application came in that met all the criteria in the ordinance, the City had very little that could
keep the tower from being approved. Open Space was a broad classification. There were over
3,300 acres of land zoned OS, and the City was the primary owner. Two new zoning
classifications had been created, OS-P and OS-C. Open Space-Conservation included areas like
the Flat Creek and Line Creek nature preserves, as well as the City greenbelts. The uses for OS-
C were definitive and included paths, boardwalks, playgrounds, and passive parks. Open Space-
Public included areas such as the Baseball Soccer Complex, schools, and churches. Additional
uses were in OS-P, including towers. Rezoning the OS areas to OS-C and OS-P would be a
lengthy process. Staff originally thought there were 700 parcels zoned OS, but had found the
number was into four digits. The new classifications would limit the areas where the towers
could go. He continued that the carriers had approached the Board of Education regarding
locating towers on school property, and the board had turned them down, as had the Fayette
County Water System when asked about putting towers on the water tanks. The City would not
be opened up to towers, but towers would be limited to certain areas. The OS-C zoning category
would protect most of the areas located next to residential areas.

Kai Wolter, a resident and business owner, said his hotel located in Kedron Village had 88 rooms
with no cell reception.. There were dead zones in Kedron. There needed to be a balance between
form and function. He said the companies were welcome to put a tower in his parking lot.

Staples said he was confident the answers would be found with everyone working together on
the issue. The issue was trying to provide the necessary robust coverage needed today and
tomorrow for the wireless market while minimizing the aesthetic impact. He referred to an area
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on in the vicinity of SR 54 West/Huddleston Road where the towers were very close together.
The opportunity had probably been lost to collate those carriers on one tower. They did not want
to end up with multiple scenarios as opposed to a rational footprint. Rast said the City asked the
carriers where they needed the towers when the ordinance had been updated. At that time, the
carriers wanted the towers along SR 54 and SR 74, but the industry had changed considerably
and the needs were different. Hill added that the tower industry was still in its infancy when
most of the towers in the City were built. Everything had been done independently. American
Tower acquired many towers and started leasing space. There was not a business model to
follow; it was a factor of how the industry developed. Ordinances did not originally require
collocation. The City’s towers now had three to six carriers each. Staples asked if there was a
maximum on how many carriers could be on a single tower. Hill said generally three to six,
depending on the tower.

Pat Phillips said there was win-win situation. Phillips, a City resident who had worked for many
years in telecommunications, said Council needed to drive the process. The City needed to take
control from the top end down, including exploring options for City property. There was no
reason the City could not enjoy the revenue from the tower leases. The City needed to explore
owning the towers. There needed to be total transparency during the process. Improving the
City’s first responder communications should be part of any agreement.

Frazar said he was disappointed that there was no commitment from the industry on where they
would restrict towers. While doing his own research, Frazar found there were industry standards
on the proximity of towers to schools, playgrounds, and day care centers. There were Federal
Communication Commission (FCC) standards and internationally accepted standards. He felt
the carriers should have restricted areas before recommending to the City where a tower should
be placed.

Fleisch asked if a study of the radio frequencies in the City had been commissioned. Fevrier said

it had not. Sussberg suggested setting up an independent panel (two from Couneil, two from the

Planning Commission, and citizens) to work with independent consultants to look at the current

coverage and try to come up with a plan that was best for the City. Haddix said Council would

consider that idea, but was cautious given the history of task forces in the City, especially with
- the timeline that was needed. - '

Bonnie Beerbower said that the website www.antennasearch.com provided information on the
number of towers located within four miles of the address that was entered. She found there
were 32 towers within that radius of her home on Crabapple Lane, although they were not all cell
towers. Tyrone had a cell tower located in its industrial park. Elevations were important too,
and St. Paul’s property was pretty low. There should be an independent study done to determine
where coverage was needed. She asked if there was an FCC regulation on the percentage of
coverage cities had to provide. Fevrier explained that, in the early days of cel} phones, there had
been a limit on where to build a tower and the percentage of coverage the tower could provide
for the carrier to retain its license. Cartiers determined their needs and worked within the limits
of the cities. Haddix said that was the reason the City Attorney needed to be consulted, to
interpret the gray areas and terminology. Areas that were not absolutely defined were arguable
points.




City Council Workshop
February 2, 2010
Page 7

Kathy Cheney asked what “substantial evidence” the City could use to limit cell towers in
residential areas. She did not get dfopped calls with her carrier, and the towers were where they
belonged, in the Industrial Park, not back yards. She asked if the Planning Commission could
stipulate future sites for the towers.

Wojcik said she had dropped calls on her personal phone and work phones and only one bar on
her wireless computer. The City could not show a preference to any one company. The
Industrial Park did not extend to the north end of the City. In the beginning, cell coverage was
available along interstates. There were many more products using the technology now. The
problem was the City was almost built out, and it was a residential city., If towers were not
allowed in commercial or residential zoning, then there were very few areas left. Cheney asked
if additional towers could be constructed near the current towers.

Karen Davis said she was willing to pay for a land line to keep the poles/towers out of
neighborhoods. Aesthetics were important, but so was the location. She asked Council to
consider what was important to residents.

Haddix told those attending the meeting that he felt the issues were being confused. The
workshop was for technical information, Council was not permitting an actual tower location at
this meeting. There were many comments made from the audience by unidentified people who
did not use a microphone. Haddix assured the residents they would know when the City
received any applications for permits.

David Cheney referred to the presentation, noting that Jocal authorities had the final say and that
citizens could not say they did not want it. Kirk said that was correct. Except for the provisions
stated in the law, local jurisdictions had final say. David Cheney said the top and bottom bullets
conflicted with each other. Sturbaum said there had been municipalities that had blocked the use
and fair trade under various FCC regulations. There had been a conflict of federal and local law.
The federal law said City had a right to act, but had must conduct itself from a business
perspective. There were also property rights issues. The City had to listen to both sides, act in a
reasonable time period, and ensure that due diligence was done.

Sussberg said the City could be proactive by working with companies such as American Tower
and with the carriers to identify the areas with holes and locations best suited the City’s needs.

Rast said that was the next step. The City had chosen to be proactive in 1998 when the ordinance
was developed. The next step was to identify the needs and gaps, and find areas suitable for the
towers. He did not see the process dragging out, adding it should be done within the next 30 —
45 days. Another workshop would be scheduled to present the facts. Staff had been talking with
T-mobile for the past year, and T-mobile had identified the areas where they needed coverage.
Staff had identified sites owned by the City, which would require action by Council to enter into
a lease agreement. Once the sites were identified, the process was very expensive for the
carriers, which was one of the reasons staff had asked what direction Council wanted to go. He
said all of the information staff had should be on the website by the next day.

Mary Giles said she lived south of SR 54 and want to ensure her area was represented. Tt was
not just about zoning, and the FAA and Falcon Field needed to be involved in any decision made
south of SR 54. She asked what effect the airport would have on tower placement south of SR
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54. She noted that, at the November 5, 2009, meeting, a former Council Member had stated the
airport would block any towers coming into that area.

McMullen explained that the zones in the circles on the map around the airport did not mean
antennas could not be located in proximity to the airport. Within those areas, antennas over a
certain height were an issue, and applications would be reviewed by the Airport Authority and
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The maximum height allowed in the inside circle was
150 feet above the airport elevation, and the height changed depending on the distance from the
airport in the area between the inner and outer circles. Those areas were more restrictive because
they were part of the airport zoning. Giles asked if that meant it would be more difficult for a
carrier to locate a tower in that area in the Industrial Park. McMullen said only if the tower
exceeded the height limit. Giles asked the industry representatives if they would exceed the
height limit. Fevrier said all the carriers followed strict FAA guidelines. Giles asked that, for
the south side of the City, the carriers and the City focus their efforts on any needed towers in the
Industrial Park. '

Bob Beerbower asked whether Council would have the final say on towers and whether it would
go through zoning. As an example, he asked if the City could stop him from building a tower on
his property if it was zoned properly. Haddix said Council would not see the application if it met
all the zoning and telecommunications requirements. An application would only come to
Council if a variance or rezoning was needed. McMullen said the City could not stop an
application if it met all the ordinance requirements and met all the requirements for site plan
approval. Learnard said that was why it was such an important Zoning issue.

Haddix said the next step was to work together, narrow the areas of coverage down to specific
sites, then meet to look at how the City wanted to proceed. It was also important to discuss the
gray areas with the City Attorney. McMullen said they needed to look at the zoning throughout
the City to see if any changes to the zoning restrictions were needed. Once the locations had
been specified and any proposed changes to the ordinances were made that applied to everybody,
then the City would have the rules and guidelines for the Planning Commission to use. Haddix
asked if the companies were on board with that process. Those attending the meeting were, but
the five major carriers all needed to present what they needed for the future, McMullen said the
City had done the same thing in 1998, and it had lasted for 12 years. Now it needed to be done
again, and they needed to look at what would be needed 15 years in the future,

Tim Powers noted that he had a variance request on the February 18 agenda regarding a cell
tower on his property in the Industrial Park, so there was an application on the table. McMullen
said the request was for a 300-foot tower, and the Airport Authority had already notified staff
they would not support the variance.

Transition Yard Standards between Dissimilar Zoning Districts — Section 916 of Zoning
Ordinance

Rast said there would be an overview on buffers and landscaping, noting that the transition yard

ordinance was approved in January 2009 and was designed to enhance buffers between

dissimilar zoning districts. Rast showed the site plan for the Line Creek retail development,

which featured a 75-foot transition yard between the development and the Cardiff Park/Planterra

Ridge subdivisions. He also showed how the transition yard standards would have applied to the

Christ Our Shepherd Lutheran Church site if the rezoning request to rezone the property to
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office/commercial zoning had been approved several years ago. Imker asked if any commercial
developments had been grandfathered in at the previous 10-foot requirement. McMullen said no
projects had to be grandfathered. In the future, any buffer between residential and commercial
would have to be 75 feet.

Fletsch asked how 75 feet had been decided. Rast said that they had looked at “in the field”
conditions at 25 feet, 50 feet, and 75 feet. They also looked at site plans, and 75 feet was a
substantial buffer, especially if fully vegetated. He asked Council to let him know if they wanted
to work on any part of the ordinance. : :

Buffer Ordinance Requirements

Rast gave an overview of the ordinance requirements, noting that the standards differed based on
the several road classifications in the City. The intent was to preserve the vegetation along major
thoroughfares, while still being able to see the commercial developments from the highway:.
Future development along SR 74 would have to comply with the ordinance as much as possible
given the changes during the road-widening. The ordinance was working with the exception of
SR 74 South. | ' '

Wojcik was concerned that the same thing could happen on SR 74 North if the state decided to
add additional lanes to match what was done on SR 74 South. She asked if the buffers started at
the edge of the road right-of-way. Rast said they did. He hoped that in 10 — 15 years SR 74
South would look like SR 74 North, after the rights-of-way re-naturalized with second growth
pines. Some of the work being done with the Gateway grant would assist with that. Wojcik said
the City should look at increasing the buffer in areas where the state might widen the highways.
Rast said SR 74 North had very few undeveloped lots. He would contact the Department of
Transportation (DOT) to see if any future widening could be done in the median, as it was done
for any further widening on SR 54 West. ' ' '

Haddix asked Rast to look at the “save” areas, as well as minimum plant and replacement areas.

Overview of Updates to the Landscape Ordinance

Rast said tree replacement requirements depended on the amount of impervious surface on a site,
including the area reserved for stormwater detention. Trees removed needed to be replaced with
plant material. The plan required one canopy tree and one understory tree for every 1,000 square
feet of impervious surface. The minimum caliper for canopy trees was two inches, and the
caliper size for understory trees was increased to minimum of two inches. Minimum sizes were
also set for multi-trunked trees such as hollies. Maintenance requirements were added for once
the plants were installed, as well as replacement requirements. Limits were also placed on
limbing and trimming up of trees.

Sussberg asked if there was a time limit on replaéing trees that had fatlen due to storms. Rast
said the trees would have to be replaced, with a guarantee of two years after acceptance, then
staff inspected them. Owners were notified in writing if replacement was required.

Haddix asked if one canopy tree and one understory tree was enough. Wojcik said the ordinance
needed to be beefed up. Developers went for the minimum, and the minimum needed to be
better. Sussberg said that, as a business owner who rented space in a development hit by armed
robberies, there were security concerns related to dense vegetation. Rast said there might be
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another solution rather than requiring more trees. It was sometimes difficult to get the current
number of trees required on a site. They had to make sure trees were healthy, planted properly,
and had room to grow, or trees would be lost. He recommended looking at the possibility of
going to a three-inch caliper requirement for canopy trees to provide, more substantial trees.

Staples referred to the Delta Credit Union building as an example of landscaping that did not fit
the scale of the building, saying that the trees needed to be four times larger. He said there
needed to be a minimum coverage standard that considered the massing of the building. Wojcik
suggested that the landscaping could be based on the number of stories. Rast said they had
looked at that, but pointed out that the larger the tree caliper the longer it took for the roots to
spread and the tree to grow. Wojcik said it might take longer for a larger tree to grow, but it
would look better from the beginning.

Mike Lorber suggested increasing the caliper inches and pushing the bigger trees out to the front.
Rast suggested looking at total caliper inches, rather than the number of trees, which would give
the option of planting larger trees. He said the City did not accept landscape plans until
construction started so they would have a better idea of the building scale. McMullen
recommended taking a couple of site plans and using the new criteria to see if it worked.

Sussberg said that, as a business :o\__mer, he was concerned with the canopy blocking wall
signage. There needed to be a balance between aesthetics and sensible business practice.

Discussion of Proposed Vacant Building Registration Ordinance
Rast said this would be a new ordinance, adding that the housing code official had researched
several jurisdictions to see how the issue was addressed. There was a growing number of vacant
buildings in the City. Some were not maintained, some were a blight to the neighborhood, and
the owners for some were unknown. The highlights of the proposed ordinance included the
following: 4 '
* Vacant structure defined as a structure or building that is unoccupied for a period of 90
days;
¢ Administered by Housing Code Official;
* Housing Code Official would provide written notice to the owner of the existence of a
vacant structure, building, or dwelling; '
e Within 10 days, property owner must register the structure with the City; and
¢ Registration must be renewed every six months.

Rast continued that the owner would be required to submit a plan to care for the building while it
was vacant. When a structure was registered, the property owner would submit the following:
The length of time the owner expected the vacancy to continue;

The proposed rehabilitation or improvements to be made to the structure;

A form in which the owner granted permission to inspect the property; and

A description of what would be done to secure the structure so it would not become open
to the general public.

The aspects of the proposed ordinance included the following:
* Periodic inspections by Housing Code Official, Fire Department, and Police Department
as necessary to ensure property was maintained and not open to the general public;
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Identified procedures for permitting board-up permits;

Issuance of vacant building permit;

Identified standards for securing a building; and

Identified protocol for addressing real property maintained in a blighted condition.

* & & @

Rast said staff would like to know whether to move forward with the registration ordinance. If
s0, then there were several changes that needed to be made regarding Code Enforcement and the
Building Code. He would like to bring it to Council the first meeting in March.

Fleisch asked how the ordinance would be enforced. McMullen said that, currently, Code
Enforcement attempted to identify banks/owners and contact whoever was managing the
property. It was through good will that they were encouraged to maintain the property. The
proposed ordinance would give more leverage, especially with the banks, but it would not cure
everything. Sometimes the City had gone in to cut the grass. McMullen continued that staff had
worked with the City Attorney to place liens on some properties due to the use of taxpayer
money to maintain private property. Even with a lien, the City usually did not get any money
back by the time everything was settled.

Haddix asked how the proposed ordinance would apply to condominiums due to the type of
ownership. McMullen said security was an issue. If the outside walls of a condominium were
owned by the association, then the association was responsible for taking care of it unless it went
into foreclosure. The ordinance would apply. If the building itself was vacant for more than 90
days, then the security requirements would apply.

Fleisch asked about homeowner’s insurance cancellation by homeowners who were not living in
homes for sale. It might not be universal throughout the industry, but many insurance companies
cancelled the coverage when they found out the house was Vacant

Imker said he would like to pursue the ordinance. Haddix agreed, but said it would take more
care in drafting the sections pertaining to condominiums since the condominium association
would have the right to secure the inside of the property. He would rather the association
intervened than the City.

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 10:16 p.m.

Pamela Dufresne, Deputy City Clerk h 'Don Haddix, Mayor




City Council of Peachtree City
- Minutes of Meeting
February 4, 2010
7:00 p.m,

The City Council of Peachtree City met Thursday, February 4, 2010, in the City Hall Council
Chambers. Mayor Don Haddix called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Council Members
present: Vanessa Fleisch, Erik Imker, Kim Leamard, and Doug Sturbaum.

Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

The graduates of the Junior Police Academy were recognized.

Citizen Comment ‘ _ _ _

Imker addressed Council and commented on a budget meeting he held on J anuary 30 with over
40 City residents. He highlighted budget concerns and a proposal for balancing the FY 2011
budget. He indicated there were many cost saving ideas that had been proposed. He wanted all
citizens including City workers to participate in generating cost-saving ideas.

Agenda Changes
There were no changes to the agenda.

Minutes ‘

January 21, 2010, Regular Meeting Minutes

Janunary 21, 2010, Executive Session Minutes

Haddix noted there was an additional document on the dais - a change from Learard on page 2
of the January 21, 2010, regular meeting minutes. Learnard moved to approve the January 21,
2010, regular meeting minutes with the change as noted. Sturbaum seconded. The motion
carried 4-0-1 (Imker).

Learnard moved to approve the January 21, 2010, executive session minutes as written. Fleisch
seconded. The motion carried 4-0-1 (Imker).

Monthly Reports

There were no comments.

Consent Agenda
1. Consider Sanitation Franchise — Integrated Recycling/Waste Solutions

2. Consider Budget Amendment ~ FY 2010

3. Consider Appointment to PCTA Board of Directors — Kim Westwood

4. Consider Appointment to DAPC - Donna O’Kelly o '
Sturbaum moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Fleisch seconded. The motion carried
unanimously.

Old Agenda Items
There were no Old Agenda Items.

New Agenda Items ) _
02-10-01 Consider Agreement with South Side Cycling Club
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Leisure Services Director Randy Gaddo addressed Council. He explained that the South Side
Cycling Club was a new club that formed to promote and advocate safety and road awareness for
bicyclists and to encourage various types of cycling. The club was also a prerequisite for
becoming a Bike Friendly Community, which was a goal the City had been working toward for
some time. The club would sponsor various community-oriented activities, including rides on
the Clty s golf cart paths, road rides, safety classes for children, bike maintenance classes, skill
sessions, and others.

The agreement used the same format used by the youth associations and other special interest
groups using City facilities. It had been reviewed by staff, the City Attorney, and the ¢lub board.
The agreement was for one year and would be reviewed before renewal next January. The
Recreation Commission approved the agreement on January 25, but they had concerns they
would like to have addressed before renewing the agreement next year. One concern was that
the agreement did not include a fenced account similar to the youth associations, where a
minimum of $5 per in-County resident and $10 for out-of-County residents was charged at
registration by the club and placed into a fenced account in the City budget that could only be
used to improve the facilities they used or for operations and maintenance of the facilities.
Because the club was new, the decision was made fo leave the fenced account out for the first
year to see how things went. The club was also asked not to hold any large events the first year
without working closely with the City, and the club had agreed. The 2010 agreement specified
one area, the 22-acre undeveloped tract adjacent to the Baseball Soccer Complex (BSC), that the
club could improve to offer a higher level of riding. Plans were to 1mprove and maintain an
existing path in that area, with the Recreation Department assisting with signage and some site
clearing.

Sturbaum asked if there were any construction concerns in that area. Gaddo said there were not.
They planned to improve an existing path, and the improvements would not interfere with any
activities at the BSC or any other construction going on in that area.

Learnard thanked Dan Christensen and the other club volunteers for meeting a need in the City
and putting together a program for adults and kids.

Haddix asked for a motion, noting that he had requested that “should” be changed to “shall” in
paragraph 10 for reporting any damages.

Sturbaum moved to approve the agreement with the South Side Cycling Club as amended and
authorize the Mayor to sign. Learnard seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

02-10-02 Consider Agreements with Youth Associations

Gaddo asked Council to approve the agreements and authorize the Mayor to sign. He explained
that the programs were all run by volunteer organizations, and the agreements were signed on an
annual basis due to the turnover in the boards. There were four formats, all similar with slight
variations for the facilities that were used. There was a general format for lacrosse, BMX,
basketball, girls’ softball, track, and football/cheerleading, as well as specific agreements for the
three baseball associations, soccer, and hockey. The agreements had been reviewed by staff and
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the City Attorney. If Council approved the agreements, they would be executed immediately by
the associations.

City Attomey Ted Meeker said a change needed to be made to paragraph 15 regarding any
damages noted. The word “should” needed to be changed to “shall.” Meeker asked Gaddo if the
groups were the same as last year. Gaddo said they would be individualized with the name of
the each association at the top.

Sturbaum asked the City Attorney if there was any conflict for him since he was the president of
the Little League organization. Meeker said there was not. It was the same contract with no
special benefit given over another organization.

Learnard moved to approve the agreements with the youth associations with the change to the
verbiage as noted and authorize the Mayor to sign. Sturbaum seconded. The motion carried
unanimously. '

02-10-03 Consider Amendment to Amphitheater Fee Schedule

Amphitheater Manager Nancy Price said that, at the January 21 meeting, Council had directed
staff to propose a rental fee for use of the facility by all public and private Fayette County
schools. Price said the proposal included two different price structures — $150 fee for the facility
for a school event and $150 plus 20% of the net profit for a national act. '

Sturbaum said that some schools used local churches for their events, asking if use of the
Amphitheater might impact the schools’ use of the churches. Price said the Amphitheater was a
special venue that would not compete with the churches and would not be optimal in all cases.

Leamard clarified that the facility could be used by school groups, such as the band or chorus.
Price said yes.

Fleisch moved to approve the Amphitheater fee schedule. Sturbaum seconded. The motion
carried unanimously.

02-10-04 Discuss Code Enforcement Fee Schedule

Interim Community Development Director/City Planner David Rast said Council had asked staff
to research other jurisdictions and he clarified that the discussion regarded the fine schedule for
Code Enforcement violations. Rast said other jurisdictions had a fine schedule that allowed
citizens the opportunity to pay the fine in advance rather than go to Municipal Court to wait for
the judge to set the fine. Areas in the ordinance regarding the violations had also been identified

for updates, and those changes would be on the February 18 or March 4 agenda. Staff would =~

continue to look at the fine schedules in other Class B cities. If Council decided to move
forward, staff would meet with the City Solicitor and the Municipal Court Judge to discuss the
appropriate fines, and then bring those fines to Council for adoption.

Haddix and Sturbaum agreed that information should be gathered.
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Learnard asked for examples of the violations. Rast said staff had looked at comparing the most
common offenses that citations were issued for, including high grass, parking on lawns,
swimming pool, and fence violations. Staff was lookmg at the historical information on the
types of citations and the fines imposed and comparing that with what other cities had in place
A fine schedule would give residents the opportunity to pay the fine in advance and avoid going
to Court, which was similar to the process for most traffic tickets,

Imker said this was definitely an approach the City should take. Rast added that areas in the
ordinances had been identified that needed tweaking to allow Code Enforcement to do their jobs
and resolve the issues, rather than letting them drag on for a long time. He hoped to bring
something back at the March 4 meeting,

The Council consensus was to move forward. Fleisch asked if the changes would include items
discussed at the February 2 workshop Rast said it would.

02-10-05 Consider Tree Removal Permit Fee Schedule _

Rast said that staff had also been asked to look charging fees for tree removal permits. Several
years ago, the Vegetation Protection and Landscape Ordinance had been updated. The Planning
Commission and a citizen committee had reviewed the ordinance and recommended changes.
The committee had recommended charging for permits to remove trees on residential property,
but Council had not approved that recommendation.

Rast noted that 930 residential permits were issued in FY 2009, and 5,151 trees had been
removed. The permit fee potential for FY 2009 could have been $23,250. (A copy of the
PowerPoint presentation is included in the meeting file.) He also showed a map of where the
trees were removed, showing were the permits had been issued. Rast continued that 549 permits
were issued in FY 2004 with 4,724 trees removed and a permit fee potential of $13,725. In FY
2005, 1,018 permits were issued, 6,583 trees were removed, with the permit fee potential of
$25,450. In FY 2006, 1,069 permits were issued, 7,202 trees were removed, and the permit fee
potential was $26,725. In FY 2007, 1,256 permits were issued, 7,834 trees were removed, and
the permit fee potential was $31,400. In FY 2008, 1,072 permits were issued, 6,330 trees were
removed, and the permit fee potential was $26,800. To date in FY 2010, 252 permits had been
issued, 1,234 trees were removed, and the permit fee potential was $6,300. The total number of
permits issued from FY 2004 to date was 6,146 with 39,058 trees removed. The total permit fee
potential over the six-year period was $153,650. Rast pointed out the trees referenced were
removed after a certificate of occupancy was issued for the homes.

Rast continued that there had also been many complaints from residents in older neighborhoods
when tree companies had gone door-to-door soliciting work. The updated ordinance had
protected homeowners by requiring tree removal companies to be licensed and bonded, and the
approved companies were listed on the back of the permit. The ordinance had helped with
companies that cut the trees down and left the mess behind.

Rast explained that, when a resident applied for a permit, a staff member went to inspect the
trees to ensure they were not specimen or protected trees. For the most part, the permits were
approved since the ordinance did not have lot of teeth to prevent tree removal. If the trees were
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healthy and posed no danger, staff would speak to the owner and try to convince them to
preserve the trees, which worked in some cases. There was also a time when timber prices were
high and logging companies went into certain areas and convinced homeowners to cut down
trees.

When the fee was initially recommended to Council when the ordinance was updated, Council
adopted the ordinance without the requirement for the fee. It took time to inspect and follow-up
on permits, and the permit fee was an effort to re-coup staff costs. Staff recommended a 525 fee
be implemented, which was low compared to the amount of staff time involved.

Fleisch asked if the Tree Board had helped with the earlier changes to the ordinance. Rast said a
Tree Board had been included when the ordinance was updated, but the group had never been
formalized. The board had been a requirement for the Tree City USA designation several years
ago; however, running the board would also take staff time. Fleisch expressed concern about the
number of trees taken down. She felt that such a committee might come up with another way to
save trees. Now, the City was accounting for the trees, but not conserving them. She was also
concerned about the types of trees coming down. Rast said more trees were taken down in 2005,
2006, and 2007. There had been a couple years of pine beetle infestation, especially in areas
with thickets of pines. Now that the drought was over, the problem with pine beetle infestations
had been alleviated. The economy was another factor influencing the decline in permits.

Haddix asked if anyone had any opposition to the proposed fees.

Juan Matute said he was not opposed to the fee, and the trees were what attracted him to the
City. He chose the lot in his neighborhood with the most trees, but trees did not live forever. He
had to take some down due to disease or leaning and falling, and he was vigilant on taking care
of the trees that were left. He felt residents should not be penalized for removing trees due to
discase or safety concerns.

Haddix said he also had to take doWn some trees due to disease, but the fee was not to penalize
people, but to cover the staffing costs. Either the homeowner or the taxpayer would have to pay
for the staff time.

Sturbaum agreed that the number of trees taken down since FY 2004 was staggering, but trees
had to come down when there was an infestation. The permit was one way to protect the trees,
and the fee would help recoup the administrative costs.

Learnard asked if the fee would be per visit by staff. Rast said it would be charged per
application. Staff time was involved when trees were diseased, but those trees needed to come
down. Staff had talked about how to differentiate between trees removed for safety and those
removed because the owner just wanted to take them down. Sturbaum suggested charging the
fee for cosmetic removal, but waiving it if there was a disease or danger to life, limb, and

property.

Meeker clarified that the fee was for one permit, Wthh could cover five trees. The charge was
not $25 per tree.
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McMullen said that he would rather not make exceptions in the fee because people could argue
about the exception, especially if staff disagreed whether danger was the reason to remove a tree.

Learnard asked what other permits costs. Rast said a roofing permit was $50, fence permits were
$25 or $30, and the various building permits were based on a sliding scale based on the amount
of work being performed.

Imker said he was tempted by the money the City could receive for the permits, but he was
disappointed the City was starting to “fee” citizens for everything possible. At this point, he did
not support this fee. Haddix said if a fee was not charged, then property taxes would pay for the
costs. Imker said staff was paid from the General Fund, which was created from dozens of
revenue sources. Specifically identifying one source of revenue to pay for administrative costs
for tree permits was not valid. Haddix said that administering the permits consumed time, and
ultimately someone would pay for the time. "

Haddix said an area of widespread blight could be an exception. Rast said that was the case with
Camp Creek Estates, where a large number of pine trees throughout the subdivision had to be
taken down so the pine beetles would not spread.

Beth Pullias said the purpose of the permit seemed to be to account for the trees and keep track
of what was disappearing and why. It was valid to track the trees and to charge a fee to do so.
Her concern was enforcement. The City needed to ensure all the homeowners associations
(HOA) knew a City permit was required since some residents had their trees removed through
the HOA. She said she was an HOA president, and she had not known until this meeting that a
permit was required.

Haddix agreed that, when serving as president of his HOA, he had to stop people from taking
down trees in the past. He noted that taking down trees harmed the value of the neighborhood,
especially in subdivisions without an HOA. He asked if there was any way to incorporate that
concern into the permit. Rast said HOAs had been discussed initially. The covenants had
expired in the older subdivisions, and it was fair game for people to do what they wanted. There
had been a significant number of complaints when new people moved in and took down trees.
The City would continue to see that issue as covenants expired. Currently, applicants that lived
in subdivisions with HOAs had to provide a letter of approval from the HOA to get the permit,

Learnard asked what happened if trees were cut down without a permit. Rast said they were
cited and brought to Court. The fine schedule was associated with the caliper inches of the trees
removed. There was no requirement to replace trees. Learnard felt there should be a full court
press to let the public know permits were required. Fleisch said she had spoken to the Public
Information Officer about the issue. Her concern was that a fee would be collected, but the City
had not gone with the intent of the ordinance, which was to account for the trees and also to
preserve them. She would like to see some public education regarding the number of trees being
taken down and about conserving them. :
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Mary Giles questioned whether the tree companies were required to pull the permit for the
homeowners, adding that it was very rare for a homeowner to take down their own trees. Rast
said the permit was available on online, but the process was the same whether the homeowner or
the tree company applied for the permit.

David Ott said he lived in a newer subdivision where the land had been cleared. He asked if he
would have to pay $25 to take down a smaller sapling compared to a number of trees on a
wooded lot. He suggested a sliding scale based on the number of trees be considered. He also
suggested returning a portion of the fee if the owner submitted proof that the tree taken down had
been replaced.

Rast clarified that permits were required for trees larger than three caliper inches at breast height
(four and one-half feet). A letter from a certified arborist was required for removal of specimen
trees,

Haddix asked Council if they wanted to approve the fees with the suggested changes or have
staff make the adjustments and bring it back for approval. Sturbaum said he would like for staff
to look at the fee related to the number of trees, and then bring it back for another look. He
moved to continue the tree removal permit fee schedule to February 18 for staff to look at
coming up with a graduated scale. Learnard asked to add the possibility of a credit for replacing
the trees. Fleisch also had questions about Tree City USA. Sturbaum withdrew ‘his motion.
Haddix said there should be an exception for an epidemic of tree disease.

Sturbaum moved to continue the tree removal permit fee schedule until February 18 for staff to
look at the four points made by Council. Learnard seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Council/Staff Topics
Presentation of the GIS Web-Map

Tony Whitley, systems specialist — Geographic Information System (GIS), gave an overview of
the City’s new online mapping format, reviewed the uses of GIS, and asked for feedback from
Council. (A copy of his PowerPoint presentation is included in the meeting file.) Whitley gave
a demonstration on how to use the GIS web-map. He noted that they were creating an interface
so staff could update the mapping data from the field, creating links/options to allow the public
to report problems via the online map, and continuing to add data layers.

Presentation of GovQA Web-based Software

Administrative Services Director Nikki Vrana said this program had been in the works for
approximately one year. One way to provide better communication with citizens was to provide
an integrated data system. Information came from different avenues. People called, emailed,
sent letters, used the City website, or stopped by various departments to report problems. The
information was routed to the correct department/employee. The City currently had separate
databases for issues involving Code Enforcement, stormwater, engineering, traffic, public works,
Comcast, and general concerns. From a management standpoint, there was no top level
overview of the information. In 2008, staff also looked at constituent relationship management
systems (CRM). Staff knew what they wanted in a database, but needed to identify all of the
existing needs for a new system. Webinars were held with key employees in the different
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departments, and all were interested in a single consolidated system. One particular need
regarded e-mails that Council received about different problems. Currently, Council would
request the information from the City Manager, who then contacted the staff person for the
information. Hopefully, Council would receive the information within 24 to 48 hours. There
would be read-only access to the new system, and Council would be able to check on the real-
time progress of an issue/problem/situation.

City staff began working with GovQA in August 2009 and budgeted for the software in the
Community Development FY 2010 budget since Code Enforcement had been identified as the
segment that would get the “biggest bang for the buck.” GovQA was a web-based system that
cost $7,500 for implementation and a one-year subscription. The contract was negotiated with a
locked-in cost of $200 per month for year two and beyond, or $2,400 for a one-year subscription
for the entire City with an interface on the website for citizens. There were no additional fees for
hardware since it was a web-based system. It also provided the opportunity to create a mobile
office for police officers and Code Enforcement, who already had computers in their vehicles.
GovQA used a workflow system that the City was able to set up and would be able to modify if
needed. It would also provide more accurate histories and reporting when fully implemented in
all the departments,

Systems Administrator Matt Robinson gave a brief demonstration on how the system worked for
Code Enforcement and a preview of how the citizen interface would work later in the year. He
noted that Code Enforcement began using the system on January 1. The target for City Hall to
begin was late summer, with citizen interface targeted for fall. Public Works and the Stormwater
Utility should begin using the system in the winter, with Traffic uses scheduled to start Spring
2011. Robinson added that the Public Safety fee would be a bit higher, but he would provide
that information to Council later.  Imker asked if a password would be needed to view
information in the system. Robinson said a password would be required, and citizens would be
able to create their own user names and passwords. Imker said it ‘would be an open record, so
citizens should be able to view the information. Robinson said the system was designed more
for tracking individual complaints. He would check with the vendor to see if the system allowed
for open access and see if open access could be provided for citizens.

Standardization of Format for Bylaws of Commissions & Authorities

Vrana said staff had been asked about standardization of commission and authority bylaws,
noting that there were inconsistencies in the layout of the documents. Some documents only had
excerpts from meeting minutes indicating that changes were made to the bylaws. Meetings were
planned the next week with recording secretaries and staff support for the commissions and
anthorities to review several things, and they would discuss the inconsistencies and try to correct
them. Vrana and Robinson demonstrated how to get to the bylaws and enabling legislation via
the website.

Imker said he had a list of hot topics that he would like to include for updates every meeting.
Since they were topics of interest to the public, he would like to continue the updates and hoped
Council agreed.
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Rast said that the SR 54 West/CSX multiuse path/tunnel project was moving forward. Due to
the holidays, not being able to shut down traffic, and the weather, the contractor had asked to
extend the completion date to March 16. The contractor felt the project would be completed
before that. The retaining wall on the Ethan Allen side was complete. The relocation of the
water line was almost complete, then they would have to backfill the wall. The preliminary
grading was done for the path connection down to the tunnel. On The Avenue quadrant, the
grading was complete, and the base course was down. They were grading the Yard Time
quadrant, the center line was staked, and a portion of the base course was down. The next big
item was to reconstruct the driveway apron into Yard Time, which would take a few days. On
the SR 54 East landscaping, the contractor would finish up that week except for cleaning up the
right-of-way.

The SR 74/Paschall Road tunnel path connections had gone out to bid. Staff was in the final
stages of obtaining easements for two of the tracts, which should be on the February 18 Council
agenda for acceptance. The bids were due February 11 and scheduled on the March 4 agenda for
Council approval.

Rast continued that staff had followed up with the wireless carriers after the February 2
workshop on telecommunications fowers and had given them tasks on items to present. The
carriers had also identified some issues. Tentative meeting dates had been established — a March
8 workshop with the Planning Commission and an April 6 workshop with Council and the
Planning Commission. The recommendations could be on the April 16 Council agenda. Imker
asked if any applications had been received. Rast said not that he was aware of.

Imker asked if the “hot topics” could be included at this point in every meeting for just a few
minutes. A quick statement would let the citizens know what was going on, even if the update
was “no change.”

Sturbaum moved to convene in executive session for threatened or pending litigation and
personnel at 8:46 p.m. Learnard seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Sturbaum moved to reconvene in regular session. Learnard seconded. The motion carried
unanimously.

There being no further business to discuss, Sturbaum moved to adjourn. Learnard seconded the
motion. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.

Pamela Dufresne, Deputy City Clerk Don Haddix, Mayor




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM'

TO: Mayor and Council
VIA: City Manage //%’

FROM:  Deputy City Clerk ¢ ,{@

DATE: January 29, 2010

SUBJECT: Alcohol License - NEW — China Bistro
February 18, 2010, Council Consent Agenda

Recommendation: | |
Staff recommends Council consider the attached application for a new alcohol
license.

Discussion:

China Bistro, a restaurant located at 2870 Highway 54 West, has submitted a
request for a new alcohol license. Mr. Hsiu-Lien Liu Wen has requested he be
appointed as the Licensee and as the License Representative. He will attend the
meeting on Thursday, February 18, to answer any questions you may have.

Budgetary Impact: - |
The budgetary impact of the alcoholic beverage license will be positive. The
applicant will be required to pay the annual fee for beer and wine, $1,350.

Attachments




CITY HALL.

151 WILLOWSBEND RoaAD
PEACHTREE CiTYy, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-7657

Fax. 770-631-2505

WWW . PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

PEACHT

PLAN TO STAY™
Application For Alcoholic Beverage License
Business Name: Blginess L;c:}iﬁ’onis 4 wWesT
L ' 2810 4w
Cuwa Bistep Pecuriee C1TY . GA 30269
Nature of Business: Mailing Address: Business Phone Number:
2870 Hwy 54 wiesT ] .
Resravaan T Peacutoe_Cirl Ga 30264 ¢7e 364 g9
Name of Licensee: Home Address: Home Phone Number:
Hsix-Lign Lin Wea 170 Caglous Way FMWWM%()&?‘S T10-Ti6 6637
Name of License Representative: Home Address: Home Phone Number:
Hsu-ben Lix Wen 110 Caropus way Faverve b4 | 770-116- 6437

S

T

Retail Consumption Dealer Retail Package Dealer Wholesale Dealer
4 Malt Beverage Mait Beverage Malt Beverage
Wine Wine Wine
Distilled Spirits Distilled Spirits Distilled Spirits
NAME ADDRESS PHONE NUMBERS
Individual Owner’s Name, Partners’ Names, | Please provide Home Addresses for the Please provide Home and
Corporation Name and the name of the name of a individuals listed: ’Bus.ir?ess Phc‘me Numbers for
individuals listed:

Contact Person regarding License Changes, Taxes, etc.

170 Cagrous way Favemevae, 6A (1076637 / 78-Fpu-

Hoiy- Lign  Lig Wen £19

Ceida- Coy Wizl 170 Catopuy, wey Fewmeviie, 64 | (10706~ 37 /i1h -3 -6

—

P ctaione
Is any person who owns an interest in the license an employee of the City of Peachtree City? YES f NO)

If YES, Please Provide Name of Employee;




Crry HALL

151 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-76857

PEACHTREE CITY‘ FAX: 770-631-2505

PLAN TO STAY™ WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

State of Georgia

City of Peachtree City

I, H.C. “Skip” Clark II, Chief of Police for the City of Peachtree City, do hereby certify that:

Hsiu-Lien Liu Wen

170 Carrolis Way

Fayetteville, Ga. 30215

has been investigated and found not to have been convicted of, nor to have entered a plea of nolo

contendre, to any felony or misdemeanor relating to the sale or use of alcoholic beverages or illegal

narcotics or drugs within five (5) years prior to the date of the application for this license.

H s —

H.C. “Skip” Clark II
Chief of Police

] :) 27/ 10

Date

Witness




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTRAOFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Haddix and Members of Council
VIA: Bernard McMullen, City Manage erV NP
Paul Salvatore, Financial Services Directox / ;
Janet Camburn, Assistant Financial Services Director W

FROM: Angela Egan, Purchasing Agento\/y
Scott Hicks, Acting Public Services Director 5((

DATE: January 19, 2010

SUBJECT: Request to Surplus Public Works Items |
Council Meeting: February 18, 2010 -- Consent Agenda

Recommendation.

Staff recommends Council declare as surplus all items attached.

Discussion.

All items, not retained by another department, per requirements of City Administrative Regulation
(CAR) 7-1, Section V, Number A (3), City Staff must submit to City Council, for approval, a list of
surplus property. Once approved by City Council, approved items will be disposed of. Staff will
research the most economical method of disposal for the City.

Budget Impact.

There is no specific amount of revenue in the budget related to the sale or trading-in of these items.




ITEMS BESCRIPTION ‘ o
VIN# 2FAFP71W3XX159646 MAY NOT RUN, NOT USED CURRENTLY, EXCESSIVE

1999 CROWN VIC MILEAGE - 114,711, ASSET #2428

VIN# 1FALP52U1TA315495 RUNS, NOT NEEDED, EXCESSIVE MILEAGE - 107,047,
1996 FORD TAURUS  ASSET #2035

VIN# 1FAFP52U3XA178756 - BAD TRANS AND STEERING COLUMN PULLED OUT-
1999 FORD TAURUS  MAY BE MISSING PARTS, EXCESSIVE MILEAGE - 110,824, ASSET # 2041

e




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council y
VIA: Bernard J. McMullen, City Manager®.2yegr??/!
FROM: Paul J. Salvatore, Financial Servick ?;9 |

Janet I. Camburn, Assistant Finance Director
DATE: February 10, 2010
SUBJECT: Budget Amendments — Fiscal Year 2010

February 18, 2010 City Council Consent Agenda

Recommendation:

It is Staff's recommendation that City Council approve the attached budget amendment to
amend the 2010 budget resolution.

- Discussion:

Attached please find budget amendment 10-011 for fiscal year 2010 submitted for your
approval. This budget amendment transfers approved budget from the Code Enforcement
Department to the Building Department for salaries and benefits. The 2010 budget was
approved with three individuals budgeted in Code Enforcement. At about the same time the
annual budget was being adopted; City Council approved a reorganization of the
Deveiopmental Services Department to the Community Development Department. With the
reorganization only two individuals are now budgeted in Code Enforcement with the third
individual charged to the Building Department. This amendment will correct the budget to
reflect the actual reorganization. Transfers of budget from one department to another, with
the exception of contingency transfers must be submitted to City Councn for approval under
the State of Georgia laws.

Budget Impact:
The budget amendment has no impact on the fund balance of the General Fund.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact either Paul Salvatore or Janet
Camburn.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Attachments

JIC/BUDGET AMENDMENTS — FY 10 — 2/18/2010




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

| BUDGET AMENDMENT 1
NUMBER - 10-011
DATE February 18, 2010

[ Account | Por__ | DEscriPTioN | [ INCREASE | [ DECREASE |
100-7210-51-1100 | [xxx Regular Salaries 57,221

100-7210-51-2100 | |xxx Group Insurance - Health 9,640

100-7210-51-2101 XXX Group insurance - LT Disb. 211

100-7210-51-2102 | pox Group Insurance - Dental 357

100-7210-51-2103 | jxxx Group Insurance - Life 97

100-7210-561-2200 | [xxx Social Security 3,548

100-7210-51-2300 | o Medicare ' 830

100-7210-51-2400 [ [xxx Retirement 6,118

100-7210-51-2401 [ |xxx Retirement - Matching 1,144

100-7210-51-2700 | [xxx Workers' Comp _ 1,842

100-7450-51-1100 | {xxx Regular Salaries 57,221
100-7450-51-2100 XXX Group insurance - Health 9,640
100-7450-51-2101 XXX Group insurance - LT Dish. 211
100-7450-51-2102 | [xxx Group Insurance - Dental 357
100-7450-51-2103 | [xxx Group Insurance - Life 97
100-7450-51-2200 XXX Social Security 3,548
100-7450-51-2300 | ixxx Medicare 830
100-7450-51-2400 | jxxx Retirement 6,118
100-7450-51-2401 XXX Retirement - Matching 1,144
100-7450-51-2700 | {xxx Workers' Comp 1,942

TOTAL 3 81,108 | [ $ 81,108 |

To transfer funds budgeted in Code Enforcement to Building Department for FY 2010, This
amendment is needed to reflect the reorganization that was approved in the Community Development
Department that was not incorporated into the FY 2010 budget process.

ENTERED

APPROVED




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor & Council Members ,,%
1
i
VIA: City Manager ' :
FROM: Interim Community Development Di’rector“
DATE: February 12, 2010
SUBJECT: Consider adoption of tree removal permit application fee for residential
property o
February 18, 2010 City Council meeting
Recommendation

Staff continues to recommend that Council adopt a $25 permit application fee for tree removal
permit applications on residential property, and authorize Staff to amend the city’s Fee Schedule

accordingly.

Discussion

Based on discussion at the last council meeting, Staff contifiued our research into what other
jurisdictions charge for tree removal permits for residential property. This analysis showed the
following for other Class “B” cites as well as other jurisdictions within metro-Atlanta;

Jurisdiction  Permit required Permit fee

Specific requirements

Alpharetta Yes None Permit required for removal of any tree (dead or alive)
Ordinance establishes minimum density requirements
Specitnen understory: 8” diameter at breast height (dbh)
Specimen overstory; 24 dbh
Specimen pine: 30" dbh

Dalton No -

Douglasville No -

East Point Yes $60 per spec'im'en No permit fee for tree removal, just for specimen trees

Gainesville Yes None

Hinesville No -

Kennesaw Yes None Permit is required, but staffing levels have caused themto

) accept information provided but not seek full compliance
LaGrange No -




Consider adoption of tree removal permit application fee
February 12, 2010

Page 2

Lawrenceville No -

Rome Not at present  $25 (proposed) Developing ordinance and removal procedures (to include fee)
Smyrna No - .‘ |

Valdosta No response -

Cartersville No -

Rogwell Yes $50 min.

Snellvilte No -

Conyers No None Requires property owner to replace trees if specimen removed
Sandy Springs Yes None

Whitfield County No -

Fayetteville No -
Newnan Yes varies - 0-5 trees ~ no cost
6-10 trees $10
11-20 trees $20
When using a tree removal company: $15 (min.)

Fayette County No -

Coweta County No -

We also reviewed the permit fee schedule that was adopted by city council on May 15, 2008,
which updated and established fees for various permits and inspections provided by the city’s
Community Development Division. This analysis showed the following permit fees for similar
requests:

Decks and porches $50
Fences $30
Accessory buildings 330
Swirnming pools 3100
Swimming pool fences 330
Temporary sign/ banner 330
Special event %25

Comparing the timeframe for processing, reviewing, approving and inspecting these permit
applications, it is our position the time frame it takes to administer these permit requests is
similar in nature to the timeframe it takes to administer a tree removal permit application. To
clarify comments from the previous council meeting, our current ordinance does not require a




Consider adoption of tree removal permit application fee
February 12, 2010
Page 3

property owner to secure a tree removal permit for each tree being removed. Rather, a single
permit would be required for the trees being removed in a single occurrence on the property.

Additionally, there was discussion at the February 4™ meeting on having a sliding permit fee
scale based on the number of trees being removed. Staff is not recommending a sliding fee
schedule because there is little time dlfference in processing a permit for one tree as compared to
multiple trees.

As stated within the Vegetation Protection and Landscape Ordinance, the purpose of the Tree
Preservation on Residential Property Ordinance is to:

encourage the preservation of existing trees and other vegetation on residential property
in the city by regulating and controlling the removal of native and planted trees and
other vegetation, thereby maintaining and enhancing the quality of life for which the city
is noted; to preserve and protect existing vegetation on public lands from destruction,
damage, conversion, or abuse for the benefit of ourselves and future generations; to
encourage homeowners to preserve and respect our urban forests and to encourage the
replacement of trees on residential property in order to maintain this valuable resource
as an integral part of the community's environment,

The ordinance stipulates that “Removal of any trees or vegetation over three caliper inches in
caliper dbh conducted on any property within the city limits shall require a tree removal
permit.” Based on the number of tree removal permits issued since 2004, approximately
$153,650.00 could have been collected to offset administration costs had the permit fee been
adopted in 2004 as recommended by c1ty staff

Budget impacts
The adoptlon of the fee as recommended will assist in offsetting administrative costs associated

with review, processing and approval of tree removal permit applications.



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council Members

VIA: City Manager/
l

D

FROM: Interim Community D¢ elopment Director
DATE: February 10, 2010

SUBJECT: Request by NorSouth Companies to lift the moratormm on multn—famﬂy
housing, Lexington Circle, Tract 8 (4.8 acres)
February 18, 2010 City Council agenda

Recommendation:

Based on the appeal procedures outlined in Section 1404 of the Multi-Family Rezoning
Moratorium (Attachment “A”), Staff is not authorized to make a recommendation to Council on
the request to lift the multi-family moratorium.

Discussion:

NorSouth Companies submitted a letter to the city (dated January 29, 2010) requesting that City
Council consider lifting the moratorium on multi-family housing for a proposed residential
development on Tract 7 (4.71 acres) and Tract 8 (4.8 acres) within the overall Lexington Circle
mixed-use development (Attachment “B”). Palm Beach Development Corporation, who is the
current owner of both parcels, also submitted a letter (dated January 28, 2010) requestmg that the
moratorium be lifted for both tracts (Attachment “C™).

Following their initial request, the Applicant placed Tract 8 (4.8 acres) under contract and is
requesting that the moratorium be lifted for this tract only. The Applicant desires to amend the
current zoning designation of LUC-16 Limited Use Commerecial to allow for the development of
an age-restricted, independent living senior rental complex.

The Applicant has provided an overview of their proposal along with examples of similar
communities they have developed throughout the southeast (Attachment “D”). Lifting the
moratorium in no way obligates the city to ultimately rezone the property. What it does is
provide Staff the opportunity to work with the Applicant to determine the impacts of the
proposed development and to make reoommendatlons to the Planmng Commission and City
Council.



Request to lift multi-family moratorium
February 10, 2010
Page 2

The Applicant and City Staff will be available at Thursday’s meeting to answer questions
pertaining to this request.

Budget impact:
Should the application move forward, budget impacts would be analyzed as a part of the
rezoning process. The development would be located within the Kedron Service Area.

Attachments



ARTICLE XIV. MULTI-FAMILY--REZONING MORATORIUM* | Page 1 of2

- ARTICLE XIV._MULTI-FAMILY—-REZQNING_MORATQRIIUM* '

*Editor's note: Ord. No. 727, adopted Nov. 4, 1999, renumbered art. XIV, §§ 14011404 to art. XV,
§§ 1501—-1504 and added a new art. XIV, §§ 1401--1404 as herein set out.

Sec. 1401. Purpose.

In order to protect the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens, the city has determined that a
moratorium on the zoning or rezoning of property for development of multifamily housing needs to be
adopted and enforced for ali property in the City of Peachtree City not currently zoned for use as
muttifamily.

This moratorium is intended to promote: the orderly development of property in the city;
maintain the high quality of police services now provided; maintain the high quality of emergency and
fire services now provided; maintain the quality of education now provided; maintain the high quality of
life now existing; help reduce traffic congestion; and ameliorate air quality standards.

(Ord. No. 727, 11-4-1999)

Sec. 1402. Findings.

The mayor and council have made the following findings of fact in consideration of this
moratorium:

(a) The development of additional multifamily housing would create a significant burden
on the police department and emergency and fire departments for the city;

(b) The development of additional multi-family housing would overburden area schools

(c) The development of additional multi-family hpu5ing would exhaust available -
resources, thus reducing the quality of life now existing; and

(d) The development of additional multi-family housing would increase traffic
congestion, which also reduces air quality.

(Ord. No. 727, 11-4-1999)

Sec. 1403. Moratorium.

The Mayor and Council of the City of Peachtree C[ty hereby directs its staff to accept no
applications seeking to zone or rezone property to any designation that would allow the deveiopment of
the property as multi-family.

(a) Multi-family shall mclude apartments townhouses, duplexes, condominiums and
assisted living facilities.

(b) This moratorium shall be in effect for a period of one year and shall automatically
. expire if not reviewed by the mayor and council and if deemed necessary, renewed.

(c) This moratorium shall not apply to properfy already zoned for use as muitifamity.
' Attachment "A"

http://libraryZ.municode.com/default—now/DocView/ 11414/1/138/153%hilite=1404; 02/10/2010




ARTICLE XIV. MULTI-FAMILY--REZONING MORATORITUM? " Page2of2

(Ord. No. 727, 11-4-1999)

Sec 1404. Appeals.

Any party with an ownership lnterest in property in the clty that beheves sa|d property owner is
severely prejudiced by this moratorium may file an application with the city planner requesting that the
mayor and council remove the moratorium as it applies to the property.

(a) The application shall be accepted by the city planner and placed on the council
agenda after being properly advertised, and then, considered by the mayor and council.

(b) City staff shall only ‘provide council with current land use and zoning information
regarding the subject property and its surrounding properties and shall not make a
Vreoommendatlon to oouncul on the apphcatlon to lift the moratorlum

(c) In the event councll hﬁs the moratorium, the property owner may then submit the
request for rezoning following established procedures.

(d) In the event council declines tfo [ift the moratorium, the property owner shall have
the same rights and follow the same procedures as those connected with the denial of a
rezoning request.

(Ord. No. 727, 11-4-1999) .

http://1ibrary2.municode.com/default—noW/DocVieW/ 11414/1/138/1537hilite=1404; 02/10/2010



MorSouth Companles

2000 RiverEdge Parkwoy
Suite 850

NORS@UTH | . | | | .. Atlents, Georgio. 30328

770 B50 B2B0 dffice
770'850 8230 fox

www.NorSouth,com

January 29, 2010

Mayor and City Council
C/o David Rast

City Planner-

Peachitree City

153 Willowbend Road
Peachtree City, GA 30269

RE: Multifamily Moratorium

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members,

The purpose of this letter Ts to formally request inclusion on the agenda of the February 18,
2010 City Council meeting. Nersouth Companies is working with the current property owner
of Tracts 7 and 8 of Lexington Circle; located at Walt Banks Road and Highway 54 with
intentlons to propose a rezening of the subject parcels to allow for the developirient of an
independent living, seniots réntal community. '

A formal request will be made by Norsouth during the Council meeting that Peachtree City
removes its’ multifamily rezoning moratorium (Article XIV) as it applies. to the subject
property to allow a rezoning request to be heard by City Council. Norsouth Companies is
submitting this Jettér in. conjunction with the current property owner; please see the
attached letter confirming her support of our request.

Respectfully Submitted;

Brendan Barr
Vice President
Norsouth Companies

Attachment "B"




PALM BEACH DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION_
505 South Flagler Drive, Suite 1300
West Palm Beach, FL 33401-5951
. (561) 659-4422
Fax (561) 659-2235

January 28, 2010

David Rast, City Planner
City of Peachtree City
Planning Department

151 Willowbend Road
Peachtree City, GA 30269

Re:  Lexington Circle
At Walt Banks and Hwy 54
Tract 7 and 8

Dear Mr. Rast:

It has been brought to my attention that there is a moratorium soon to be imposed for muiti-family
development which includes the above property owned by Palm Beach Development Corporation and
Lexington Circle common areas.

I hereby request that our property be excluded from this moratorium,

Please acknowledge receipt of this request and agreement thereto so that we are able to continue
presentations that are currently underway.

Very Truly Yours,

Ligizo %&/@

Aneice R. Lassiter

President
"PALM BEACH DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

ARL/mro

RECEIVED EEB - 7 2010
Aﬁachment "c
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THE NORSOUTH COMPANIES

The NorSouth Companies develop, build, own and manage multifamily properties, and have a long standing commitment to create
first class communities. With offices in Atlanta and Savannah, Georgia, it has grown to become one of the Southeast's most successful
for-profit mixéd income multifamily development firms having developed more than 6,200 multifamily units. NS Partners, LLC is the
General Partner entity for The NorSouth Companies. Its two Member/Managers --William E. Johnston and David H. Dixon-- have
more than 20 years of experience in multifamily development, construction and management. Based upon the stable operating and
financial performance of the. properties they have owned, NS Partners, LLC was recently recognized by the Georgia Department of
~Community Affairs as a Tier Ohe E_ntity as part of the 2009 Low Income Housing Tax Credit Qualified Allocation Plan. Tier One Entity

7. status was awarded to developeré with-strong financial capacity, a sustained commitment to affordable multifamily housing
development and ownership, and the ability to successfully develop tax credit properties within the program requirements.

The NorSouth Companies experience stretches back to 1986, when the company was formed to build, develop and manage FmHA :
515 properties in rural areas of Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina. The NorSouth Companies first Low-Income Housing

- Tax Credit property was Hillandale Park, a 132-unit property in DeKalb County, Georgia, built with 1988 tax credits and completed in

- 1990. Throughout their careers, with both NorSouth and others, Mr. Johnston and Mr. Dixon have developed, buiit and/or managed
over 150 properties comprised of more than 10,000 units, in Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee; all of which have
good track records of performance for their residents, investors, lenders and surrounding communities.

Through its experience as owner, developer, builder and manager, The NorSouth Companies have developed solid expertise in all
aspects of affordable housing, including compliance with LIHTC regulations, HOME guideii’nes, Davis-Bacon and Section 3 compliance,
reporting req\uirements and accessibility standards. It has also developed an expertise in negotiating and maintaining long-term

' relationsh'ips with lenders (for HUD 221(d) 4, FNMA, FHLMC and conduit debt financing) and tax credit equity investors.



KEY PERSONNEL

WILLIAM E. JOHNSTON
Owner / President

Bill co-founded The NorSouth Companies in 1986 to expand his activities as a multifamily builder, manager and developer.
He maintains hands-on oversight of the company’s projects and day-to-day operations. Under his leadership, The
NorSouth Companies have become one of the Southeast's leading development, construction and property management
companies specializing in- multifamily and senior housing. Throughout his career Bill has developed over 8,200 housing
units and led a company with over 5,300 apartments under management. ,

Bill has been active in the housing industry since 1977, having earlier founded and operated two other construction and
development companies. He established John Barnes Realty and Construction, which developed affordable homes in
Georgia. He later formed Southern Family Homes, which built single and multifamily housing throughout southern Georgia
and South Carolina.

A graduate of Auburn University with a degree in Business Finance, Bill has served on the Boards of both the Housing
Advisory Group and the Georgia Affordable Housing Coalition. He currently serves on the board of Stateside Capital, LLC,
which is a joint venture between The NorSouth Companies and Ambling Partners, formed to meet the needs of real estate

developers and investors patticipating in the market for state housing tax credits. An active participant in many Savannah
- area organizations, Bill is a Trustee of the St. Joseph's/Candler Hospital. He lives in Savannah with his wife.

.U><HUAI. DIXON
Development Partner / Executive Vice President

Dave oversees all development operations, including project financing, product strategy and conceptualization for The
NorSouth Companies. He also serves as a General Partner in all owned or developed properties.

Dave has been developing multifamily properties since 1982 utilizing conventional and tax-advantaged financing. He has
been responsible for the creation of over 6,000 muitifamily homes and 50 properties, representing over $500 million in
- total development costs in Georgia, Tennessee, South Carolina and North Carolina. He joined NorSouth in 1988, and since
then has lead the firm from a focus on rural apartment properties to its current status as one of Georgia's leading
developers of senior, mixed-income, mixed-use and mixed tenure communities.

A graduate of Emory University with a BA in Economics and History, Dave also attended the University of Kentucky. He
currently serves on the Board of the Georgia Affordable Housing Coalition, and lives in north Buckhead with his wife and
three children.



"UOS pUB aJIM SIY
r_____.s eIuBPY Ul SaA m_._ -ABojouypal Bueauibug pAD W S B UM AUSISAIUN UBYINoS eibi0an Jo sjenpelb e S| UoAJSL

-sladojeasp puej 0} saopuss Buignsuod pue ubisap ‘Buiuueld puej papiaoid ay aJaym wuy Bunsuod
paseq-ejuepy ue yim Apewnd ‘1oouibus JIAD B SB SIERA UD) J0J PAMIOM UOAISL ‘Deija0ey 0) Jold 'S940]s bunsixs
Buipuelga. se ||om se ‘saiols mau jo Bummuiad pue buubisap ‘BuILOZaN MESISAO S *UOIINASUOD NJY} 20uUbjip anp
woJ} spalosd Juswdopasp pepinb oy alaym WNS|oNad Jeliadey 10) Jabeuely Juswdopasq e sem uoAsr ‘AjSnolrsid:

"uonONNSL0D Bunnp ssiuedwiol YINoSIoN By sjuasaidas pue ‘ssaoold bumiuuad pue ubissp ‘Juswapius.
.mc_cam_a sy Buibeuew ul paousiadxs Apenonded st oy  CsisAjeue Ajjiqises; pue Bujuued [enjdsoucd ‘sousbiip
- anp ‘uonooes ays Ui Hunedpnied pue sypslold juswdopasp bBunnioxs o) a|gisucdsas Ajewnd si sy ‘suonelsdQ
juawdojpAa “Juapisald 3JIA Se ‘Apuann) g0z Ul Jobeuely juswidopalg se sajuedwo) YinosioN ay) pautof uoatar

suonesadQ juswidofanag Jusapisald 22IA _,
SIHUVH NOAYI[

*UOS PUB )M SIY UIIM BJUBJIY Ul SSAI} PUR ‘23nRsu] pue Uegin} 9y} JO 1DUISIP RIUBRY DUl U JOGUSLI SAIDR
ue s) aH -AuseAluN Supjdoy SUYOL W0l TYSIN & paules osje uepualg ‘pueis] Spouy Jo Ajsiealun sy Jo sjenpesb v

aqesa [eald Ayjejdsoy
pue [lejas ‘[eniswwiod ‘lenuspisal Jo Wl juswebeuew pue juawidoasp [euopeu B “oug ‘sesudioiug A 159404
yum sieak xis Juads Os|e UBpURLg  SSIJIAIDE UOIPNASUOD. pue-uoponasucd-aid e pue bupasew ‘Bumiuised ‘ubisap.
‘Buiuoz Buipnpu) ‘syafosd Jo Jybisiono Aep-03-Aep a4} 1o} 9|qisuodsal Sem 3y ‘aISH Pl ‘epseyieg Ul JUSLUISSAUT pue
juswdopaag SSOY Joj Jeabruey Juswdojpas e sem uepualg ‘ynosion Suuiol 01 J0Ld *SSLISNpUl 3]eS-J0) pue el
|eruapisad ayy ui spafold asnas aAidepe pue jjij-ui Uegn ‘UOIDNIISUCY MBU SBpNdUl aoudMIadxXa JuatldoeAsp s uepusig

*AJUNWILLIOD 243 Ul SSADe Juswdofoasp s, Wil a3 Jo sseualeme olgnd
apiroad 0 Japlo uj sbuijesu AJUnwiuod pue Anlsnpul ‘JuswiiaAch snodea ul ssiuedwo) YINoSIoN duy | sjussasdal osje
aH ssanoldd Juowidojonap ubisep auyy Jo JybisiaA0 pue aunnRs [eap ‘uonisinboe a)1s ‘uoneulutislap Ajjigisea) Buipnpui
ispeloud juswdojpasp jo uopeubuo ayy ul Jauped juswdoPadg SUINOCSION UM SYIOM Uepualg “Juawudojessq
"uspISald DIA SY  "900T Ui uswidoAag Jo JUapISRId ADIA JuelsisSy oug se seiuedwo) YInosIioN syl paulof uepuaig

Juswdofonaq “Juapisald oI
ydvg S NvaNaug




H. THURSTON COOKE I1
Vice President, Finance

Thurston joined the company in 2008 as Vice President, Finance. He [eéds the firm’s equity and debt financing
efforts for all new and existing development projects, and assists the principals in the pursuit of new financial
partnerships and development opportunities. ‘

Thurston has an extensive background in mixed-income and multi-family housing development. For the past two
years, he served as Vice President of the Atlanta office of Bank of America Community Development Corporation,
the leading bank-owned real estate development company in the U.S. He also served as a Senior Development
Manager for Progressive Redevelopment, Inc. (PRI), the largest non-profit affordable housing developer in Georgia,
- where he was responsible for over $70 million of development.

A graduate of Davidson College, Thurston also earned a MBA with a concentration in Real Estate from Georgia State
University. He is an active member in the Atlanta district of the Urban Land Institute and is currently a participant
~in their Center for Regional Leadership Development. He serves as an Elder at Oakhurst Presbyterian Church in
Decatur and Is a member of the Finance Committee of the International Community School. Thurston has also
- served as an Adjunct Professor and Guest Lecturer of Real Estate Finance in the Master's of City and Regional
- Planning program at Georgia Tech. Thurston lives in Avondale Estates with his wife and two children.

LESLEY D. DaLES, CPA
Chief Financial Officer

Lesley joined NorSouth’s development division in 2000 and assumed the duties of controller a year later. She was
recently promoted to Chief Financial Officer and her primary responsibilities include overseeing all accounting
functions of the development, construction and management divisions.

Lesley has over 20 years of accounting and systems experience with a number of private and public accounting
firms including Price Waterhouse, SunTrust, a Dallas real estate investment company and a South African large
equipment manufacturer. '

A graduate of the University of Georgia with a BS in Accounting, Lesley lives in Savannah with her husband.



FAITH WILLIAMS
Asset Manager

Faith has worked for NorSouth since 1988, when she joined the firm as development coordinator. Since that time, she has
held various positions such as development manager and asset manager. Her primary responsibilities include overseeing the
numerous types of financing through both the construction and permanent phases of each property. Faith also works ciosely
with the property management division to ensure compliance at each property.

Faith graduated from Augusta College with a BBA in Business Management. She lives in Savannah with her husband and
children.

- WILLIAM E. “BO” JOHNSTON, III
Manager, Acquisitions and Market Research

‘Bo joined NorSouth upon his graduation from the University of Alabama in 2006. He is responsible for site and market
identification, property due diligence, entitlements process and site acquisition. In this role, Bo cultivates relationships with
land brokers, government planners and property owners to help build a pipeline of multifamily development opportunities for
Norsouth.

Bo earned a BS in Human Environmental Sciences from the University of Alabama. During that time, he assisted with capital
-improvements and construction inspections at NorSouth. He lives in Atlanta. :

FRANCINE W. KNOX
Director, Development Services

Francine joined NorSouth’s Development Division in 2006. Francine is responsible for the specification and coordination of
project amenities, signage, furnishings, telecommunications and utility services. She also coordinates development budget -
changes and oversees the corporate website.

A former small business owner with extensive experience in office management, accounting, state licensing and compliance
requirements, Francine also worked for Financial Management Resources, Inc., a business financing consulting firm
specializing in equity financing, working capital and equipment financing and leasing. She served as coordinator for corrective
actions at the Cooper Nuclear Station in Brownville, Nebraska.

Francine holds.a BS in Sociai Sciences from Gardner-Webb University. She lives in Atlanta with her husband.



C. WiLLiaAM FLAMMER :
Vice President of Construction

As the head of NorSouth’s construction division, Bill is the General Contractor responSIble for the construction of all
apartment properties developed by the company and its affi Ilates ‘

Bill joined The NorSouth Companies in 1987, after working for 18 years in the multifamily, commercial and industrial
construction industries. Before joining NorSouth, he worked with Rust Engineering Company as a field engineer and
assistant superintendent on $53 million worth of mdustrlal construction projects in Alabama, Louisiana and Pennsylvania.
He also served as project manager for Castle Construction Company and for the T.H. Taylor Construction Company

A registered professional engineer in Alabama, Bill earned a BS in Civil Engineering from Lehigh University. He holds a
general contractor’s license in Florida, Georgta, North Carolina and South Carolina. Bill lives in Savannah with his wife.

MICHAEL CREEDEN
Associate Vice President of Construction

Michael Creeden joined NorSouth in 2008 and brings more than 10 years of experience in multi-family construction to the
company. He adds a new dimension to the construction group by providing industry-leading Preconstruction services. Mike
has experience in Type I, IIla, and V construction in both union and nonunion environments and has estimated more than
$4 billion in projects totaling 26,500 units. He has also actively managed the construction of more than $400 million in
contracts representing 3,500 units.

Mike has a Bachelor degree in Mechanical Engineering from Georgia Tech where he also earned his EIT certiﬁcaté. In
addition, he holds a Master of Business Administration degree from Georgia State University. He lives in Atlanta with his
wife and son.
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Brookleigh

A Mixed-Use, Mixed Income Master Planned Community

Johnson Ferry Rd. at Ashford Dunwoody Rd.
DeKalb County, GA

. Date: DI#03M8
Ashiford Landings Lat/Lon: 3389492 8432453
T : : t'ﬁmwmm. irst, Q5LEBH-DABS

54 acre redevelopment of Johnson Ferry East Public Housing for Housing
Authority of DeKalb County

76,000 square feet of retail, shops and restaurants

386 Seniors Independent Living Apartments

260 Luxury Apartment Homes

13 acres of additional residential (plan pending)

Public Private Partnership to create a model mixed-income, mixed-use

neighborhood with public and private financing, utilizing smart-growth planning

principles.

NORS@UTH




Nonnan Berry Village Senior Residences

Norman Berry Dr.
East Point, GA

¢ 119 Seniors, Independent
Living Apartments

+ Mixed-Income Community with
rents from $317 - $780

+ Gated Parking, secured
building entries, elevators

+ Club Room with kitchen, Card
Room, Media Room with movie
screen and surround sound

+ Wellness Center,

Beauty/Barber shop/ Library

Private Garden plots, rocking
chair porch, picnic & grilling
gazebo, shuffleboard, lighted -
walking paths, secluded and
beautifully landscaped '
grounds

9’ ceilings, fully equipped
kitchens, crown moiding,
washer/dryer hookups, cable
TV and internet connections,
emergency call systems, easy
access showers, handicap
accessible throughout '

¢ Tax Credit Equ:ty and Conventlonal Debt and Georgla DCA Debt
Financing

» Rental Assistance for select units from housing Authority of East
Point

» Owned by the Housing Authority of East Point

¢ Developed Built and Managed by the Norsouth Companies

NORS@UTH




Ashford Parkside @
Johnson Ferry Road at Ashford Dunwoody Road

Dekalb County, GA

151 Independent Living Seniors -
Apartments

- Mixed Income community with
rents ranging from $324 - $805
Gated parking, secured building
entries, elevators :
Club Room with kitchen,
Computer Center
Beauty/Barber Shop, Library
Urban gardens, picnic and grilling
areas, shuffleboard and o
horseshoes
Beautifully landscaped grounds
9’ ceilings, fully equipped
kitchens, crown molding,
washer/dryer connections, cable
TV and internet connections
Handicap accessible throughout

¢ Tax Credit Equity
Financing

» Combination of Market
Rate and Affordable
Apartments _

+ Owned by the Housing
Authority of Dekalb
County

s Developed and Buiit by
Norsouth Companies




Huntingtoni Court_ Senior _Res'idenc'es

Lee Street at Hwy 20

Community gardens,
Picnic Pavilion, Grilling
Center, Horseshoe Court
Library, Computer Center,
Beauty Salon

Gated Community
Porte-cochere entrance

Conventional Debt & Tax
Credit Equity Financing on
.apartments _
20% Market Rate and 80% -
Affordable Apartments

Buford, GA

152 Independent Living Seniors
Apartments

Mid-Rise Garden and 1 Story
Cottage Units

Mixed-Income Community with
rents ranging from $320 to $1000
Veranda overlooking courtyard
with lighted walking trail

Fitness Center, Wellness Center,
TViNedia Room, Club Room with
fireplace and game tables,
Entertainment/Dining Room with
warming kitchen, Library,
Computer Center

NORS@UTH




Highland Court Senior Residences
George Busbee Pky. at Wade Green Rd.
Cobb County, GA

e 122 Independent Living
Seniors Apartments

¢ Mixed-Income Community
with rents ranging from
$659 to $995

e Covered drop-off areas

» Two covered rocking chair
verandas |

¢ - Beauty/Barber Shop,

“Fitness Center, Media

Center, Wellness Center,
Multipurpose Lounge,
Library, Computer Center,
Community Gardens,
Shuffleboard Court, Picnic
area and grill

¢ Entertainment/Dining
Room with Kitchen

s  Washer/Dryer hookups

o Emergency Call System

« Conventional & Tax
Credit Equity Financing
on apartments

« Combination of Market
Rate and Affordable
Apartments

NORS@UTH




Princeton Court Senior Residences
Madison St. South of Virginia Ave.
College Park, GA

+ 116 Independent Living
Seniors Apartments

¢ Renovation of the
Historic S. R. Young
School, with 104 units of
new construction

» Mixed-Income
Community with rents
ranging from $375 - $875

e Part of Princeton Village
-~ A Mixed-Use
Neighborhood including
single family and
townhomes

Amenities Include:
e Club Room with kitchen
e Auditorium with large screen
© video
Wellness Center
‘Fitness Center
Beauty and Barber Salon
Computer Center
Secured building entries

NORS@UTH




2282 Johnson Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30319

MARKETSIDE at BROOKLEIGH

Location
High traffic, high visibility site on

includes a wide range of retail,

Johnson Ferry Road approximately 2
miles inside [-285. Immediate area

restaurants & community amenities.

Program
121 Seniors Apartments (New Construction)

Site
6.8 acres within the Johnson Ferry East mixed use

development

Development Cost
$15,288,515 or $126,351 per unit

Projected Financing

- $850,000 in 2009 Tax Credits (allocated Nov. 2009)
-%$6,310,613 in Federal Tax Credit Equity
-$1,933,750 in State Tax Credit Equity

- $7,041,900 221(d)4 Construction/ Perm Loan

- $2,252 Deferred Developer Profit

Market

Marketside at Brookleigh will enjoy Iittle direct
competition from other LIHTC senior communities, All
three of the direct competitors reported being fully
occupied in December 2009 with extensive waiting list for
new residents.

Schedule

Construction Start: May, 2010
Completion / Final C.0.: April, 2011
Stabilized Occupancy: July, 2012

Unit Type

Unit
Count

% of Mix Unit Size Total SqFt Per Unit Per SgFt Monthly

_Bed Bath R
1A 50% AMI PBRA 1 1 2 752 1,504 $680 $0.90 $1,360
1B 60% AMIPBRA 1 1 752 3,760 $680 $0.90 $3,400
1C 60% AMI 1 1 11 752 8272  $680 $0.90 $7,480
1D Market Rate 11 6 752 4,512 $750 $1.00 $4,500
One Bedroom Totals 24 20% 752 18,048 4698 $0.93 $16,740
2A S0%AMIPBRA 2 1 12 942 11,304 §750  $0.80 $9,000
2B 60%AMIPBRA 2 1 5 942 4,710 $750 $0.80 43,750
2C 60% AMI 2 1 33 942 131,086 $750 $0.80  $24,750
2D Market Rate 2 1 12 942 11,304 $850 $0.90  $10,200
Two Bedroom/ One Bath Totals 62 520 942 58,404 $769 -$0.82 - $47,700
2E 50%AMIPBRA 2 2 5 1015 5075 §775  $076  §3875
2F 60%AMIPBRA 2 2 1015 5,075 $775 $0.76 $3,875
2G 60% AMI 22 16 1015 16,240 $775 $0.76  $12,400
2H Market Rate 2 2 8 1015 . 8,120 $950 $0.94 47,600
Two Bedroom/ Two Bath Totals 34 28% 992 34,510 $816  $0.82 $27,750
Employes 2 1 1 942 942 '
TOTALS 121

100% 925 111,904 $768 $0.83 $92,190




HERITAGE at MADISON Program

POINTE 100 Seniors Apartments (New Construction)

900 Towne Lake Parkway Site '

‘Woodstock, Georgia 30189 . 5.4 acres within the Madison Pointe at Towne Lake mixed

use development, which includes Walgreens, restaurants
and medical offices

Development Cost
$15,023,792 or $150,238 per unit

Projected Flnancing

- $950,000 in 2009 Tax Credits (allocated Nov. 2009)
-$7,053,038 in Federal Tax Credit Equity

-%$2,161,250 in State Tax Credit Equity

-%$2,000,000 in TCAP funding from Georgia DCA
-$3,806,600 221(d)4 Construction/ Perm Loan

Market ‘
NorSouth's Highland Court Senior Residences, located in

this market, has enjoyed consistent occupancy in the mid
to high-90s, since opening in 2003. It is a high growth
market with concentrations of ‘adult children’ and other
demographics similar to Highland Court.

Location
High traffic, high visibility site on Town
Lake Parkway (42,260 AADT), at 575 g""e"“’e, _ My, 2010
intersection. Immediate area includes a cgg:;:z;g:n/s;ii:i C.O: A:r)i'l’ 2011
wide range of retail, medical services & o e t

ge o ', medi Stabilized Occupancy: April, 2012

commurity amenities,

Unit Type UnitCount 3% ofMix UnitSize TotalSqFt PerUnit- PerSqFft Monthly
~_ Bed Bath
1A 50% AMI 11 3 753 2,286 $540  $072  $1,620
1B 60% AMI 11 14 752 10,528 $640  $0.85  $8,960
1C MarketRate 4. 1 4 752 3,008 $740  $0.98  $2,960
1 BED / 1 BATH Totals 21 21% 752 15,792 $645  $0.86 $13540
2A 50% AMI 2 1 9 - 942 8478  $640  $068  $5760
2B 60% AMI 2 1 38 942 35796 $735  $0.78 $27,930
2C MarketRate 2 1 11 ) 942 10,362 $850  $0.90  $9,350
2 BED / 1 BATH Totals 58  59% 942 54636  $742  $0.79 $43,040
2G 50% AM! 2 2 3 ' 1,015 3,045 $665 $0.66  $1,995
" 2H 60% AMI 2 2 14 ' 1015 14,210 $765 $0.75  $10,710
2] MarketRate 2 2 3 _ 1,015 3,045 $950  $0.94  $2,850
2 BED / 2 BATH Totals 20  20% 1,045 20300  $778  $0.78 $15555
Employee 2 1 1 . 942 ' 942 “ ‘ _ '

TOTALS 100 100% 917 91,743 $720  $073 $72,135




POSITION PAPER

Proposed Variance: Powers telecommuniggtion
- 403-A Dividend Drive

Interim Community Development Director:
February 10, 2010

Situation:

Mr. Tim Powers owns the property located at 403-A Dividend Drive. The subject tract is zoned
. GI General Industrial which permits telecommunication towers and associated tower facilities. -
The subject tract is also located within the Al Airport zoning overlay district as identified within
Section 1012.2 of the city’s Zoning Ordinance (Attachment “A”). The intent of this ordinance is
to:

restrain influences which are adverse to the property and safe conduct of aircraft in the
vicinity of Falcon Field-Peachtree City Airport, to prevent conditions hazardous to
aircraft operation, to prevent conflict with land development which may result in loss of
life and property, and to encourage development which is compatible with airport use
characteristics within the intent and purpose of zoning.

Mr. Powers submitted a variance application on January 19, 2010 to allow the construction of a
freestanding telecommunication towers and associated tower facilities on the subject tract
(Attachment “B”). A similar request was initially submitted by the Applicant on November 20,
2006, at which time it was denied due to the fact the proposed tower extended into the horizontal
zone (APH) associated with Falcon Field Airport. The Applicant has indicated the supportmg
documentation and proposed tower height is the same as what was previously submitted.

The proposed tower and associated antennas would be 165 above ground level (AGL). The
proposed tower facilities (fenced area for supporting mechanical equipment) would be located
- within a 100" x 100" leased area at the base of the tower. Section 18-380(f) of the
" Telecommunication Towers and Antennas Ordinance stipulates that no tower facility shall be
within 200 of a public right-of-way or within 50° of a non-residential property line. While the
tower facilities meet the setback requirements from the right-of-way of Dividend Drive, they do
not comply with the 50’ setback requirement from a non-residential property line. A variance
from Section 18-380(f)(3) of the Telecommunication Towers and Antennas Ordinance
would be required to permit this encroachment.

Based on the ground elevation where the tower would be located (836 AMSL), the overall height
of the tower would be established at 1,001 AMSL. The proposed location of the subject tower
and associated tower facilities would be approximately 6,600 LF from the end of the runway,
which would place it within the established APH. Based on the existing elevation and the height
of the proposed tower, it appears the height of the proposed tower would extend approximately




‘Proposed Variance: 403-A Dividend Drive
February 10, 2010
Page 2

43’ into the established APH A variance from Sectlon 1001.2(d) from the AT Airport: zonmg
district would be required to permlt this encroachment.

| | i | | 1 IV 1 [ ] | ‘ ]I ‘I 1 | | 1 !
12000 10500 G000 T500 6000 4500 3000 1509 O 1,800 $.000 4500 6000 7500 5000 10500 12000 13,500

As a part of the initial review process in 2006, the Applicant submitted documentation to the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requesting that they conduct an aeronantical study to
determine what impacts the proposed tower might have on air navigation (Attachment “C”).
This study noted the proposed height of the structure exceeded the horizontal surface area
established for Falcon Field Airport by 48’, but concluded “the structure would have no
substantial adverse impact effect on the safe and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by
aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities.” '

The city’s Al Airport zoning ordinance identifies specific approach zones (APA), conical zones
(APC), horizontal zones (APH) and transitional zones (APT), all of which are “overlaid” on the
property surrounding the airport to protect navigable airspace. The base of the proposed tower
would be located at elevation 836 AMSL. The top of the tower would be 160 in height above
ground level (AGL) with a 5 lightning arrestor mounted to the top of the tower, for an overall
height of 165 AMSL. Added to the ground elevation at the base of the tower, the height of the
tower would be established at 1001° AGL.




Proposed Variance: 403-A Dmdend Drive
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The Applicant has requested a variance to construct a telecommunication tower on this property.
In order to do so, he would need a variance from Section 18-380 (£)(3) of the Telecommunication
Towers and Antennas Ordinance to permit the encroachment into the required setback. In
addition, he would also need a variance from Section 1001.2(d) of the city’s Al Airport zoning
ordinance to permit the height of the tower to encroach into the AHZ.

Facts:

1. The subject parcel is zoned GI General Industrial which permits the installation of
telecommunication towers and associated infrastructure, '

2. The subject tract falls within the Al Alrport zoning district which was adopted to protect
the navigable airspace associated with Falcon F1eld Airport. This zoning district
establishes approach zones (APA), conical zones (APC), horizontal zones (APH) and
transitional zones (APT) which are overlaid on property within a specified proximity to
the runway.

3. The height of the proposed tower and assoc1ated antennas extends approx1mately 43’ into
the established APH.

4. The proposed tower facilities at the base of the tower would encroach 33.4° into the
required 50’ setback from an adjoining non-residential property line. N
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5. The FAA’s aeronautical study for the proposed telecommunication tower indicates the
structure would have no substantial adverse impact effect on the safe and efficient
utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation
facilities. The study also noted the proposed telecommunication tower exceeded the
horizontal surface zone by 48” and states “the fact that a proposed structure exceeds an
obstruction standard of Part 77 does not provide a basis for a determination that the
"structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation,” and concludes “the proposed
structure was found to have no adverse effect on the VFR airport trafﬁc approach patterns
in the vicinity of the site.”

6. At their meeting on January 14, 2010, the Applicant met with the Peachtree City Airport
Authority (PCAA) to discuss his proposal to construct a telecommunication tower on his
property. The PCAA notified the Applicant via telephone on February 1 and again by
letter on February 2, 2010 stating they could not support his request for a variance, as
“they would continue to protect the airspace and the ability to attract and support future
jet and corporate aviation customers” (Attachment “D”).

7. The PCAA provided a letter from the Georgia Department of transportation (dated July
21, 2009) reminding them of their responsibility to “maintain and operate Falcon Field
safely and efficiently and in accordance with the specific conditions, specifically the
Airport Sponsor Assurances.” The letter further stated “it is imperative that the
approaches to Runway 13/31 and the airspace surrounding the airport be preserved and
protected from future potential obstructions” (Attachment “E™).

8. In accordance with Section 1012.2(g)(4) of the Al Airport zoning district, the Applicant
has filed a Request for Variance to permit an encroachment into the APH.

Discussion:

The Telecommunication Towers and Antennas Ordinance establishes specific zoning
designations and setback requirements applicable to all new telecommunication towers within
the city. The Al Zoning district establishes specific zones surrounding Falcon Field Airport in an
attempt to protect the airspace associated with the airport.

Telecommunication towers and assoc1ated tower facilities are permitted within the GI General

Industrial zoning district. As curren’dy proposed, the telecommunication tower extends

approximately 43” into the established APH, and the associated tower facilities encroach into the
established setbacks. - '

Based on our review of the site plan, as well as field visits to the subject tract, it does appeér. the
associated tower facilities could be relocated so they would not encroach into the established
setback area. By doing so, the Applicant would not need a variance to this ordinance section.
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However, the proposed telecommunication tower would be located approximately 6,000 LF from
the end of the runway and would extend approximately 43° into the established APH. It should
be noted these are approximate numbers and would require detailed engineering, surveying and
analysis prior to détermining the ultimate height of the tower.

Review criteria:

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

(a)

(b)

Sta

Sta

There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including location,

shape, size, surroundings, or topography so that the strict application of this

ordinance denies the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity
and under identical zoning district classification; '

indings.
The subject tract is located within the GI General Industrial zoning district.
The subject tract falls within the AI Airport zoning district, which establishes a series of
zones surrounding Falcon Field Airport in an effort to protect the navigable airspace
associated with the airport.
The elevation of the proposed telecommunication tower would be 836 AMSL and the
height of the tower would be 165° (1,001 AMSL).
The established airport elevation is 808 AMSL and the APH extend 150" above this
elevation (958 AMSL)
Based on these numbers, it appears a telecommunication tower of no more than 122" in
height could be constructed on the Applicant’s property without the need for a variance.

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

indings
The horizontal zone (APH) is a plane, circular in shape, with its height 150° above the
established airport elevation of 808 AMSL and having a radius of 10,000’ for the basic
transport runway from the center of the end of the primary surface of each runway and
connecting the adjacent arcs by drawing lines tangent to those arcs.
The proposed telecommunication tower location is approximately 6,600 LF from fhe
runway, which is wzthm the established APH.
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e The proposed telecommunication tower would be 165° in height, which, added to the
existing ground elevation of 836 AMSL, would create an overall height of 1,001 AMSL.

e Based on the established airport elevation of 808 AMSL and the established APH, any
obstruction that extended beyond 958" in height within the APH would penetrare the APH
and be classified as an obstruction.

o The proposed tower would penetrare the established APH by approxzmarely 43",

(c) There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or condltlons applicable to
the property involved or the intended development of the property which preclude
the applicant from complying with this ordinance and that do not apply generally to

~ other property in the same zoning district and which prevent the applicant from
complying with existing regulations;

Staff findings _

o The subject tract is zoned GI General Industrial, which permits the construction of
telecommunication towers and associated tower facilities.

o The subject tract falls within the established Al Airport zoming district, which is a
supplementary designation which identifies areas subject to regulations in addition to
those of the district in which such designation is attached. This zoning designation
establishes an “overlay district” which is applicable to those tracts of land within the
zones established within the Al Airport zoning district.

o [t is the intent of this ordinance “to restrain influences which are adverse to the property
and safe conduct of aircraft in the vicinity of Falcon Field Airport, to prevent creation of
conditions hazardous to aircrafi operation, lo prevent conflict with land development
which may result in loss of life and property, and to encourage development whzch is
compatible with airport use characteristics within the intent and purpose of zoning.”

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

Staff findings

o The majority of the property within the city’s industrial park is located within the APH or
other protection zones associated with Falcon Field Airport.
The APH extends into tracts of land within unincorporated Coweta County.

o Each proposed development located on property within the established APH or other
zones must demonstrate that it will not impact the established zones.

o Granting a variance that might allow a development to penetrate the established APH
would set a precedent for other applications within this and other established zones.
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(e) The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public

- health, safety, or general welfare nor injurious to property or 1mprovements in the -

zone or neighborhood in which the property is located.

Staff findings

o The intent of establishing and adopting the Al Airport zoning district was to protect the
navigable airspace associated with Falcon Field Airport.

o The proposed telecommunzcanon tower would extend mro the established APH by
approximately 43"

(f) The granting of such v-ariancé will not create inconsistencies with any objective of
the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff findings _ _

s One of the goals of the comprehensive plan is to establish appropriate land uses in areas
that are suitable for development that would not endanger but protect the surrounding
environment and aesthetics. The city’s industrial park was zoned accordingly to allow a
mix of manufacturing, distribution and office uses.

o A major component of the city’s industrial park is Falcon Field Airport. Because of the
nature of the airport and in order to protect the associated airspace, specific zones were
established within an overlay zoning district.

o As each tract of land within these zones is brought forward for developmeni, they are

reviewed not only for conformance with the underlying zoning regulations but those
established within the airport overlay zone.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the proposed variance not be approved based on the following findings:

1. The height of the proposed telecommunication tower and associated antennas would
extend approximately 43’ into the established APH. ‘

2. The APH was established to protect the navigable airspace associated with Falcon Field
Airport.

3. Approving a variance to permit this encroachment would set a precedent for future
variance applications.

4. It appears the tower could be constructed at a height not to exceed 122’ and not
encroach into the established APH.

Artachments “47 - “E”

S




ARTICLE X. REQUIREMENTS BY DISTRICT Page 1 of 4

Sec. 1012. Airport zoning.
© (1012.1)Airport (Al). |
(@) Intent of district. It is intended that the Al zoning district be established for airport

uses. The regulations which apply with this district are designed to encourage the
formation and continuance of compatible environment for uses of a general aviation
airport to protect and preserve undeveloped airport areas of Peachtree City which are

suitable for such activities, and to prohibit other uses.
(b} Permitted uses. The following uses shall be permitted in any Al zoning district:

(1) Any airport or airport related uses which involves operation, storage, repair,
manufacture, sales of fuel, oil, or aviation related parts or products, auto rentals,
restaurant, vending services or any other use which would directly relate to the
furtherance of the facility to operate as an airport.

(1012.2)Airport district areas (AP).

(@) Airport district areas established as supplementary. The "AP" designation is not
intended to be utilized as a separate district classification, but as a designation which
identifies areas subject to regulations which are supplementary o the regulations of the
district to which such designation is attached, appended, or "overlaid.” Regulations
which apply to areas designated on the zoning map as being within such appended or
overlaid designation must be determined by joint reference to the regulations of both the
basic district classification and the appended or overtay classification.

(b) Intent. 1tis the intent of this ordinance to restrain influences which are adverse to
the property. and safe conduct of aircraft in the vicinity of Falcon Field-Peachtree City
Airport, to prevent creation of conditions hazardous to aircraft operation, to prevent
conflict with land development which may result in loss of life and property, and to
encourage development which is compatible with airport use characteristics within the
intent and purpose of zoning. To this end, the "AP" designation, when appended to a
basic district classification, is intended to coordinate the purpose and intent of this
ordinance with other regulations duly established by Peachtree City whose primary
intent is to further the purposes set out above.

(c) Definitions. |
(1) Airport: Falcon Field—Peachtree City Airport.

(2) Airport elevation: The highest point of an airpdrt's usable landing area
- measured in feet above mean sea level (808.0).

(3) Approach surface: A surface longitudinally centered on the extended runway
centerline, extending outward and upward from the end of the primary surface
and at the same slope as the approach zone height limitation slope set forth in
(1012.2)(c)(4) of this article. ‘ ' -

(4) Approach zone (APA): The approach surface zone is an inclined plane
located directly above the approach area. The dimensions of the approach area
are measured horizontally. The inner edge approach zone coincides with the
width of the primary surface and begins 200 feet from the runway end and is 500
feet wide. The approach zone slopes 20 feet outward for each foot upward to a
width of 1,500 feet for noninstrumented runway at a horizontal distance of 5,000
feet from the primary surface, and outward 34 feet for each foot upward to a
width of 3,500 feet at a horizontal distance of 10,000 feet from the primary
surface for nonprecision instrument runway. Its centerlines are the continuation
of the centerlines of the runways.

Attachment "A”"
 http:/library6.municode.com/default-now/DocView/11414/1/138/148 02/12/2010
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(5) Conical surface: A surface extending outward and upward from the
periphery of the horizontal surface at a slope of twenty to one (20:1) for a
horizontal distance of 4,000 feet.

(6) Conical zone (APC): The conical zone is established on the area that
commences at the periphery of the horizontal zone and at 150 feet above the
airport elevation and extending outward therefrom for a distarice of 4,000 feet,
and upward at a slope of 20:1.

(7) Hazard to navigation: An obstruction determined to have a substantial
adverse effect on the safety and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace.

(8) Height: For the purpose of determining the height limits in all zones set forth
in this article and shown on the zoning map, the datum shall be mean sea level
elevation uniess otherwise specified.

(9) Horizontal surface: A horizontal plane 150 feet above the established airport
elevation, the perimeter of which in plan coincided with the perimeter of the
horizontal zone.

(10) Horizontal zone (APH): The horizontal zone is a plane, circular in shape,
with its height 150 feet above the established airport elevation of 808.0 [feet] msi
and having a radius of 10,000 feet for the basic transport runway from the center
of the end of the primary surface of each runway and connecting the adjacent
arcs by drawing lines tangent to those arcs. The horizontal zone does not include
the approach and transitional zones.

(11) Obstruction: Any structure, growth, or other object, including a mobile
object, which exceeds a limited height set forth in subsection (1012.2)(d) of this
article.

(12) Primary surface: A surface longitudinally centered on a runway. The
primary surface éxtends 200 feet beyond each end of that runway. The elevation
of any point on the primary surface is the same as the elevation of the nearest
point on the runway centerline. The width of the primary surface is 500 feet for
Falcon Field--Peachtree City Airport. '

(13) Runway: A defined area on an airport prepared for landing and takeoff of
_aircraft along its length. '

(14) Structure: An object, including mobile object, constructed or installed by
man, including but without limitation, building, towers, cranes, smokestacks,
earth formations, and overhead transmission lines. '

(15) Transitional surfaces: These surfaces extend outward to right angles (80-
degree angles) to runway centerline and extends at a slope of seven feet
horizontally for each foot vertically from the sides of the primary and approach
surfaces to where they intersect the horizontal and conical surfaces.

(16) Transitional zones (APT): The transitional zones are included planes
beneath the transitional surfaces with a slope of 7.1 measured upward and
outward in a vertical plane at right angies to the center line of the runway and
extending 150 feet above the airport elevation of 808.0 [feet] above mean sea
jevel. The 7:1 transitional surface also extends from the edges of all approach
surfaces upward and outward to the intersection with the horizontal surface, or
the conical surface zones.

(d) Airport zones height limitations. Except as otherwise provided in this article
[section] no structure or tree shall be erected, altered, allowed to grow or maintained in
any airport approach surface zone, horizontal surface zone, conical surface zone or
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ARTICLE X. REQUIREMENTS BY DISTRICT Page 3 of 4

transitional surface zoné to a height in excess of the height limit herein established for
this zone. If the height limits of two zones covering the same area vary, the lower height
limitation is controlling.

(e) Use restrictions. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this article [section] no
use may be made of land within any ‘airport approach surface zone, horizontal surface
zone, conical surface zone or transitional surface zone, in such a manner as to create
electrical interference with radio communication between the airport and aircraft, make it
difficult for fiyers to distinguish between airport lights and others, result in glare in the
eyes of the flyers using the airport or otherwise endanger the landing, taking off or
maneuvering of aircraft. '

(f) Nonconforming uses.

(1) Regulations not retroactive. The regulations prescribed by this article shall
not be construed to require the removal, lowering, or other change or alteration of
any structure, tree or use of iand not conforming to the regulations as of the
effective date of this article [section] or otherwise interfere with the continuance
of nonconforming use. Nothing contained herein shall require any change in the
construction, alteration, or intended use of any structure, the construction or
alteration of which was begun prior to the effective date of this article [section],
and is diligently prosecuted. '

(2) Obstruction--Marking and lighting. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions
of the section, the owner of any existing nonconforming structure or tree is
hereby required to permit the installation, operation, and maintenance thereon of
such markers and lights as shall be deemed necessary by Peachtree City Airport
Authority to indicate to the operators of aircraft in the vicinity of the airport the
presence of such airport obstruction. Such markers and lights shall be instalied,
operated and maintained at the expense of the Peachtree City Airport Authority.

(g) Permits. The zoning administration (administrator) shall not issue a zoning permit
within an "AlL" "APA," "APH," "APT" or "APC" area until it has been determined that the
proposal upon which he is requested to act is in compliance with the terms of these
regulations. In order to determine whether or not a proposal is in compliance, the
proposal shall be submitted to the airport authority for review and approval. Without the
approval of the airport authority, a proposal is not in compliance.

(1) Future uses. Except as specifically provided in (i), (i), and (iii) hereunder, no
material change shall be made in the use of land, no structure shall be erected or
otherwise established, and no tree shall be planted in any zone hereby created
unless a permit therefor shall have been applied for and granted. Each
application for a permit shall indicate the purpose for which the permit is desired,
with sufficient particularity to permit it to be determined whether the resulting use,
structure, or tree would conform to the regulations herein prescribed. If such
determination is in the affirmative, the permit shall be granted. No permit for a
use inconsistent with the provisions of this article [section] shall be granted
_ unless a variance has been approved in accordance with section (1012.2)(g)(4).

(i) In the area lying within the limits of the horizontal zone and conical

zone, no permit shall be required for any tree or structure except when,
- because of terrain, land contour, or topographic features, such tree or

structure would extend above the height limits prescribed for such zones.

(i) In areas lying within the limits of the approach zones, but at a
horizontal distance of not less than 4,200 feet from each end of the
runway, no permit shall be required for any tree or structure except when,
because of terrain, tand contour, or topographic features, such tree or
structure would extend above the height limits prescribed for such zones.
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(i) In the areas lying within the limits of the transition zones, no permit
shall be required for any tree or structure except when such free or
structure because of terrain, land contour, or topographic features, would
extend above the height limit prescribed for such transition zones.

Nothing contained in any of the foregoing exceptions shall be construed
as permitting  or intending to permit any construction, alteration of any
structure, or growth of any tree in excess of any of the height limits
established by this article except as set forth in section (1012.2)(g).

(2) Existing uses. No permit shall be granted that would allow the establishment
or creation of an obstruction or permit a nonconforming use, structure, or tree to
become a greater hazard to air navigation than it was on the effective date of this
ordinance or any amendment thereto or than it is when the application for a
permit is made. Except as indicated, all applications for such a permit shall be
granted.

(3) Nonconforming uses abandoned or destroyed. Whenever the zoning
administration determines that a nonconforming tree or structure has been
abandoned or more than 75 percent torn down, physically deteriorated, or
decayed, no permit shall be granted that would allow such structure or tree to
exceed the applicable height limit or-otherwise deviation [deviate] from the zoning
regulations.

(4} Variances. Any person desiring to erect or increase the height of any
structure, or permit the growth of any tree, or use property, not in accordance
with the regulations prescribed in this article may apply to the czty council for a
variance from such regulations.

The appncauon for variance shall be accompanied by a determination from the
Federal Aviation Administration as [to] the effect of the proposal on the operation
or air navigation facilities and the safe, efficient use of navigable airspace. Such
variances shall be allowed where it is duly found that a iiteral application or
enforcement of the regulations will result in unnecessary hardship and relief, if
granted, will not be contrary to the public interest, will not create a hazard to air
navigation, will do substantial justice, and will be in accordance with the spirit of
this article [section]. Additionally, no application for variance to the requirements
of this article may be considered by the board of adjustment unless a copy of this
application has been furmnished to the airport manager and the Peachtree City
Airport Authority for advice as to the aeronautical effects of the variance. If the
airport manager and/or the airport authority does not respond to the application
within 15 days after receipt, the board of adjustment may act on its own to grant
ot deny said application.

(5) Obstruction marking and lighting. Any permit or variance granted may, ‘if
such action is deemed advisable to effectuate the purpose of this article [section]

~and be reasonable in the circumstances, be so conditioned as to require the
owner of the structure or tree in question to install, operate and maintain, at the
owner's expense, such markings and lights as may be necessary. If deemed

- proper by the board of adjustment, this condition may be modified to require the
owner to permit the Peachtree City Airport Authority, at its own expense, to
install, operate, and maintain the necessary markings and lights.

(Ord No. 391, 3-20-1986; Ord. No. 474, 11-3-1988; Ord No. 475, 11-3-1988)
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Please use blue or black ink io fill out this form.

Admin. Variance Fee: $25.00
Variance Fee: $250.00

e

T
PEACHTREE VCITY

P: 770-487-5731
WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

VARIANCE APPLICATION

153 Willowbend Rd, Peachtree City, GA 30269
F: 770-631-2552

Receipt # 1 ©SY ! 3
DateFiled & /19 /1O
Case#\"?.OtO"Ol

GCffice Use Only

Z | Street Address 4o 3-A /OIC//JEN‘{ Lr >, | Name Tim FPowges
-4
= w2 | phone _YOF 2]% [HOD
! - - - Q z ¢
J | Zoning District: 85 | Emait_CHERR] €D CAlL. BBwERS . Com
S O Residential O Mutti-Family O commercialJIndustrial\O#ice
w .
Variance Type:
§ m] Admln?;trative [ speclal Exception m'é_iance (check one below) E o Subdivision:
< .
E Variance from which ordinance: . g E .
; [ sign O Fence 7 Land Development . Mng 2 Phase: Lot #
‘7“ Please submit the following evidentiary items in support
IE Name M P@ UJ ‘EJQS d (zs a of t(hlis al::lpllitcation and the requested variances.
4{5 Plzase check off the Items that are attached to this application}
g Address 2 ?&’,K %MHW & /? - E E [ site plan {with property lines and proposed work)
H | City, State, Zip FAHTREE vy GA e 9 Z | [ A detailed report justifying the requested variance
& Phone # __ 4/ 2y 2 /& /4/0&/ & 8| O Letters of support from adjacent property owners
< | Email ; ] @ A [] Digital Photographs \ Renderings (CD or Email)
[ZGther Items Demanstrating Need (topo. Survey, etc)
- 1.) Is a current survey included with the application? | [ Yes [J No | Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:
> . N . o, (A separate detailed report is still requlred to be attached to this application)
B 2.) Does the application pertain to a zoning setback? | L] ves [0 No .}
é E;; 3.) Is the violation an t?xisting serack violation? Cyes INe L-S U/"Ld (_E( d /Wﬁ"fd
% « | 4.) How long has the violation existed? Years
2 | 5. What is the required setback? Feet
g S| 6.) How much of a variance is being requested? £ F  Feet
) 7.) Were you the owner of the property when the
< violation oceurred? (If not, who was?) Dlves [nNo
1.) Is a current survey included with the application? | [J Yes [ No | Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:
z L, (A separate detalled report is still required to be attached to this application)
- & | 2.3 Has property been rezoned or deed restrictions? Ovyes [INo ~ K
o = N . _— . o -y . . _
gk 3) Is th_e v:‘olatlon an existing setback \nolatlon.: [(Jyes [ZNeo [5c08d  CEiL O IES?
& w| 4.) Application for a bldg setback, fence, or parking? (Circle One)
(7] ‘>€ 5.} What is the required setback, height, or spaces?
w 6.} How much of a variance is being requested?
i Please review the ordinances and instructions on the back of this page. Briefly describe why this variance is being requested:
o - . o T _{A separate detaited report Is still required to be attached to this application)
> | 1.) Is a current survey included with the application? | [J Yes [J No ; ;
VY A ] o~
S 12) How much of a variance is being requested? ' Feet O} ol CrlL  7OESL
§ 3.) Were you the owner of the property when the
= violation occurred? (If not, who was?) Dyes [ No

I hereby certify that I am the owner of the property on which a variance is bemg requested and that all information

provided as a part of this applica IOI‘I is

Signature of Qwner/Agent:

AN
e

Wﬂd correct.
et A A
7 g

OFFICE ONLY

Date éA%/Z@/O

Signature:

Date of Acceptance:; Date of Hearing:

[ approved [] Denied

[] Approved with Conditions

& VARIANCE FROM

;ratong with:therequi

Signature; M

Variance Application
Revised 6/2008

Date of Acceptance: O l - “l‘[ I 2

Date of Public Hearing: Dl;lﬁ;l_&

www.peachtree-city.org
Fax: 770-631-2552

Attachment "B"




January 15, 2010

Received from Tim Powers $250 for Variance Application concerning
a cell tower at 403-A Dividend Drive, Peachtree City, GA 30269

7 M E%Wmv—-

Tim I Powers Kathy Thom
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Federal Aviation Administration : Aeronautical Study No.
Air Traffic Airspace Branch, ASW 520 2006-A50-1738-0E

2601 Meacham Blvd.

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

Issued Date: 05/30/2006

Thelma L. Wilson
T-Mobile, USA ‘ ' ' ) ' g
4 Concourse Parkway )
Atlanta, GA 30328

*x DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NﬁVIGATION-**

The Federal Aviation Administration has completed an aeronautical study under
the provisions of 4% U.S.C., Section 44718 and, if appllcable, Title 14 of the
" Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concernlng & K

543

1)

Structure Type: Antenna Tower

Location: Peachtree City, Ga

Latitude: 33-22-42.30 N NAD 83

Longitude: 84-34-40.20 W ‘

Heights: 170 feet above ground level (AGL)

1006 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)
This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantlal
adverse effect on the safe and efficient utilization of the nav1gable airspace
by alrcraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities. Therefore,
pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the

structure would not be a hazard to air navigation provided the follow1ng
condition(s) is{are) met: :

ki

2As a condition to this Determlnatlon the structure is marked and/or

lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 70/7460-1 AC %0/7460 1K Change
1, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, a med- dual system - Chapters w4, 8 (M-

Dual), &12

It is required that the enclosed FAA Form 7460 2, Notice of Actual Construction
- or Alteration, be completed and returned to this office any time Fhe project is

abandcned or:

@

At least 10 days prior to. start of constructlon .
(7460-2, Part I) - '% 5

X Wlthln 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height
(7460-2, Part II) - :

To coordinate frequency activation and verify that no interference is caused.
to FAA facilities, prior to beglnnlng any transm1551on from the 51te you must
contact Martin Crane at 404 968 7938

See attachment for addltlonal condition(s) or information. &

ciie T

This determination expires on 11/30/2007 unless:

{a) extended revised or terminated by the 1ssu1ng cffice.
' (b) the construction is subject to the licensing authorlty of
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and an - ¢
application for a construction permit has been filed, ag

required by the FCC, within 6 months of the date of jthis " -

.
v it
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determination. 1In such case, the determination expires on
the date prescribed by the FCC for completion of
construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS'DETERMINATION
MUST BE POSTMARKED CR DELIVERED TO THIS OFFICE AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TQ THR

EXPIRATION DATE.

This determination is subject to review if an interested party files a petition

that is received by the FAA on or before June 29, 2006. In the event a petition
for review is filed, it must contain a full statement of the basis upon which it
is made and be submitted in triplicate to the Manager, Airspace and Rules

Division - Room_ﬁ23, Federal Aviation Administ:afion, 800 Independence Ave,
Washington, D.C. 20591, '

This determination becomes final on July 9, 2006 unless a petition is timely
filed. In which case, this determination will not become final pending
disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified of the grant
of any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Sheri
Edgett-Baron via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which
"includes specific coordinates, heights, frequency(ies) and power. Any changes
in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will void this
determination. BAny future construction or alteration, including increase to
heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, reguires separate notice

to the FAAQ.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes,
derricks, etc., which may be used Quring actual construction of the structure.
However, this ecquipment shall not exceed the overall heights as indicated above.
Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires
separate notice to the FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and
efficient use of navigable airspace by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor
of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or regulation of
any Federal, State, or local government body. :

This aeronautical study considered‘and analyzed the_ impact on existing and

proposed arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating
under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact on all
existing and planned public-use airports,. military airports and aeronautical
facilities; and the cumulative impact resulting from the studied structure when
combined with the impact of other existing or proposed structures. The study
disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect

on air navigation.

An gccount of the study findings, aeronautical cbjections received by the Faa
during the study (if any), and the basis for the FAA's decision in this matter
can be found on the following page(s}. : : '

A copy of this detefminatidn will be forwarded to the Federal Communications
Commission if the structure is subject to their licensing authority. o

Page 2




If we can be of further assistance, pleaée contact our office at (202}267-9219.
On any future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to
Aeronautical Study Number 2006-AS0-1738-0E.

Signature Control No: 457319-4662785' ‘ ‘ — _ (DNH)

A

Kevin P. - Haggerty
Manager, Obstruction Evaluation Service

Attachment (s)
Additional Information
Frequency Data

7460-2 Attached
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Additional Information for ASN 2006-ASO-1738-OE

AERONAUTICAL STUDY
NO. 06-AS0-1738-CE

The proposed structure would is located’approximately 1.30 nautical miles north
of the Peachtree City (FFC) Airport Reference Point. The proposed structure
does exceed the standard for determining obstructions to air navigation
centained in Part 77, Subpart C, of the Federal Aviation Requlations as follows:

.. Exceeds FAR Part 77.23 (a)(5) by 48 feet, a height exceeding the horizontal
surface as applied to the FFC Airport..

Details of the proposed structure were circularized for public comment. There
was one letter of objection received during the comment period. The letter can
be summarized as objecting to the structure exceeding an obstruction standard at
Peachtree City Airport and effecting the proposed instrument landing system

instrument approach.

Part 77 obstruction standards are used to screen the many proposgals submitted in
order to identify those which warrant further aeronautical study in order to
determine if they would have significant adverse effect on protected
aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger formal
aeronautical study, including circularization, they do not constitute absolute
or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air navigation.
Accordingly, the fact that a broposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard
of Part 77 does not provide a basis for a determination that the structure would

constitute a hazard to air navigation.

During the internal case study all instrument a hes on file were considered

and found to have no impact.  The flight procedures office was asked to _
reevaluate the instrument procedures for the Peachtree City Airport. The study
revealed that the proposed structure had no effect to any instrument procedure

that was on file.

The proposed structure was found to ‘have no adverse effect on the VFR airport
traffic patterns in the vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure and en route procedures for aircraft operating
under VFR/IFR conditions at existing and planned public use and wmilitary

- airports; as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during the analysis
of this structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the structure, at a
height of 1006 feet above mean sea level (AMSL), would have no adverse effect
upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altltude

The cumnlative 1mpact (IFR/VFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with
the impact of other existing or proposed structures was. considered and found to

be acceptable

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a
substantial adverse effect on the safe and efficient use of the navigable
airspace by aircraft or on any navigation fac111ty and would not be a hazard to

air navigation.

/11/171/11/EKD OF COMMENTS////////
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Frequency Data for ASN 2006-AS0-1738-OE

LOW HIGH FREQUENCY ERP
FREQUENCY' FREQUENCY UNIT ERP UNIT
806 824 MHz 500 W
824 849 MHz 500 W
851 866 MHz 500 W
869 894 ' MHz 500 W
896 901 | MHz 500 W
901 902 MHz 7 W
930 931 MHz 3500 W
931 932 MEz 3500 W
932 932.5 MEHz 17 dBW
935 940 MHz 1000 W
940 941 MHz 3500 W
1850 1910 MHz 1640 W
1930 1990 MHz 1640 W
2305 2310 MHzZ 2000 W
2345 2360 MHz 2000 W
1930 1965 MHz 1 KW
6525 5875 MHz 50 dBm
10700 11700 MHz 50 dBm
17700 18600 MHz 55 dBm
40000 MHz 55 dBm

38600
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ATLANTA REGIONAL

AIRPORT
FALCON FIELD
February 2, 2010
Bernard J. McMullen
City Manager
153 Willowbend Road
Peachtree City, GA 30269

RE: Request For Variance
Dear Mr. McMullen,

- The Peachtree City Airport Authority.(PCAA) received a presentation and a
request to support a variance from Mr. Tim Powers on January 14, 2010. Mr.
Powers reintroduced a request for variance that he presented to City Council
without success in 2006.

Mr. Powers was notified on February 1,2010 via telephone that the PCAA could
not support a variance to the city’s Telecommunication Towers Ordinance as well
as Section 1012 Airport Zoning within the city’s Zoning Ordinance. He was advised
that the PCAA would continue to protect its airspace and the ability to attract and
support future jet and corporate aviation customers. Mr. Powers indicated that
he still intended to approach the City again in the near future to request a
variance on this issue.

Please contact me for any further information.

7 F'“o!con Dr., Peachtree City, GA 30249 | FrontDesk@KFFC.org | Phone: 770.487.2225 » Fax: 770.487.8814
www.KFFC.org

Attachme_nt "O"




\ GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

One Georgla Center, 600 West Peachtree Straat, NW
Atlanta, Geargia 30308 ‘
Telephone: (404) 6311000

Vance C. Shiith, Jr., Commissioner

Tuly 21, 2009

Mr. John Crosby, Airport Director
Peachtree City - Falcon Field

7 Falcon Drive

Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

" Dear Mr. Crosby:

. The Georgia Department of Transportation - Aviation Programs (GDOT), with authority granted by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) via the State Block Grant Program, would like to remind the Peachtree
City Airport Authority (PCAA) of its responsibility to maintain and operate Falcon Field safely and efficiently
and in accordance with the specified conditions, specifically the Airport Sponsor Assurances. It is imperative
that the approaches to Runway 13/31 and the airspace surtounding the airport be preserved and protected from
future potential obstructions. This responsibility is addressed in the dirport Sponsor Assurance document in the
Compatible Land Use and Hazard Removal and Mitigation assurances.

Compatible Land Use. It (the airport sponsor) will take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable,
including the adoption of zoning laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity
of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations, including landing
and takeoff of aircraft . . . :

Hazard Removal and Mitigation. It will take appropriate action to assure that such teyrminal airspace
as is required to protect instrument and visual operations to the airport (including established minimum
Slight altitudes) will be adequately cleared and protected by removing, lowering, relocating, marking, or
lighting or otherwise mitigating existing airport hazards and by preventing the establishment or
creation of future airport hazards. ' :

At your request, this letter affirms that the approved 34:1 slope to Runway 31, as currently protected by
the Airport Height Zoning Ordinance of Peachtree City, is the appropriate obstruction-free floor for the
protected airspace for the current approaches to Runway 31, and that the approved 20:1 slope to Runway 13,
currently protected by the Peachtree City Height Zoning Ordinance, is the appropriate obstruction-free floor for
the protected airspace for the current approaches to Runway 13.

It is essential that the PCAA and the City enforce the zoning restrictions in order to satisfy the
assurances, as well as maintain a safe and efficient airport for its users. Part of this enforcement could be
including provisions to review all proposed construction near the vicinity of the airport and establishing a local
ordinance imiting objects that may threaten to penetrate the established approaches to the runway. '

~ The approved approaches at Falcon Field, according to our records, are a 34:1 precision approach to
Runway 31 and a 20:1 non-precision approach to Runway 13, and although these are the minimum criteria for
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‘Mr. John Crosby
Peachtree City-Falcon Field
Page 2 '

screening for potential obstructions, the FAA, as per Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration - Form
7460-1, requires the use of a 100:1 screening criterion for runways longer than 3,200 fect. The GDOT suggests
the PCAA adopt the FAA screening standard 100:1 for evaluating any proposed structures or other potential
hazards to assure that they will not penetrate or cause intrusions into the protected airspace above the 34:1 slope
gradient for Runway 31 or the 20:1 slope gradient for Runway 13, and implementing proper zoning and
particularly enforcement. '

The allowance for penetration of the approved approaches by any object will increase the minimums of
the approaches, be a potential hazard for pilots utilizing the runway, and violate the airport sponsor’s grant
assurances.

We hope this letter clarifies the GDOT’s, and in turn FAA’s viewpoint on maintaining the approved
approaches at the Peachtree City Airport - Falcon Field. If you have any further questions, please contact Carol
Comer, Aviation Programs Manager at (404) 505-4869. '

5

ey D. Keepler, Administr:
. Division of Intermodal Programs

HDK:CLC:CJF

co: Scott Seritt — FAA




