
City Council of Peachtree City
Agenda

February 2, 2006

7: 00 p.m.

I. Call to Order

II. Pledge of Allegiance

III. Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition
Remind Attendees to Turn Off Cell Phones

IV. Minutes

July 21, 2005, Executive Session Minutes

January 12, 2006, Workshop Minutes

January 19, 2006, Regular Meeting Minutes

V. Monthly Reports

VI. Consent Agenda
1. Alcohol License - Change in Licensee and License Representative -

China Cafe 9

2. Alcohol License - Change in License Representative - Y-Knot Sports Bar

3. Consider Declaration of Surplus Computer Equipment

VII. Old Agenda Items

10-05-02 Consider Amendment to Article XI, Section 1108,

Landscape Plan Requirements

VIII. New Agenda Items

02-06- 01 Alcohol License - Change in Ownership - B& B Bottle Shop

Hartigan' s Fine Wines, Spirits & Cigars)
02-06- 02 Discuss Walt Banks/ Peachtree Parkway Roundabout

02-06-03 Consider Request to Waive Fees at Kedron Fieldhouse for

Katrina Fundraiser

02-06- 04 Consider International Property Maintenance Code Ordinance

02-06-05 Consider Stormwater Utility Ordinance

02-06-06 Award Bid for Multi- use Path Bridge

IX. Council/ Staff Topics
Library Commission Presentation on Update to Library Master Plan

X. Executive Session

This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24-hours prior tQ the scheduled

meeting.





City Council of Peachtree City
EXECUTIVE SESSION

Minutes of Meeting
July 21, 2005

Mayor Steve Brown called the ex:ecutive session to order immediately following the

regular meeting on Thursday, July 21, 2005. Council Members present were: Stuart

Kourajian, Steve Rapson, Judi Rutherford, and Murray Weed. City Manager Bernard

McMullen and City Attorney Ted Meeker were also present.

Council discussed acquiring an easement on the Mathis tract on Sumner Road near

Highway 54 East to allow for a cart path. Council agreed the amount for the easement

should not exceed $2, 800.

Brown moved to reconvene into regular session. Weed seconded. The motion carried

unanimously.

Rutherford moved to acquire the easement on the Mathis tract not to exceed the amount

specified in executive session. Weed seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

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

Jane Miller, City Clerk Harold Logsdon, Mayor

Pamela Dufresne, Recording Secretary
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Rutherford asked who was currently inspecting the systems at retail sites. Borkowski

said no one was inspecting the systems to ensure they worked properly. The last time

City staff saw the systems was during the final inspection. He continued that Wendell

Madison went out when complaints were received, but there was no routine inspection

currently. Feldner said an inspection program should be in place by the end of the year.

Borkowski said the inspection program was part of Phase II, which required that an

operations and maintenance program be developed.

Feldner said the City was unique in terms of the available amenity areas and put people in

closer contact with those amenities than other communities. It was Council's

responsibility, at the end of the day, to ensure the issues were addressed.

Feldner continued that regulatory compliance requirements were in Metropolitan North

Georgia Water Planning District (MNGWPD) model ordinances, NPDES Phase II

permit, NPDES wastewater discharge permit ( WASA), MNGWPD Watershed Plan, the

Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Act, and the Georgia Stormwater Management
Manual.

The timeline for the NPDES Phase II permit was March 2003 to December 2008. The six

program/permit areas included public education, public involvement, illicit discharge
detection and elimination ( stopping non-stormwater discharges into the system),

construction site runoff control, post-construction runoff control ( maintenance), and

pollution prevention. The City' s program had 25 elements. Each year the City made an

annual report to the EPD that looked at the level of compliance or deficiency

accomplished during the 12- month period. The key compliance activities for the permit
included drainage system inventory/ condition assessment, drainage system and detention

pond inspections, drainage system and detention pond maintenance, pollution source

identification and mitigation, City-wide water quality monitoring, erosion control

inspections and enforcement, street sweeping, and implementing the program fully by
December 2006. Some activities had been implemented, but some of the more

substantial compliance elements had been deferred until 2006. The City was not the only

municipality to do so. Feldner said it was EPD' s intent to ramp up the activities over the

permit life, which was through 2008, with things up and running by 2006.

Kourajian asked if there were any criteria to know if a stormwater structure was good or

bad. Feldner said there was a local subjective evaluation. They were trying to get

consistency in who did the inspections so there was consistency in the grading, and

Public Works could schedule maintenance accordingly. Photographs were taken for

documentation and used to develop consensus. He continued that there were some tools

and checklists available to help start standardizing things in the metro area. Kourajian
asked if the City had developed the criteria yet. Feldner said the criteria had not been

developed in detail, but they did have some materials that would be a key part of

compliance with the permit. Kourajian clarified that this would allow different people to

do the inspections and come back with the same assessment.
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Feldner said if the City failed to comply with the permit, EPD would notify the Mayor.
Boone asked when notices of violation (NOV) were sent out. Feldner said the NOV

would be sent after meeting with the City. The letter would encourage the City to move

forward. If that did not happen, the NOV would be issued and the City would be called

to a meeting. If the City still had not complied, then administrative fines would be

levied.

Rutherford questioned how the EPD would determine what was good or bad, and if that

determination was left up to the City. Feldner said the City had to document its activities

for the past 12 months for the annual report. The EPD graded the reports and commented

on enhancements for particular activities. Boone questioned how the grading worked.

Feldner said EPD graded against the milestones or goals in the Notice of Intent that was

part of the City' s permit. The City reported its progress on the goals in the annual report.
The EPD commented on the goals that were deferred, and the City had to show why they
had been deferred. Feldner said it was a back and forth process that was not regimented,
but had been working. Rutherford noted that the City could do all it was supposed to do,

but have terrible water quality and still be in compliance. Feldner said that could happen

theoretically. There was not a quantitative monitoring element where EPD stations were

set up and monitored. He continued that WASA' s permit was renewed every five years

and that process had watershed elements in it. The stormwater program was tied to how

the wastewater plants operated even though WASA was an authority. The County' s

water withdrawal permits were similar and were linked together in terms of water supply
and watershed management.

Feldner pointed out there was no place in the Phase II permit that said the community had

to stop flooding. The Phase II permit program was geared toward stormwater program

and water quality elements. Flooding was an independent localized issue within a

community, and the City was at the bottom of the watershed so a lot of water passed
through the jurisdiction. There was a lot of contributing drainage upstream of the City,
which had inherent issues as far as flooding and additional impervious area. The City
had ranked more than 60 possible projects and scored them with weighted criteria. The

worst issues would be addressed with the highest priority. Feldner went over the capital
project overview and explained the ranking criteria. The capital implementation plan
would be based on an objective ranking process. The capital drainage program budget
would be $ 3 million. The plan was to secure a revenue bond or a Georgia Environmental

Facilities Authority ( GEFA) loan to expedite the capital program effort. Most of the

problems remained unresolved, and there was no funding for them at this time. Feldner

said there were about $ 9 million in projects on the list, and about $ 6 million worth had

been identified as priorities.

Rutherford referred to a specific situation off Creekside and Ebenezer Road. The

problem had always been there, and the City currently had no liability. McMullen said

that was one of the elements that would be discussed in terms of extended service and

level of service. Rutherford asked if liability would be created because the City fixed
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something. McMullen said nothing would change because the situation would remain.

They would also look at public rights- of-way and City facilities.

Feldner discussed the level of service, and public and private drainage systems. He

showed a graphic of the public drainage system, which included storm drain pipes and

catch basins in the public rights-of-way. Public drainage easements were also shown.

Feldner said it was the City' s responsibility to maintain dedicated and accepted
easements. Rutherford asked how easements were accepted. Meeker said easements

were accepted by Council action or through the Planning Commission' s plat approval.
Feldner said the City knew where those obligations were.

Feldner continued that the private components of the system included the drainage swales

in residential backyards, creeks that traversed private property, and private detention

ponds. He said the City had a specific role and specific responsibilities for the public
portion of the system. The responsibilities included regulatory compliance, emergency

response, operations and maintenance, and capital project implementation. The discharge
from public systems could impact downstream and the state' s erosion control manual had

criteria on evaluating those impacts.

Feldner continued that the City had a limited role and responsibilities for private drainage
systems since the majority of the issues were the property owner' s responsibility. The

City' s focus included regulatory compliance, emergency response, enforcement of

ordinances, and citizen guidance and education. The property owner was responsible for

operations and maintenance, capital project implementation, and oversight. Residential

subdivisions that had private streets were also responsible for the private drainage
system.

Feldner said there had been a lot of staff time spent researching the City' s stormwater

costs for the last eight to nine years. The costs ranged from just over $ 200, 000 in the late
1990s to over $500, 000 in 2005. Stormwater program costs were often driven by rainfall,
and compliance was also beginning to affect programs. The average cost per year was

382, 000, rising about 8.5% per year. There were also some necessary construction

projects undertaken in 2004 and 2005. The annual program cost would be $ 1 million to

1.333 million for FY 2007- 2010. Personnel costs were estimated between $ 85, 000-

224, 000 per year. Ramping up maintenance and being more proactive on maintenance
issues, as well as the necessary construction issues, more than tripled the current costs.

Feldner said the staff increase would not be office people, but field drainage inspectors
and Public Works crews. Two three- man Public Works crews would be dedicated

exclusively for storm drain maintenance and small capital projects. There would also be

an internal stormwater management program coordinator who would serve as a central

point of contact. Feldner said detailed spreadsheets were available to anyone who wanted

to see them, including amortization schedules for the bonds. Rutherford asked if

unprogrammed capital funds could be used in the event of a major rainstorm. McMullen

said that would be one situation where the funds would be used. Feldner said the funds
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could be used to hire a local contractor to supplement in-house resources. McMullen said

there would always be more to do than money to do it with.

Feldner went over the potential funding options and the recommended funding options
for the stormwater program. He said the primary methods were stormwater user

fees/ utility or general fund tax revenue, and would be used to fund a majority of the

program. A primary mechanism was needed to fund all elements of the program.

Secondary funding methods included special assessments, special service fees,

loans/ revenue bonds, general obligation bonds, in-lieu of construction fees, system

development charges, impact fees, SPLOST, and federal and state grant funding. They
had looked at special assessments, but a direct and measurable benefit had to be

identified to the individual property owner paying the assessment. Feldner said that

could be a challenge when looking at non-flooding elements of the program. The legal
issues would be difficult and they would also have to validate the benefits on an annual

basis. Special service fees would offset the costs the City spent in certain areas and were

already in place. Loans and revenue bonds had been identified to fund the capital
program. General Obligation Bonds required voter approval, which could be a challenge
since not everyone was affected. In- lieu of construction fees and system development
charges were very close to each other and concerned other means of handling stormwater

rather than construction. System development charges were similar to a proportionate
share, and were used for sewer. Impact fees were paid for the incremental burden a

development had on existing infrastructure. Impact fees could only be for that

incremental burden. The system had to be adequate before charging an impact fee. Fees

in lieu of development and impact fees were based on new development coming in and

offsetting costs. The City was 90% built out so there would not be a lot of new

development coming in to provide an influx of cash. Feldner said the County' s SPLOST

was written for transportation. The money could not be redirected to drainage projects
based on the utility legislation. The proposed funding was a combination of options,
including user fees, special service fees, loans/ revenue bond, and federal and state grant

funding.

Feldner said a stormwater utility was three things - the funding aspect, the stormwater

program, and the organizational entity, which was the enterprise fund itself. The

stormwater approach was recommended because ofthe fairness and equitableness of how

a property' s runoff affected the drainage system and the services provided to the

property. A utility provided a stable revenue stream that was not subject to competing
priorities like the General Fund. A utility was also flexible and the money could be used

for any program element that was part of the stormwater program. The user fee was the

charge to the property owner for the services based on their demand on the system.

Properties with larger impervious areas would pay a higher fee because of the runoff and

pollutant discharge associated with the properties.

There were currently 13 stormwater utilities in the state, and the number was expected to

double in the next 12- 18 months, according to Feldner. The advantages to a utility were
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dedicated funding via the enterprise fund, everyone was billed including tax- exempt

properties, customer credit opportunities were available, revenue bond/loan procurement,
a fair and equitable funding source, and a consistent impact on the General Fund.

Feldner explained the rate structure, which was based on impervious area. The base

billing rate was $ 3. 95 per billing unit, which was an equivalent residential unit (ERU).
The structure was used by 12 of the state' s 13 utilities and had been tested in the Georgia

Supreme Court. One ERU unit was equal to 4,600 square feet of impervious surface.

The flat rate for residential customers was $ 3. 95 per month for one ERU. There would

be a tiered billing rate for fairness and equity based on any features of the property that

did not allow infiltration. There were also rates for attached residential structures with

and without public streets.

Feldner showed a comparison of the stormwater user fee and a tax increase. Seventy

percent of property taxes were paid by residential homeowners. The Citywide

impervious area breakdown was only 45% residential. The burden shifted to the larger

impervious area properties with a utility. Tax- exempt properties ( churches, schools,

government facilities) represented 10% of the non-residential properties, which had no

property tax contribution. Feldner said non-residential customers would get a custom bill

based on the defined impervious surface area of their property. The proposed user fee

was $ 3. 95 per 4,600 square feet of impervious surface. Eligible properties with

stormwater credit opportunities would have a reduction in the monthly bill.

Kourajian asked if the City would bill itself. Feldner said it would. Kourajian asked if

the City would be responsible for the streets, including state highways. Feldner said yes.

Meeker said there was an ongoing debate regarding the state highways. Feldner said

most cities had exempted the state from the stormwater user fee because the state had

refused to pay it; however, DOT would repair storm drainage infrastructure in the state

right-of-way. It would be almost an in-kind swap. Plunkett and Rutherford asked about

credit opportunities. Feldner said the state had a detailed credit manual that defined the

opportunities.

McMullen explained that the City was currently spending General Fund dollars on

stormwater. Once the utility was in operation, the City would not be spending General

Fund dollars. The General Fund became a pass- through for the City' s user fee.

Feldner said the user fee was either comparable to, or more advantageous to, the

customer than increasing the tax rate. The City would be in the middle as far as how its

rates compared to the other utilities. Feldner pointed out that the City' s housing stock

was unique. The stormwater bills. would be separate and standalone using an outsourced

billing and collection vendor. Residents would receive a quarterly or possibly an annual

bill, while non-residential customers would receive a monthly bill. The proposed mailing
date was April 2006. Feldner said the City was developing a credit manual with criteria

and policies for residential and non-residential customers. He noted that there would be

several opportunities for residential customers to obtain credit. Rutherford asked what
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Engineering or Public Works. They were currently working on where the actual

employees would go, either as Public Works employees dedicated to stormwater or a

separate department.

Several residents attended the workshop and asked questions. A resident asked the time

frame for the revenue bonds. Feldner said it would be possible in the first six to 12

months.

A Tinsley Mill resident asked if there would be opportunity for them to present
information on their area. He said it was one of the oldest in the community and the

residents owned their own streets. McMullen said he understood the residents' position,
but if the City took in Tinsley Mill then it had to take in all private areas with the same

situation, which would decrease what the City could do and increase the cost.

Logsdon questioned whether Tinsley Mill was an extreme situation, which might need

greater consideration. Meeker said that he agreed in theory, but there were also some

constitutional issues involved regarding the City benefiting a private property owner,

which was a struggle the City faced with any drainage issue on private property.

Logsdon asked if the work done upstream would mitigate Tinsley Mill' s problems.
Feldner said that it should help, but there were a lot of factors to be considered from a

legal and engineering standpoint. Tinsley Mill was very unique and could not be

resolved at this meeting. The resident said the flooding issues got worse when the

developments were built upstream. Boone asked if Tinsley Mill' s infrastructure could be

improved. The resident said probably. It would cost over $ 600, 000, which would be

split between 53 owners. Tinsley Mill did receive a FEMA grant to help with some

mitigation. Rutherford said the issue would have to be dealt with at a staff level;

recommendations for priorities would be made to Council. Dan Gibbs asked whether

Council would set the priorities. Rutherford said the experts would make

recommendations. Plunkett said Council would discuss the recommendations and

priorities, and could possibly disagree with the recommendations based on public
comment.

A resident who identified himself as the Brookfield Homeowners Association president
said he was concerned about the method of payment. He said his area, which had

attached residences, was a private street community, and the residents would be better off

if billed individually. Feldner said the logistics could be worked out to benefit the

customer group. The policy would be flexible. The resident asked if there would be

some relief if they paid annually or quarterly. McMullen said if the billing vendor could

reduce the City' s cost, then the savings would be passed on to the residents.

Matt Bergen, a City resident who said he worked for the Fayetteville stormwater utility,
told Council that everyone would not benefit from a stormwater utility. He said Public

Works and WASA could do the job together since they were already working on the

issues. He did not see a need for a whole new crew to resolve the problems that had been
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ongoing for a long time. A utility would not help if it were a private property vs. private
property issue. Bergen asked Feldner if new properties were being developed according
to the most recent stormwater guidelines. Feldner said properties had been designed to

meet the latest standards since 2002. Bergen noted a specific property currently under

construction near his subdivision, and said this was not the case with the new

development. Feldner said Bergen would need to talk to City staff and look at the site' s

hydrology study and the determination on whether the developer had followed the

ordinance.

Bergen asked why money for stormwater could not be taken out of the General Fund at

the beginning of the fiscal year and placed into a stormwater account. He said that

should be done prior to collecting a monthly fee. McMullen said that was feasible, but

that was not the only reason for using a utility. The revenue bond situation was also a

reason, which would get a lot of things done. The bonds were based on the revenue the

utility would receive. Meeker said there would also be more funding available on an

annual basis. Rutherford asked where the money would come out of in the General Fund.

The reality was that if Emergency Services needed that money and the culvert could wait

another year, then the culvert could wait another year. She added that a utility spread the

cost across the board. Property values were affected by whether or not the community
was a nice place to live. Stormwater affected whether or not the City was a nice place to

live. McMullen said there was also a regulatory requirement for the utility that 75% of

the cost was based on what it cost to maintain the system, water sampling, and citizen

education. Replacing undersized culverts could help individual residents, as well as the

properties downstream. Rutherford added that schools and churches would also have to

pay the utility fee, but they did not pay property taxes. Those facilities had a lot of

impervious pavement that contributed to the problem. Bergen noted that residents were

the sources of income for schools, municipalities, and churches so taxes would go up

anyway. Feldner noted that churches and schools accounted for over 10 million square

feet of 110 million square feet of impervious service in the City, or about 10%. Meeker

said the fees collected would benefit the entire City. Rutherford said the money collected

by the utility would help repair problems downstream of the area with a lot of impervious
surface. Bergen said the General Fund money currently used for stormwater

management should be pulled out ofthe General Fund and used to form the utility.

Bergen asked why SPLOST funds could not be used for stormwater management. He

said that roadway drainage was a roadway improvement, and that was how SPLOST was

sold to the voters. McMullen explained that the state law in effect at the time required
that specific projects be identified. The identified projects did not include any
reconstruction of roads. If road reconstruction were part of the SPLOST, then any

necessary culverts could be replaced. The City' s roadway projects were primarily
resurfacing, as well as specific landscaping projects. McMullen said the City could not

spend SPLOST funds on any projects that were not on the approved SPLOST list.
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The lots had been 50 feet wide under the old plan, but had changed to 60 feet in the new plan.
The original lot depth had been 110 feet, and was now 125 feet. The old plan had 3. 8 units per
acre with a housing size of 1, 800 square feet. The new plan had 2. 7 units per acre with a housing
size of 2, 600 square feet. The buffers, detention, and streets were about the same acreage. The
houses were bigger, more unique, and probably more expensive. Peterson said the plan would be
a logical step in land use and density, and was a lot better than the other things that could go on

the tracts.

Boone asked if the engineering had been done yet for the stormwater runoff. Peterson said it had
not, but it would be addressed at the appropriate time. He felt there was enough area.

Rutherford recalled that Council had discussed the fact they would be creating one more cul- de-
sac in the City and asked about having the street connect through the Ardenlee subdivision for
access to GA 74. She asked if anyone had spoken to the Ardenlee Homeowners Association
about the possibility of having the alternate route. Peterson said he had spoken to them, and they
were not interested in having another street on the backside oftheir subdivision.

Logsdon asked where the cart path tied in. Peterson said the neighborhood would be connected

through the path on the backside of Ardenlee.

Rutherford asked if a playground in Ardenlee was still part of the proposal. Peterson said they
wanted to do something in the internal park, but probably not a tot lot. He did not expect the
houses to appeal to families with young children.

City Planner David Rast gave Council background information on the tract and an overview of
the parcels in the area on Old Senoia Road. The parcel to the north was known as the Jones tract.

The AMF Industrial Park was to the south. He said the three parcels on Old Senoia had been
land used single- family cluster residential. The tracts located further south on Old Senoia Road
were classified as office space. The reason these tracts had been reaffirmed as residential was

because they backed up to residential zoning, Ardenlee and Belvedere subdivisions. There was a

draw and a creek separating the AMF site from the Blocker tract. Rast went over the zoning in
the area. Ardenlee was zoned GR- 4, which allowed four units per acre. Belvedere was also
zoned GR- 4. The property across Old Senoia Road was zoned General Industrial, with

unincorporated Fayette County beyond that.

Rast showed a map of the initial proposal and noted that the submittal had been revised. It had
been a more traditional subdivision design. The new plan reduced the number of lots, increased
the size of the lots, and provided more of a neighborhood feel. The access point had also been
moved to an existing drive. There was an existing home on the lower tract with an existing
driveway. There was some dedicated parking for visitors around the internal park area so

visitors would not have to park on the street. The buffer ordinance required 50 feet of dedicated

greenbelt next to Old Senoia Road, which would be deeded to the City before the subdivision
was platted. Rast said staff had recommended all the greenspace around the perimeter of the site
be designated as greenbelt and deeded to the City to create open greenspace. Rutherford asked if
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doing so would make the City ultimately responsible for the stormwater. Rast said the

stormwater would ultimately be turned over to the City as part of the stormwater plan anyway.

Rast continued that Chadwick had originally asked for GR- 4 zoning, which was similar to the

adjacent subdivisions. General Residential-4 was a logical zoning, but would allow up to 32 lots.

Rast explained that an LUR zoning was similar to a Limited Use Commercial ( LUe) zoning in

that the zoning became site specific. He said that would give the City and the adjoining property
owners some assurances about what to expect. Rast showed photos of a similar development in

Summer Grove. Rast said staff recommended approval, and a number of conditions were

recommended. Rast added that there had not been a land use designation for single-family
cluster residential until the plan was updated in 1995. A number of criteria were recommended

for the classification. The proposed development was consistent with the land use

recommendation for the area.

Michael Chang, Juan Matute, and Dave Archbold spoke about their concerns regarding the

proposed rezoning. The concerns included:

Ardenlee residents preferred that the buffer area remain wooded rather than building a

tot lot;

Residents along the backside of Ardenlee wanted to ensure that existing drainage
problems were not exacerbated;

Homes were too close to railroad tracks;

Homeowners should be made aware that homes were close to railroad tracks; and

There was concern about the buffers.

Logsdon assured the residents that the engineers had the same concerns about the drainage and it

would be addressed. Rutherford noted that the railroad tracks had been a concern at the last

meeting. The tracks were below road level, which created a natural berm. Boone said he

believed there was enough buffering on the east side to accommodate the noise. Plunkett noted

she did not see a buffer along the bottom of Lot I. Peterson said no buffer was required because

of the requirements for the industrial lot. Plunkett asked if the buffer could be extended.

Peterson said the lot was very tight. Peterson said the creek ran between the properties also. The

lot was also a bit deeper than the others.

Rast clarified that the City had asked the builder to install a tot lot within Ardenlee when the

developer first started working with the City. The land had been originally designated for a tot

lot by Pathway Communities, but had never been built. If the neighbors did not want a tot lot,

Rast said he had no problem taking the condition out and putting an amenity in the park for the

subdivision' s homes. Kourajian asked if the tot lot could be put somewhere else. McMullen

said the developer could donate the equipment or the funds to buy the equipment to the City.

Rast said there were a number of drainage issues in Ardenlee. The developer would be required
to coordinate with the City Engineer regarding the drainage if the development moved forward.
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Rast continued that staff had also discussed the railroad noise with the developer. The homes
closest to the tracks would require additional insulation and double- paned windows to alleviate
the noise. The developer had agreed.

Rutherford said she had the same concerns as before. Larger lots were supposed to be on the
edge of the City. She said the rezoning request was not a step- down. There were fewer lots, but
it was not step- down zoning. She asked about the line of sight at the new entrance. Rast said the
entrance would be in the general location of the existing drive, which had been there for years.
The City Engineer would need to look at the entrance. It was in the area of an elongated curve.

The potential clearing would open up a better sight line. Rutherford questioned what had

changed so much that line of sight was no longer a question. Rast said that he did not believe the
traffic increase would be too dramatic. He said the proposed road from the Westside to GA 74
would bridge the railroad tracks and Old Senoia Road.

Kourajian noted the one lot without a buffer on the back. He asked if Council could require a

buffer. Peterson said there was a 75- foot setback from the neighboring light industrial area.

Kourajian said he was concerned about the line of sight from the back. Rast said there was also
an issue with a creek that ran through the property. There was a 25- foot buffer required from
creeks. The creek bank was very wide and very deep. The cost to bridge the creek would be

very expensive, so there was little likelihood something would be developed there. Rutherford
said that did not mean the City should not hold the developer to a requirement to develop the best
quality lot for the people who would buy it. Council should require the best on those 8. 2 acres.

Kourajian asked Peterson what kind of feature would go into the internal park. Peterson said the

people who bought this type of home did not usually have small children. He said a gazebo or

arbor would be more appropriate than a tot lot. Plunkett pointed out that the internal park would
benefit just the 23 homes, but a tot lot would benefit a broader base. She said they were not

adding amenities anymore. Rast said the tot lot would have gone in the City greenbelt area. Rast
added that the intent was to create an internal park similar to those in Cardiff Park and Ashton
Park. Logsdon clarified that the money for the tot lot would now go to the feature in the center.
Chad Floyd of Chadwick Homes suggested that the company make a donation of funds to the
City to make the City' s parks better. He said he did not have a value on the feature yet. Leisure
Services Director Randy Gaddo said his department was updating the City' s tot lots this year so

the timing of a donation would fit in perfectly.

Kourajian moved to approve the rezoning from Agricultural to Limited Use Residential with the
conditions identified in the staff position paper, the price of a tot lot would be donated to the City
for the parks and used where deemed appropriate, and that a 20- foot buffer be added to Lot # 1.
Boone seconded. The motion carried 4- 1 ( Rutherford).

New Al!enda Items

01- 06- 10 Consider Request for Funding from Fayette Senior Services
01- 06- 11 Consider Request for Funding from Promise Place
Miller noted that in 2000 Council had approved limited funding to non- profit organizations that
provided services to City residents. Council authorized funding of up to $ 7, 500 annually to
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those organizations that provided basic needs such as food, shelter, and protection. Since that

time, Council had provided funding for Fayette Senior Services and Promise Place, formerly the

Fayette County Council on Domestic Violence. Both agencies had again requested $ 7, 500 each

for a total of $15, 000. The $ 15, 000 was in the FY 2006 budget. Both agencies would enter into

an agreement with the City to provide services to residents for the funding. Miller introduced

Andy Carden with Fayette Senior Services and Sonja Strickland with Promise Place.

Rutherford moved to approve $ 7, 500 for Fayette Senior Services and to authorize the Mayor to

sign the agreement. Kourajian seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Rutherford moved to approve $ 7, 500 for Promise Place and to authorize the Mayor to sign the

agreement. Plunkett seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Rutherford thanked both organizations for the work they did.

01- 06- 12 Select Council Representative to Peachtree City Tourism Association

Rutherford moved to appoint Plunkett to the Peachtree City Tourism Association. Boone

seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

01- 06- 13 Consider Franchise Agreement on Refuse Collection

Assistant Finance Director Janet Camburn addressed Council. She noted that Council had

discussed a possible franchise agreement at the 2005 Retreat and had directed staff to review the

options. The purpose had been to produce the best possible rates for sanitation for residents and

to reduce truck traffic on the City streets. In November 2005, requests for proposals ( RFP) were

mailed to seven vendors in the area and placed on the City website. Representatives from four

firms attended two pre- proposal meetings in December. Proposals were received from two firms

on January 6 - Republic Services doing business as All-South Robertson and Allied Waste ( the

City' s current preferred provider). Camburn said both companies were capable of providing the

services. All- South' s proposal was the most favorable at $ 11.40 per month for once a week

service, one container; $ 17. 10 for once a week service, two containers; $ 17. 10 for twice per

week service; $ 22.50 for once per week, one container backdoor service; $ 2. 75 once per week

recycling; $ 3.50 once per week yard trimmings; and $ 15 for bulky waste by request. The rates

were favorable to the current preferred provider except for the once per week collection.

Camburn continued that the current preferred provider could ask for a price this year based on

90% of the last 12 months consumer price index ( CPl). The December CPI for the last 12

months was announced on January 18 and the factor was 3.4%. Based on that information, the

current preferred provider could increase their price for once a week collection to $ 11. 34, as well

as increasing their other rates.

Rutherford asked how much of the City was serviced by Allied. Tyler said there was one other

company that provided service to the City in addition to Allied and All-South. Peach State, out

of Griffin, had a small percentage of customers. Tyler estimated that Allied had a little less than

80% of the City and All-South had about 20%. Tyler gave Council a copy of a summary of

citizen comments regarding the proposed franchise agreement, as well as copies of the letters and

e- mails she had received. Twenty- three residents opposed the agreement, and eight were in
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favor of a franchise agreement. She gave a brief overview of the history. Until six years ago, the

City was a true free market. Three independent companies provided service. At that time, EPI

bought two of the companies and one went under. All- South came in about that time, along with
another small company. Staff and residents realized that City customers were being charged a

higher rate by the same providers for the same service than the residents in the unincorporated
County and Tyrone. Staff looked at a preferred provider agreement, which kept the free market

going, but lent the City' s endorsement to companies that agreed to hold rates. Originally, both
EPI and All- South signed as preferred providers. All-South opted out of the agreement after the

first three years. There had been rate increases over the years. Allied had approached the City
recently regarding a price increase due to the increased cost of fuel. Tyler said Camburn had

informed Allied about the restriction on the price increase. Tyler said that the City or Allied

Waste had the option to cancel the preferred provider agreement with 90 days notice. Allied' s

submission for the franchise agreement RFP had $ 13. 69 listed as the rate with everyone as a

customer. She said residents could expect the current rates to go up even with a full free market.

Staff was hoping to keep those rates as low as possible.

Tyler referred to the information she had provided to Council and gave an overview of the

complaints for the past 16 months. There was not any data prior to that time. The problems
started in October 2004 when Allied took over EPI and when there were some

miscommunications and route changes. Tyler said that she had worked closely on problems and

residents' complaints with Michael Wingard at Allied Waste. Wingard had been very

responsive, but problems had continued. She said her hope in entering a franchise contract was

that the City would have the ability to enforce customer service standards. One element of the

proposal was a $ 25, 000 annual cash bond so that when she received complaint calls that the

provider had not satisfied, the City could impose a monetary penalty. Tyler said she received an

average of five complaints per month. Ninety- four percent of the complaints were about Allied,
and Allied had less than 80% of the customers. All- South had six percent of the complaints and

20% ofthe customers.

Rutherford asked if there was a fuel surcharge clause in the contract. Tyler said the company
could raise the fee based on a percentage of the CPI after a full year of service. A fee increase

would require Council approval.

Logsdon asked if $25, 000 was enough for the proposed bond. Camburn said the $ 25, 000 was a

cash bond. She said there was also a 25% performance bond based on the expected annual

amount of the contract. Logsdon asked how long the agreement was. Camburn said the first

year would be eight months expiring on December 31, 2006, with an automatic renewal for three

years unless either party gave a 90- day notice.

Plunkett asked when the public first became aware that the City was considering a franchise

agreement. Tyler said she was not sure, but the idea was discussed at the Retreat in March 2005.

She continued that the bids had been posted on the website, but there were no press releases

issued.



City Council Minutes

January 19, 2006

Page 8

Kourajian asked why Council had looked at the possibility at Retreat. McMullen said it was part
ofthe Short Term Work Program ( STWP) for the City to look at waste collection, which was the

genesis for bringing the topic up at the Retreat. Kourajian said he was a capitalist and liked a

free market. He said having a bond in place was a terrific idea, but $ 25, 000 was not enough
since it was basically one week' s worth of pickups. As a City, Kourajian said he did not want to

go into the garbage business. He told staff they had done terrific work, but he was not ready to

back it.

Boone said he had received a lot of calls and e- mails opposing a franchise agreement. He agreed
with Kourajian, and said he also loved free enterprise and competition. If a person was not

satisfied with service, then they could look at another vendor. Boone said he had not liked the

comment in the newspaper that said residents that did not want to participate could drive to the

dump in Fayetteville. He said he was opposed to the franchise agreement idea. Tyler said that

particular comment had not been a quote. In her discussion with the reporter, Tyler had said that

the option to take trash to the dump was currently available for those who could not afford the

franchise rates or did not want to participate, and that option would still be available.

Logsdon told staff they had done a good job on the presentation to Council, but the presentation
to the public had been a failure. All the good intentions had fallen to the wayside with the bad

press. It was noteworthy that where there was a true free enterprise system, the citizens had been

getting the short end of the stick. The City got involved and improved the situation with the

preferred provider contract. While there was room for government intervention, he did not see

the proposal passing at this meeting. Better public relations were needed for the citizens when

something like this was involved. It was probably in the best interests of the residents, but they
did not want it right now.

Rutherford said she had terrible service, so she cancelled it. She called the next name on the list,

and the same person answered the phone. Sometimes it was a perception that there was an

option. She said people had asked her why there were so many garbage trucks on the road.

There had been solid reasons to look at the franchise. There were people who were not happy
with the way garbage was handled in the City. The people who called to oppose the franchise
were the people who did not want it, but there were also e-mails from people who thought it was

a good idea. Rutherford said the franchise agreement was a nice compromise when compared to

having the City pickup garbage. Allied' s complaints had increased. She had e- mails asking
about other options. Customer service was an issue. The City would not get a kickback from the

garbage company.

McMullen said residents usually complained to the City as a last resort. They had gone to their

company first. Boone said they could fire Allied and go to All- South. He asked if there were

other providers. Tyler said Peach State was another option. The current ordinance did not

prevent anyone from coming in. It was a very competitive market. Companies providing the

service to the City had to sign an indemnity agreement with the City. Boone asked if the City
could require cash bonds from companies that wanted to do business in the City. Meeker said

the City could offer a non-exclusive franchise and several parties could enter into an agreement
with the City. The residents would have a choice of a limited number of vendors.
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Rutherford said her biggest disappointment was that there were only two bids. Part of that issue

was that companies kept buying each other up. Wingard said part of the problem was also the

way the proposals went out and the services that were required. Bundling of services would

help.

Plunkett moved to deny consideration of 01- 06- 13. Boone seconded. The motion carried 4- 1

Rutherford).

Logsdon told staff he would like to revisit the proposal next year. He wanted to watch it this

year. Plunkett said that the City also needed to do a better job of educating the public.
Kourajian said he would also like to see the comparisons if the City took garbage on as a service.

01- 06- 14 Consider Amendment to Section 54- 7 of the City Code of Ordinances

Alcohol in City Facilities)

Miller explained that the ordinance prohibited alcohol in City parks and recreation facilities, but

contained an exception that allowed alcohol at the Tennis Center and Frederick Brown, Jr.,

Amphitheater. The ordinance currently referred to the Development Authority of Peachtree City
as the manager of those venues. The amendment replaced the Development Authority with the

Peachtree City Tourism Association as the manager, and also took care of some clarifications

and housekeeping items.

Kourajian moved to approve the amendment to Section 54- 7 of the Code of Ordinances to read

Peachtree City Tourism Association plus the housekeeping items. Rutherford seconded. The

motion carried unanimously.

01- 06- 15 Discussion of a Request for De- annexation, Rezoning, and Change to Land

Use Map Designation
Rast introduced Rod Wright of Peach State Group. Rast said the property was located on the

eastern boundary of the City between the Camp Creek Estates subdivision and unincorporated
Fayette County. He showed the location of the map. The City limits followed the centerline of

Camp Creek for a majority of the eastern boundary. In some areas like this one, the boundary
followed the land lot line. Camp Creek Estates was zoned Estate Residential ( ER). The area

under consideration was 48. 05 acres. The property to the north and south was zoned ER. The

property to the west of Robinson Road was zoned either R- IO, R-22, or R- 15. The ultimate

proposal was to take the overall tract and use the center line of Camp Creek to form the natural

boundary between the City and the unincorporated County. As a result, 20.31 acres would

remain in the City and the zoning designation would change from ER to Open Space ( OS). Rast

said the land was all floodplain, could not be developed, and would be left in its natural

condition. The property on the east side of the creek ( 28. 74 acres) would be included in the

Platinum Ridge subdivision and developed into three lots because of the floodplain.

Rutherford recalled that this issue came before Council last year, and the discussion was to annex

the property into the City. Council' s decision at that time was to ask the County to take the

property. Meeker said the action requested from Council was to simply accept the application so

the process could move forward. Fayette County had already taken the first step required to de-
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annex the land under the state statute. Rutherford said there would have to be a public hearing
because rezoning was involved. Meeker said notice had to be given to the County, and the

Planning Commission and Council would have to hold public hearings.

Wright told Council that he planned to use the property remaining in the City as open space and
for wetlands mitigation credits. Rutherford asked Rast if zoning the property OS would interfere
with the mitigation credits. Rast said it would not. Rast said the rezoning also prevented the

acreage from becoming 24 residential lots.

Rutherford moved to accept the application for the de- annexation. Kourajian seconded.

Kourajian asked if the acreage numbers were correct. Wright said he thought that the 28- acre

parcel would remain in the City. Rutherford said the discussion was to de- annex the acreage the

houses were on so they would have the same public services as the rest of the subdivision.

Kourajian said he remembered three homes, but had questions about the acreage. Rast said the

acreage was correct. The 20 acres would remain in the City, and the three lots ( 28 acres) would
be de- annexed. Rast said that the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Plan both

recommended that the City' s eastern and western borders be natural boundaries when possible.

The motion carried unanimously.

01- 06- 16 Consider Mowing and Maintenance Agreement for State Route 74 South

City Engineer Dave Borkowski told Council that the state was in the final engineering and

design stages for the widening of GA 74 South to GA 85. The plan was to put in a 20- foot raised
curb center median. The state wanted to know if the City preferred a concrete or grassed
median. Based on what had been done in the past, Borkowski said the City wanted a grass
median with landscaping. Staff recommended Council approve the maintenance agreement so

the state could proceed with their design. The City would landscape the median. He said the

median would extend from the GA 74/ GA 54 intersection to Crosstown Road.

Rutherford moved to approve the mowing and maintenance agreement for GA 74 South.

Boone seconded.

Kourajian asked who would mow the median. McMullen said the City would mow it. The City
currently mowed the right-of-way. The state would grass the median, and the City would come

in with the landscaping after the widening was completed.

The motion carried unanimously.

Council/ Staff Tooics
Recreation Commission Presentation to Update on Recreation Master Plan

Recreation Commission Chairman David Ring addressed Council. He said the Recreation
Commission had further defined a mission statement for itself -- The PTC Recreation
Commission and Parks & Recreation Department will provide a full range of recreational

facilities and programs administered by qualified paid or contracted staff and volunteers to meet
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or exceed the expectations of and improve the quality of community life and leisure time for
residents ofPeachtree City. Ring said the true goal was to meet and exceed expectations.

The 2005 Recreation Commission members were Robert Learnard, Cynthia Plunkett, Joe Frazar,

George Martin ( vice- chairman), and David Ring ( chairman). Learnard and Plunkett completed
their terms on December 31. Learnard' s background was with facilities and facility
management. Plunkett' s background was in legal issues, and she waS interested in the political
aspects of the city. She attended many of the hearings that impacted recreation. Both were

active participants in many of the recreational activities. Ken Hartzog and Colleen Sugar joined
in January. Hartzog was bringing ideas for adults. Sugar had been very active with the All

Children' s Playground.

The Commission' s primary areas of responsibility were the Youth Sports Council, youth
associations, Dog Park, the senior citizen programs, culture and arts, the City' s Comprehensive
Plan, the All Children' s Playground, and working with the Tourism Association

The staff included Director of Leisure Services Randy Gaddo; Recreation Administrator Sherry
McHugh; 32 full- time and nine part- time city employees; more than 20 temporary/seasonal

employees ( scorekeepers, field supervisors); approximately 50 contracted instructors; outsourced

personnel ( pool management, turf management, pond management); and 14 volunteer youth
sports or special interest associations.

Ring continued that the foundation of the Parks and Recreation was the park system and

Recreation staff. Ring noted that two parks were missing from the map - McIntosh Trail and the

Central Park, which the Recreation Commission would discuss later at the Master Plan

presentation in 30- 60 days.

The system included 400 acres, more than 40 buildings, nine community parks, fishing ponds
five neighborhood parks, seven large playgrounds, 13 tot lots, four athletic complexes, 44 sports
fields, a seven- lane track, a multipurpose rink, a BMX track, and five pools. Ring noted that

some of the definitions no longer described the facilities accurately and they would be redone.

The park facilities were maintained by a crew of 16 individuals who also prepared the athletic

fields prior to each new season. Fourteen youth associations provided the programming, and the

opportunities to participate in various activities. The Recreation Department coordinated

through the Youth Sports Council, which was made up of representatives of each athletic

program using City facilities. On any given weekend, there are over 2, 000 young athletes

participating in programs.

The Baseball Soccer Complex had 10 lighted baseball fields, six lighted soccer fields, and

restrooms/ concessions. Meade Field had four youth and three adult softball fields, two soccer

fields, and restrooms/ concessions Riley Field had two footbalVlacrosse fields and a track. The

Kedron recreation area had two indoor basketball courts, two year- round pools and a

multipurpose rink with restrooms/ concessions. The McIntosh Trail Complex included the Senior

Center, the Amphitheater, the BMX Track, the Skate Park, the Dog Park, the Recreation
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Administration Building, Shakerag Knoll, and new restrooms/ concessions. The Glenloch
recreation area included an Activity Center, a swimming pool, four tennis courts, outdoor
basketball, a playground, play fields, seven soccer fields, and restrooms. Braelinn Recreation
Area included restrooms, two tennis courts, outdoor basketball, a playground, five baseball
fields, and play fields.

The staff worked on events such as the July 4th parade/ fireworks, Memorial Day, Veterans Day,
Patriot Day, Shakerag Arts & Crafts Festival, and Touch- A-Truck. Staff also provided the

logistics for events such as Movies In The Parks, Hometown Holiday, the Father/Daughter
Dance, fishing rodeos, kids events, and Youth Council events.

The year in review included nine major program areas. There were more than 260 different
classes. There were 15 major special events coordinated by Recreation staff and supported by
other departments. The Commission also worked on the development of the Master Plan and

synchronization with the Tourism Association.

The focal points for 2006 were approval of the Master Plan, working on the Comprehensive
Plan, funding, capital improvements, the Public Improvement Plan (pIP), grants, public/ private
partnerships, beginning community discussion on the City' s 50th anniversary, noise abatement in
the Riley Field and Kedron areas, fees and facility usage for out- of-City residents, and

workshops with neighborhoods and associations.

Update on Flint River Library/Fayette County Membership Issue
Leisure Services Director Randy Gaddo updated Council on the regional library membership
issue. The Flint River Regional Library had informed the County that it would no longer provide
support after July 31. Gaddo said that he, McMullen, Jill Prouty, and Tyrone Town Manager
Barry Amos had a teleconference with Dr. Lamar Veatch, head of the Georgia Public Library
Services in Atlanta. Gaddo said they made it clear to Dr. Veatch that they would take whatever
action was needed to ensure services at the libraries did not drop and that the price paid for those
services did not go up. Gaddo said Veatch indicated he would call a meeting with the City,
County, and Tyrone in Atlanta. Gaddo said the Atlanta Journal- Constitution reported in the
January 19 edition that Dr. Veatch had met with the County. The City was scheduled to meet
with Veatch on Friday, January 20. Gaddo called Veatch, who said he shared the City' s

concerns and that he had made no promises to the County during their meeting. Gaddo said
Veatch said he still needed to meet with the City and to talk to the Flint River board to get their
perspective on why they made the decision, as well as meet with their attorneys to sort out the
legalities. Gaddo said he told Veatch that the City was skeptical about whether the County could
set up a system in six months. He felt it would take at least one year. Gaddo said the emergency
arrangement might have to be fairly long-term until the City was satisfied the County could

support and operate an efficient system. Veatch told Gaddo it normally took about 18 months to
set up a system. Gaddo said he would give continuous updates. Rutherford asked if there were

still discussions on whether the City would stay in the Flint River system. Gaddo said they
would discuss some options at the meeting, which included the City contracting with Flint River
for services or the possibility of setting up a municipal system with Tyrone and jointly
contracting with Flint River.
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Miller reported that staff met with the County tax people to coordinate how to address getting the

senior homestead exemption on the bills of the residents who qualified. The procedures were in

place and staff was ready for residents to come in and apply. Miller noted that the exemption,
which was approved by the voters in November, was $ 5, 000 for residents over the age of 65 with

a federal adjusted gross income of $30, 000 or less. Residents had to apply for the exemption by
March I, but many would not have their taxes completed. Miller said they were asking residents
that qualified to come in by March 1 to fill out the application and show proof of age. They must

show their actual tax form by April 21. Information would be sent to the Senior Center, and
would appear in the UPDATE and the newspapers. Residents would have to come to City Hall

every year to qualify. Miller said they had no idea how many homeowners in the City would

qualify for the exemption.

Kourajian asked for an update on the Three Dollar Cafe. McMullen said he had heard nothing
since the last meeting.

Rutherford moved to convene in executive session for threatened or pending litigation.
Kourajian seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Rutherford moved to reconvene in regular session. Kourajian seconded. The motion carried

unanimously.

There being no further business to discuss, Boone moved to adjourn. Rutherford seconded the

motion. Motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 10: 06 p.m.

Jane Miller, City Clerk Harold K. Logsdon, Mayor

Pamela Dufresne, Recording Secretary

















LEISURE SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT

December 2005

Activitv Description Unit December 05 FY 2006 YTD FY 2005 yrD

Library
Books Circulated number 16, 865 46, 191 42, 713

Internet Usage visits 577 * 3, 784 6,451
Computer Lab Use hours 6 * 13 49

Classes and Computer Use behind due to down time during move/ holidays

Recreation

Class/ Program Revenue $ $ 2, 016 $ 9, 161 $ 11, 962

Playing Surface Mowing hours 215 930 874

Playing Field Preparations hou rs 488 1, 161 1, 093

Building Maintenance hou rs 373 1, 235 1, 140

Safety Inspections visits 50 150 50

Litter Removal hours 216 816 822

Complaints answered number 1 3 4









CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

FROM:

Mayor and Council jI
rt.dh-

City Manag i ... ~ ~

Assistant Ci~ er

City Clerk ~

January 26, 2006

TO:

VIA:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Alcohol Licenses - Change in Licensee and License Representative ~
China Cafe 9

February 2, 2006, Regular Meeting

Recommendation:

Staff recommends Council consider the attached application for a change in the

alcohol license for China Cafe 9.

Discussion:

China Cafe 9 has changed management companies and has submitted an

application for a change in the alcoholic beverage license at 1019 Peachtree

Parkway. Ms. Sophia Liang has requested she be appointed as the Licensee and

License Representative. She will attend the meeting on Thursday, February 2nd, to

answer any questions you may have.

Bud!!etarv Imoact:

There is no impact to the budget due to the change in the alcohol licenses.

JSM:pd

Attachments

















CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council Members,.-

7ff ; jJ
City Manage Jf~ 

1\/1\1.'\ \
Interim Development endee, Director IiIf̂" ~\ Q..
City Planner/ City Landscape Architect! Zoning Administrator \j

VIA:

FROM:

DATE: January 26, 2006

SUBJECT: Amendments to Article XI, Section 1108, Landscape plan requirements
February 2, 2006 City Council agenda

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that Council adopt the proposed amendments to Section 1108, Landscape plan
requirements ( Attachment " A") and authorize Staff to incorporate the amended ordinance into
the City' s Land Development Ordinance.

Discussion:

The proposed amendments were discussed in a Public Hearing at the October 6, 2005
Attachment " B") and at the December 1, 2005 (Attachment " C") City Council meetings. At that

time, there was considerable discussion as to whether or not the City should require a property
owner to replace vegetation within a required tree save and landscape buffer that was removed by
an action that was not within the control of the property owner. Staff felt this would be difficult
to enforce and suggested including the following language:

Should any of the remaining vegetation within a tree save and landscape buffer be
removed by an Act of God ( ice storm, hurricane, wind, age, disease, insect infestation,
etc.), the property owner shall not be required, but shall be encouraged, to replace
vegetation that is removed to re- establish vegetation within this buffir. "

There was considerable discussion about the proposed language at the December 1 meeting,
which centered on what would be considered an act of God. Additionally, there was a request to
consider creating a separate board to review such situations and determine to what extent a

property owner would be required to replace vegetation within these areas.

Staff has spent a considerable amount of time researching " act of God" and " force majeure"
definitions, clauses, contracts and other legal criteria and is proposing to amend the ordinance
with the following language:







buffers, undisturbed buffers, no impervious buffers, delineated wetland or

floodplain areas, stream buffers, designated open space, watershed

protection buffers or areas identified for future development is highly
encouraged on every development site. For those projects that designate
and maintain tree save areas, up to a fifty percent ( 50%) reduction in the

total number of canopy trees may be awarded.

Tree credit shall be determined as follows:

Total SF of proiect site desianated as tree save area x 100 = Potential tree credit (%)

Total SF of project site that can be developed

For example, if the total developable area of a 2. 3- acre tract is 1.4 acres

60,984 SF) and the Applicant is proposing to designate 6,500 SF as a

permanent tree save area, the potential tree credit is calculated as follows:

6.500 x 100 = 11 % of potential tree save credit

60, 984

Tree save credit shall apply to canopy tree replacement requirements
only. All understory trees required by this ordinance shall be provided on

a project site.

g) If a development involves an addition or modification to the side or rear of
an existing building or structure which is already properly landscaped, and
the addition is not visible from any street, the landscape plan for the new

development shall be prepared assuming a 50 percent reduction in the

canopy tree replacement requirements. All understory trees required by
this ordinance shall be provided for the new development.

h) All required landscaping shall be maintained in a horticulturally healthy
and aesthetically pleasing manner. All planting beds and lawn areas

should include an underground irrigation system with a programmable
timer and operational rain shut-off device. If an underground irrigation
system is not available, all planting areas shall be located no more than
one hundred feet from a watering source and assurances shall be
furnished to the city landscape architect that water will be available and

appropriate watering shall take place.

i) The city landscape architect, upon site inspection and conceptual
landscape plan review, may require an applicant to naturalize areas which

visually impact public rights- of-way. The intent of this requirement is to

supplement tree requirements with small caliper material ( one- gallon
maximum) in areas where screening or landscape visual continuity is

required.

j) The landscape plan shall include a tree survey of all vegetation two

inches ( 2") in caliper and above within designated tree save and

landscape buffers. A Registered Land Surveyor shall prepare this







EXCERPT FROM CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

OCTOBER 6, 2005

10- 05- 02 Public Hearing - Consider Amendment to Article XI, Section 1108,

Landscape Plan Requirements
Rast explained to Council that, following the landscape plan revisions approved a few

months ago, developers had been able to remove some of the understory and scrub

vegetation. It had been a success for the most part, but there had been some instances

where the developer had gone in and removed the vegetation without approval. There

was no way to go back and identify what had been in the buffer and what had been

removed. The amendment would require a tree survey for the buffer as part of the

landscape plan. The survey would be field prepared for an accurate depiction of the

existing vegetation. After the clearing was done, the remaining buffer vegetation could

be identified based on the tree survey. If some of the vegetation disappeared down the

road, staff would know what should be replaced.

Brown noted that a tree had to be replaced under any circumstances. Rast agreed.

Rapson asked if the developer would be required to put money in a landscape escrow

account. Rast said it would go back to the owner of the property. Rutherford clarified

that the City had to replace vegetation in buffers deeded to the City. Brown said if the

buffer was to be left in a natural state, that was different. It was more difficult if the

developer was allowed to limb up the area. Rapson said there was some flexibility to

allow the City to remove diseased vegetation. Weed pointed out that the City was

different from other governments since the City forced itself to comply with its

ordinances. Cities had a maximum amount of tax money from the citizens as opposed to

the private sector, which could negotiate the price. The City should revisit forcing itself

to comply with ordinances because it chained the City in its ability to do things.

Rast clarified that the ordinance applied just to areas where the vegetation had been

removed, not to acts of God. He did not know if the City could force someone to replace
something they had no control over. Rutherford said that was why she asked the

question. Rapson said there should be an acts of God clause to allow for common sense

in applying the ordinance. Meeker clarified that the ordinance addressed intentional acts

of removal. He said he looked at it from the viewpoint of intentional removal.

Rutherford said someone could interpret it another way.

Rutherford moved to table the agenda item to tweak the amendment. Rapson seconded.

Kourajian asked if there was a time limit on the proposed requirement. Rast said it was

for the life of the project, which was how the landscape ordinance was structured. The

owner of the property at the time was responsible for replacing vegetation that died,

along with the building and the parking.

Attachment " B"



Kourajian asked what " or else" meant. Meeker said there was penalty clause in the

ordinance. The owner would be cited for failure to maintain the buffer. Rast explained
there was a section that dealt with ordinance violations.

Phyllis Aguayo said the City was losing many of its buffers, and a lot of people were

talking about them. Buffers that had been limbed up so they could be seen through
served no purpose and changed the look of the thoroughfares. The purpose of the buffer

was being lost.

Annette Bowman, a landscape architect, told Council it was hard to do buffers correctly.
It was also hard when the property owner wanted it done another way. Buffers were

living objects that needed to be maintained.

Bill Aleshire asked if the City could go after the original owner of a property. Rast said

they had to go with the owner holding title at the time of the incident.

Weed noted there had been a lot of clearing in the buffer between St. Paul' s Lutheran

Church and the street. He asked if they had a permit. Rast said the church had a plan.
Weed said he felt too much had been cleared. He did not want to clea,r buffers for lines

of sight to enhance the visual appeal of the development. Buffers provided noise and

erosion control, and enhanced the quality of life. He told Rast he had faith in his skills,

but was worried if the church buffers were an example of good clearing.

Rast clarified that clearing was not allowed. During the last several years, he had not

allowed any clearing or thinning of the buffer until the site was graded and the building
was under construction. Developers initially wanted to clear entire lots. During the

inspection, he would look at every tree and flag those that needed to come out. If trees

were too close, one would have to come out. Most hardwoods would be left. He said it

was survival of the fittest. There were also a lot of native understory trees that did well in

the shade and did not compete with larger trees. The buffer ordinance allowed

commercial property owners to reduce the buffer from 60 feet to 40 feet if they replaced a

percentage of the trees within the buffers. Rast spoke with a Forestry Commission

representative who had suggested taking out more of the pine trees so they would have a

better chance of surviving. Rast said they City did not have manpower to do that and it

would open the buffers up more.

Brown said the City had to manage the greenbelt areas. One of the City' s failings was

there was no management of those areas, which caused some of the problems with the

trees that were rotting and had crowded each other out.

Kourajian asked what was the standard buffer size. Rast said the buffer size depended on

whether the area was in a residential, commercial, or industrial area, and the road

classification. The worst case was a 40- foot natural buffer. Residential buffers on major
thoroughfares had to be deeded to the City.





EXCERPT FROM CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

DECEMBER 1, 2005

Old Al!enda Items

10- 05- 02 Consider Amendment to Article XI, Section 1108, Landscape Plan

Requirements

City Planner David Rast addressed Council. Rast said Council had noted several concerns about
the proposed amendment regarding replacement requirements. The changes in the ordinance
defined what could be done in the tree save and landscape buffers, especially the " Acts of God"
clause. The " Acts of God" clause concerned events, such as ice storms or tornadoes, that were

out of the owner' s powers and whether the City would require replacing vegetation in those
buffers. New language had been added regarding enforcement of "Acts of God." The new

language defined " Acts of God" as an ice storm, hurricane, wind, age, disease, insect infestation,
etc., and did not require, but did encourage, the property owner to replace vegetation in the tree
save and landscape buffers lost due to an act of God. Rast said staff recommended adoption of
the amendment.

Rutherford said she had a problem with the wording, " age, disease, and insect infestation, etc."

being " Acts of God." She said the wording gave the property owner carte blanche to use those
words. The business owner should be responsible for ensuring the health of the vegetation. Rast
said he agreed and added that the owners were responsible, for the most part. He continued that
since the drought, the pine beetle infestation had been rampant. The property owner could
control the infestation. Rutherford questioned whether a property owner should get permission
to cut the trees down to control the infestation in the rest of the area. Rast said they should and

many had done so. Rutherford said the proposed changes said the property owners did not have
to do that.

Kourajian agreed with Rutherford and asked Meeker if force majeure covered such instances.
Meeker said it did not. Meeker explained that he and Rast had discussed unavoidable situations,
and that was what they had tried to include. He said he could see the distinction Rutherford and
Kourajian were making between a true " Act of God" and a disease infestation. Kourajian said he
would rather not extend force majeure to events not covered under the law. Weed noted that et
cetera could be anything. He would not support a definition that broad unless there was some
board assigned to make a determination whether the et cetera was an act of God. Meeker
suggested leaving in the wording, " ice storm, hurricane, wind, or other weather-related event."

Kourajian said the legal definition offorce majeure should be left.

Brown cited an example from a buffer area on Kelly Drive. The property owner had been
allowed to thin the trees the area. Several of the remaining trees were now leaning over, which
happened when pine stands were thinned. The other trees had blocked the elements. The fallen
trees would be considered an " Act of God" according to the proposed amendment, but the
thinning process prior to the event had caused the remaining trees to fall.

Attachment " c"
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Weed said he wanted to hone in on the definition of an " Act of God." He was willing to make
the definition more vague if there was a special exception system. He suggested creating a body
to rule on exceptions. No legal definition was perfect, and the entire world could not be defined.
There had to a body to apply common sense and discretion to determine what " Act of God"
meant.

Rutherford said the ordinance should be as specific and definitive as possible so the board would
know what the City wanted. She realized there could not be a definition that included

everything. She said that " ice storm, hurricane, wind," was fine, but the other words had to come

out.

Brown said he had started a lot of the work on restoring the buffers and maintaining the trees if
owners were allowed to use forestry management processes. He continued he was almost to the

point of not allowing thinning of the tree buffer, if for some unforeseen reason some of the trees

would be blown down.

Weed said the City had competent people. He pointed out that Rast was a certified arborist.
Rast would save a tree if it were possible. There were legitimate reasons why thinning was an

option. Ordinarily, a force majeure clause included fire, snow, flood, lightning strikes, war,

labor strikes, and riots. He said the list in the force majeure clause was not comprehensive
enough. The ordinance could not define everything; therefore, there was a need for some criteria
or a panel to make the decision. If not, then the list should include everything. He did not want

to live with the vagueness without some common sense approach to it.

Rutherford moved to table the item and that Rast prepare both a list and an alternative with a

board that would to determine if vegetation needed to be replaced. Weed seconded.

Kourajian said he did not see the need to come back with a comprehensive list. He would not

support a comprehensive list. Kourajian said he was fine with the panel idea, but doing both was

just a waste of time. Rutherford said there was a definition forforce majeure, which was all that
Rast had to bring back. Kourajian said force majeure was probably defendable. Kourajian asked
Rutherford to amend her motion to include just the panel, not the definition. Rutherford
accepted the amendment. Weed seconded the amendment with the caveat that the panel's
discretion had to have applicable criteria. Rast suggested that the City' s Tree Board could serve

as the panel. Weed said that was an appropriate mechanism. The motion carried unanimously.



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Alcohol License - Change in Ownership, Licensee and License

Representative - B& B Bottle Shop ( Hartigan' s Fine Wines, Spirits
Cigars)

February 2, 2006, Regular Meeting

Recommendation:

Staff recommends Council consider the attached application for a change in the
a1cohollicense.

Discussion:

B& B Bottle Shop, has submitted an application for a change in the alcoholic

beverage license. Rory Evans and Yoon-Joo Kim Hartigan are buying the business
from Prakish Amin. Mr. Rory Evans has requested he be appointed as the
Licensee. Ms. Yoon- Joo Kim Hartigan has requested she be appointed as the
Licensee. They will attend the meeting on Thursday, February 2nd, to answer any

questions you may have.

Budeetarv Impact:

There is no impact to the budget due to the change in the a1cohollicense.

JSM: pd

Attachments









CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

VIA:

FROM: City Engineer

DATE: January 26, 2006

SUBJECT: Walt Banks and Peachtree Parkway Intersection Improvements
February 2, 2006 City Council Agenda

Recommendation:

Staff requests Council to give guidance on whether to continue with development of a

roundabout at the Walt Banks and Peachtree Parkway intersection.

Discussion:

Staff and the City' s Transportation Consultant, Qk4, will present a history of this project and
review the current design. Staff and Qk4 will also discuss current and future levels of service,
right-of-way needs, and funding issues for this intersection project.

Budl!et Impact:

Funding available for this project includes SPLOST funds, Federal Grant funds, and
contributions from the developer of Lexington Circle.

cc: City Engineer' s File







Fayette County NAACP Youth Council

Post Office Box 325

Fayetteville, Georgia 30214

770) 716- 7392

January 13, 2006

Ms. Sherry McHugh, Supervisor
Peachtree City Parks & Recreation

191 McIntosh Trail

Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

Dear Ms. McHugh:

The Fayette County NAACP Youth Council is again requesting the use of two of

Kedron' s Gymnasium and waiver of rental fees for the purpose of having a basketball
tournament fund- raiser. The proposed date for this tournament is Saturday, March 25,

2006 from 10: 00 a.m. until 5: 00 p.m. This revised date however is contingent upon the
close of Fayette County School' s basketball season and availability of organizers and

trainers, coaches, referees and whether this date is open on your calendar of events at

Kedron Gym. Proceeds received from this fundraiser will help aide student victims of

the Katrina disaster and cover the costs for SAT tutorial classes for students requesting
the sessions that are taught by paid professionals.

The students needing help are Fayette County Schools students identified through
DFCS and some are identified by their classmates. The Youth Council was able to

contribute a small donation to some student victims during November, 2005, but desire to

do more considering the needs.

Our original 10/22/ 05 requested date for the use of Kedron Gymnasium was

approved for rental fee waiver by the Peachtree City Council. We postponed this date due

to conflicts with other activities and inadequate planning. Considering all

contingencies involved and the nature of this request to help children, please also

consider our date of request ( 3/ 25/ 06) as non-restrictive for holding this event.

Please provide us with the date/ time this request will be placed on the agenda of

the Peachtree City Council for a waiver of rental fee for use ofKedron Gym.

Sincerely,

Alice M. Jones

Youth Council Advisor







Page 2

Adoption of Property Maintenance Codes

January 23, 2006

Budl!et Impact:

There will be a need to maintain the training budget for the Building Department. Although the

four currently employed Code Enforcement Officers are certified through the International Code
Council to enforce the rehab codes, the International Code Council mandates recertification

every three years through in-service training hours.

cc: Building Official file

Developmental Services Director









CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and City Council
11//!/

d

City Manager ( ~.
Financial

servts
Di ector P. 

I \

Interim Develo ental Services Director 00)P'l

City Engineer ' ( bJJ

VIA:

FROM:

DATE: January 26, 2006

SUBJECT: Stormwater Utility Ordinance

February 2, 2006 City Council Agenda

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that Council adopt the attached Stormwater Utility Ordinance establishing a
Stormwater Utility and Enterprise Fund.

Discussion:

The City selected Integrated Science and Engineering ( ISE) in 2001 to develop a Stormwater
Management Program ( SWMP) consisting of four steps: Step I- Feasibility Study, Step 2- Stormwater
Advisory Committee, Step 3- Utility Data Development, and Step 4-Utility Implementation. The SWMP
addresses high priority issues, and City Staff is currently recommending establishment of a stormwater
utility and a user fee system to fund the implementation of the stormwater management program.Peachtree City' s SWMP will address: recurring flood problems, drainage system maintenance issues,
regulatory compliance requirements, surface water quality and biological integrity issues, and
development and redevelopment activities.

During October 2005, City Staff and ISE held three Stormwater Utility Information public meetings to
educate and inform citizens and businesses regarding the importance of stormwater management issues
within the community, the formation of a Stormwater Utility, and user fees to fund the stormwater
program. Staff is currently reviewing proposals for outsourcing the billing and collection services for
stormwater bills for the stormwater utility and is scheduled to present a recommendation to Council on

February 16, 2006.

City Staff and ISE have developed a detailed cost of service, rate model, master account file,
impervious surface database, credit manual and ordinance. Following the adoption ofthe ordinance, Staff
will administer the SWMP and begin ramping up to meet the needs of the program and our permit
responsibilities.

Budl!et Impact:

This ordinance will create a dedicated funding source for stormwater management activities.

Attachments

cc: City Engineer' s File

Public Services Director















Non-single family residential property or NSFR means improved property containing multiple
dwelling unit residential properties, condominiums, apartments, commercial and office buildings,
public buildings and structures, industrial and manufacturing buildings, storage buildings and

storage areas, parking lots, parks, recreation properties, tennis courts, swimming pools, public and

private schools and universities, research facilities and stations, hospitals and convalescent

centers, airports, agricultural uses, water and wastewater treatment plants, and any other form of

use not otherwise mentioned which is not a detached single family residential ( DSFR), or

attached residential ( AR) property, and which has private parking lots and private drives or roads.

Public Water Influence Zone means those areas lying downstream of a culvert, or other

stormwater management conveyance system. On the downstream side of the conveyance system,
the public water influence zone will extend for a length of six (6) times the diameter ( or width) of

the culvert from which runoff is being discharged (Field Manual for Erosion and Sediment

Control in Georgia, Third Edition, pg. 99), and within the horizontal limits set forth in the

aforementioned field manual. For example, if a 48- inch diameter culvert is discharging to a

private property, the public water influence zone shall extend 24 feet ( 6 times 48- inches) from the

end of the culvert and for the specified width (i.e. typically the width of the creek). The Peachtree

City Stormwater Utility may perform maintenance and/or capital construction activities only
within that portion of the public water influence zone which the City has an ownership interest in,

or for which a dedicated easement has been granted to, and accepted by the City for such

purpose..

Service area means the entire land area within the corporate limits of the City.

Stormwater management services mean all services provided by the City which relate to the:

1) Transfer, control, conveyance or movement of stormwater runoff through the

incorporated portions of the City;
2) Maintenance, repair and replacement of existing stormwater management

systems and facilities;

3) Planning, development, design and construction of additional stormwater

management systems and facilities to meet current and anticipated needs;

4) Regulation of the use of stormwater management services, systems and facilities;

and

5) Compliance with applicable State and Federal stormwater management
regulations and permit requirements.

Stormwater management services may address the quality of stormwater runoff as well as the

quantity thereof.

Stormwater management systems and facilities mean those natural and manmade channels,

swales, ditches, rivers, streams, creeks, branches, reservoirs, ponds, drainage ways, inlets, catch

basins, pipes, headwalls, storm sewers, lakes and other physical works, properties and

improvements which transfer, control, convey, detain, retain, treat or otherwise influence the

movement of stormwater runoff.

Stormwater Manager means the person appointed by the City Manager to administer the

provisions of this article.

Storm water user fee charge means the periodic user fee charge imposed pursuant to this article by
the Peachtree City Stormwater Utility for providing stormwater management services. This term

shall exclude special charges to the owners of particular properties for services, systems or

facilities related to stormwater management, including, but not limited to, charges for

development plan review, inspection of development projects, on- site stormwater control systems



and other stormwater management services provided by Peachtree City for which a corresponding
fee is collected for the service rendered.

Undeveloped Land means land in its unaltered natural condition or which is modified to such a

minimal degree as to have a Hydrologic Response comparable to land in an unaltered natural

condition shall be deemed Undeveloped. Undeveloped Land shall have minimal Impervious
Surface, which impedes the infiltration of stormwater runoff or causes stormwater runoff to

collect, concentrate or flow in a manner materially different from what would occur if the land

were in an unaltered natural condition. For purposes of this Article, Undeveloped Land includes

property altered from its natural condition by the creation or installation of five hundred ( 500)

square feet or less ofImpervious Surface.

User is defined as any person who uses property, which maintains connection to, discharges to, or

otherwise receives services from the City for stormwater management.

Sec. 82- 101. Stormwater Utility and Enterprise Fund Established.

a) There is hereby established a Stormwater Utility to be known as the Peachtree City Stormwater

Utility, which shall be responsible for stormwater management services throughout the

incorporated areas of the City, and which shall provide for the management, protection, control,

regulation, use and enhancement of the City's stormwater management services.

b) There is hereby established a Stormwater Utility Enterprise Fund in the City budgeting and

accounting systems for the purpose of dedicating and protecting all funding applicable to the

purposes and responsibilities ofthe Peachtree City SWMP and Stormwater Utility, including, but

not limited to, rates, charges, and fees as may be established by the City Council from time to

time, and other funds that may be transferred or allocated to the Peachtree City Stormwater

Utility. All revenues and receipts of the Stormwater Utility shall be placed in the Stormwater

Utility Enterprise Fund and shall be used solely for stormwater management services. All

expenses and capital investments of the Stormwater Utility shall be paid from the Stormwater

Utility Enterprise Fund; provided, however, that other revenues, receipts and resources not

accounted for in the Stormwater Utility Enterprise Fund may be applied to stormwater

management services as deemed appropriate by the City.

c) The City shall place responsibility with the Stormwater Manager for operation, maintenance and

regulation of the SWMP and stormwater management services performed, owned and operated or

maintained by Peachtree City, and other related assets, including, but not limited to, properties,
other than road rights-of-way, upon which such stormwater management systems and facilities

are located, easements, rights-of-entry and access and certain equipment used solely for

stormwater management.

Sec. 82- 102. Scope of Responsibility for Stormwater Management Systems and Facilities.

a) The City owns or has rights established by written agreements which allow it to operate,
maintain, improve and access those stormwater management systems and facilities which are

located:

1. Within public road rights- of-way;



2. On private property but within easements granted to, and accepted by, Peachtree City, or

are otherwise permitted to be located on such private property by written agreements for

rights-of-entry, rights- of-access, rights-of-use or other permanent provisions for

operation, maintenance, improvement and access to the stormwater management system
facilities located thereon;

3. On private property but within a public water influence zone;

4. On land dedicated to, and accepted by, the City solely for the operation, maintenance,

improvement and access to the stormwater management systems and facilities located

thereon; or

5. On public land which is owned by the City and/or land of another governmental entity
upon which the City has agreements providing for the operation, maintenance,

improvement and access to the stormwater management systems and facilities located

thereon.

b) Operation, maintenance and/or improvement of stormwater management systems and facilities

which are located on private or public property not owned by the City, and for which there has

been no written agreement granting easements, rights-of-entry, rights- of-access, rights-of-use or

other form of dedication thereof to the City for operation, maintenance, improvement and access

of such stormwater management and systems and facilities shall be and remain the legal
responsibility of the property owner, except as otherwise provided for by the state and federal

laws and regulations.

c) It is the express intent of this article to protect the public health, safety and welfare of people and

property in general, but not to create any special duty or relationship with any individual person,
or to any specific property within or outside the boundaries of the City. The City expressly
reserves the right to assert all available immunities and defenses in any action seeking to impose
monetary damages or equitable remedies upon the City, its elected officials, officers, employees
and agents arising out of any alleged failure or breach of duty or relationship.

d) If any permit, plan approval, inspection or similar act is required by the City as a condition

precedent to any activity or change upon property not owned by the City pursuant to this or any

other regulatory ordinance, regulation or rule of the City, or under federal or state law, the

issuance of such permit, plan approval or inspection shall not be deemed to constitute a warranty,
express or implied, nor shall it afford the basis for any action, including any action based on

failure to permit, negligent issuance of a permit, negligent plan approval, or negligent
maintenance of any permitted stormwater management system or facility not expressly dedicated

to and accepted by the City for further maintenance in an action seeking the imposition of money

damages or equitable remedies against the City, its commissioners, officers, employees or agents.

Sec. 82- 103. Stormwater Utility Customer Classes.

a) There shall be one Stormwater Utility service area in Peachtree City with specified customer

classes to reflect variations in services provided to Stormwater Utility customers and the

respective demand that those customers' properties place on the City Stormwater Management
Program and drainage system. The specified customer classes for the Peachtree City Stormwater

Utility are as follows:

1. Detached Single Family Residential ( DSFR) customers as defined in Section 2 of this

article shall consist of three distinct " tiers".





including, but not limited to, the payment of principal and interest on debt obligations, lease

payments, operating expenses, capital outlays, non- operating expenses, provisions for prudent
reserves and other costs as deemed appropriate by the City.

1. Detached Single Family Residential ( DSFR) Customer Class. Detached single family
residential properties have been segregated into three separate tiers for billing based on a

representative statistical analysis of impervious surface area located on the various DSFR

properties.

1. Tier 1 DSFR: The charges shall be equal to 0. 68 ERU = 3, 128 square feet, billed

as a flat rate.

11. Tier 2 DSFR: The charges shall be equal to 1. 0 ERU = 4,600 square feet, billed

as a flat rate.

iii. Tier 3 DSFR: The charges shall be equal to 1.52 ERU = 6,992 square feet, billed

as a flat rate.

2. Attached Residential ( AR) Customer Class. Attached single family residential properties
have been segregated into two separate tiers for billing based on a representative
statistical analysis of impervious surface area located on the various AR properties and/or

whether or not the development has public or private roads/ streets.

I. AR with Public Roads: The charges shall be equal to 0.47 ERU = 2, 162 square

feet, billed as a flat rate.

11. AR with Private Roads: The charges shall be equal to the total impervious
surface area of the development divided by the ERU ( 4, 600 square feet) and

apportioned equally among the dwelling units within the development.

3. Non- Single Family Residential (NSFR) Customer Class. NSFR properties shall be billed

one ERU for each 4, 600 square feet, or portion thereof, of impervious surfaces located on

the property to establish the total number of ERUs for billing. Fractional ERUs for

NSFR properties will be rounded to two decimal places to establish the actual number of

ERUs for billing. If a NSFR property has less than 1.00 ERU, then the customer will be

billed a minimum of 1.00 ERU.

b) Stormwater User Fee Charge Rates shall be applied to customers as follows:

1. The DSFR stormwater user fee flat rate charge shall be as follows:

1. Tier 1 DSFR customers: $ 2. 69 per month

11. Tier 2 DSFR customers: $ 3. 95 per month

111. Tier 3 DSFR customers: $ 6. 00 per month

IV. All DSFR customers shall be billed periodically for stormwater services on a

schedule established by the City Council.

v. For those DSFR customers which live within subdivisions that are serviced by
private roads, a prorated share of the total impervious surface area associated

with the private road shall be added as a surcharge to the bill for those properties
of the subdivision that are serviced by the private road. This will be

accomplished by dividing the total impervious area of the private roads in the

subdivision by the ERU ( 4, 600 square feet) and then equally dividing the ERUs

among the dwelling units in the subdivision.

2. The AR stormwater user fee charge shall be as follows:



1. AR with Public Roads: $ 1.85 flat rate per month per unit. These customers shall

be billed periodically for stormwater services on a schedule established by the

City Council.

11. AR with Private Roads: The charges shall be equal to the total impervious
surface area of the development divided by the ERU ( 4, 600 square feet) times a

rate of $3. 95 per ERU per month and apportioned equally among the dwelling
units. These customers shall be billed periodically for stormwater services on a

schedule established by the City Council.

3. The NSFR stormwater user charge for each ERU, or fractional ERU, shall be as follows:

1. $ 3. 95 per ERU (4, 600 square feet) per month

11. All NSFR customers shall be billed periodically for stormwater services on a

schedule established by the City Council

Sec. 82- 106. Stormwater User Fee Charge Exemptions.

Except as provided in this section or otherwise provided by law, no public or private property located in

the incorporated area of Peachtree City shall be exempt from the stormwater user fee charges. No

exception, credit, offset, or other reduction in stormwater user fee charges shall be granted based on age,

tax status, economic status, race, religion or other condition unrelated to the Stormwater Utility' s cost of

providing stormwater management services and facilities.

Exemptions to the stormwater user fee charges are as follows:

a) Parcels which contain five hundred ( 500) square feet, or less, of impervious surfaces shall be

exempt from stormwater user fee charges.

b) Railroad rights-of-way ( tracks) shall be exempt from stormwater user fee charges. However,

railroad stations, maintenance buildings, and/or other improved property used for railroad

purposes shall not be exempt from stormwater user fee charges.

c) Georgia Department of Transportation ( GDOT) streets and rights-of-way shall be exempt from

stormwater user fee charges. This exemption is in recognition of routine drainage system
maintenance and capital construction services undertaken by GDOT in association with GDOT

rights-of-way and road systems. However, maintenance buildings and/or other improved
property used for GDOT purposes shall not be exempt from stormwater user fee charges. All

other State, Federal, and County properties are subject to the user fee charges on the same basis

as private properties.

Sec. 82- 107. Stormwater User Fee Charge Credits.

a) The Stormwater Manager shall grant credits or adjustments based on the technical and procedural
criteria set forth in the Stormwater Utility Credit Technical Manual. Copies of the Credit

Technical Manual will be maintained by and available from the Stormwater Manager.

1. A stormwater user fee charge credit shall be determined based on the technical

requirements, standards and criteria contained in the Credit Technical Manual. The

amount of credit, or reduction of the stormwater user fee charge, shall be in accordance

with the criteria contained in the Credit Technical Manual.







1. The Stormwater Manager shaH administer the procedures and standards for the

adjustment of the stormwater user fee charge.

1. If a customer believes their stormwater user fee is incorrect, the customer

may seek an adjustment of the stormwater user fee charge allocated to a property
at any time by submitting the request in writing to the Stormwater Manager and

setting forth in detail the grounds upon which relief is sought.

11. Customers requesting the adjustment shall be required, at their own expense,
to provide supplemental information to the Stormwater Manager, including, but
not limited to, a survey certified by a registered land surveyor or a professional
engineer. Submittal of this information will be required if the City staff cannot

make a determination based on field inspection and / or review of existing City
aerial photography. Failure to provide the required information within the time
limits established by the Stormwater Manager, as may be reasonably extended,

may result in denial of the adjustment request.

111. Once a completed adjustment request and all required information are

received by the Stormwater Manager, the Stormwater Manager shall have 30

calendar days within which to render a written decision. Concurrent payment of

any charges aHocated to the property is not required as a condition precedent to

this request for review.

IV. hI considering an adjustment request, the Stormwater Manager shall consider

whether the calculation of the stormwater utility user fee charge for the property
is correct.

v. The Stormwater Manager' s decision shall be in writing and will be mailed to

the address provided on the adjustment request, and service shall be complete
upon mailing.

VI. If the result of an adjustment is that a refund is due the applicant, the refund
will be applied as a credit on the applicant' s next stormwater bill.

Sec. 82- 110. Appeals, Hearings.

a) Appeals. An appeal to the City Manager may be taken by any property owner or customer

aggrieved by any decision of the Stormwater Manager. The appeal shall be taken within 30 days
of the decision of the Stormwater Manager by filing with the City Manager a notice of appeal in

writing specifying the grounds thereof. Upon the filing of the notice of appeal, the Stormwater

Manager shall forthwith transmit to the City Manager all documentation constituting the record

upon which the decision appealed from was taken.

b) Hearing. The City Manager shaH fix a reasonable time for hearing the appeal and give written
notice to the appellant at least ten days prior to the hearing date. The notice shall indicate the

place, date and time of the hearing. The City Manager shall affirm, reverse, affirm in part, or

reverse in part the decision of the Stormwater Manager after hearing the evidence. If the decision
of the Stormwater Manager is reversed in whole or in part, resulting in a refund or credit due to

the property owner, then such refund or credit shall be calculated retroactive to the date of the

initial appeal.
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in the first six months of the implementation of the Stormwater Utility, the

credit shall be applied retroactively.

Applications for a stormwater credit for new construction may be

submitted once the BMP is in place or when the stormwater utility rate is

applied, whichever is later.

The City will at its discretion undertake periodic visual inspections of the

BMPs being utilized to obtain a credit. Consequently, a Right-of-Entry or

an access easement must be granted to the City for credits to be approved.

The term of the credit varies based upon the type credit. See Table 1 for
credit terms. During the credit term, the City will conduct random

inspections such that each credit could potentially be revoked. If the BMP

facility is found to be functional and being properly maintained, the credit

will remain in effect. Likewise, if the BMP facility is not functional or is

not being maintained, the credit will be voided on the next billing cycle.
Before a credit is re- instated, the property owner will have to reapply for

the credit as outlined in this manual.

Basic Procedures

Most ofthe credits in this manual require an application, and some of the

credit applications require engineering calculations to verify eligibility to

receive a credit. The credits associated with engineering calculations are

identified in the manual and the credit application forms. The City requires
that these calculations be performed, signed, and sealed in accordance with

the professional certification provisions outlined herein.

The procedure for filing a credit application includes the following tasks:

Obtain an application packet from the City.

If required by the credit, retain a professional engineer to perform the

required analysis.

Submit the completed application with all sections appropriately filled out,

and all required information contained within or attached to the

application.

5
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Non-Single Family Residential ( NSFR)

In addition to the Watershed Stewardship credit explained above, NSFR

property owners are eligible to apply for the credits listed below. Each credit

is explained in more detail in the pages that follow:

Educational Institutions

NPDES Industrial Stormwater General Permit Compliance
Management of the Water Quality Volume

Management of the Channel Protection Volume

Management ofthe Overbank Flood Protection Volume

Management of the Extreme Flood Protection Volume

The last four credits listed above are part ofthe Unified Sizing Criteria

discussed in the GSMM. These four credits will be discussed as a group under

the Unified Sizing Criteria heading.

Education Institutions

It is the goal ofPeachtree City to strongly and financially encourage both

public and private educational systems ( grades 1- 12 inclusive), to educate and

inform their students on the importance of surface water, ground water and

stormwater resources, and how they can playa role in preserving and

restoring the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the City' s water

resources. Consequently, the owner of property which is used as a site for a

public or private school and which agrees to teach a general environmental

science curriculum that includes water protection measures at the primary or

secondary level may receive a credit against the stormwater service charge

applicable.

Eligibility

The Educational Credit shall be available to all public or private educational

systems in grades 1- 12 inclusive, which teach as part of their official

curriculum, the WaterWise™ program, Enviroscape Program, GLOBE

Global Learning and Observation to Benefit the Environment) Program,
Project WET, or another such program approved by the City Stormwater

Manager:

The credit shall not be available to individual residences.

The credit shall not be available to educational institutions, which have

less than one thousand ( 1, 000) full- time students enrolled in the systems.
No other curriculum shall be eligible for such credit unless granted by the

City Stormwater Manager.

11
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Unified Stormwater Sizing Criteria

The four treatment levels of the unified stormwater sizing criteria include

water quality, channel protection, overbank flood protection, and extreme

flood protection. Table 3 presents each treatment level with a description of

each, as provided in the GSMM.

Table 3: Unified Storm water Shin!! Criteria

Maximum

Treatment Level Available Description
1

Credit

Treat the runoff from 85% of the storms

that occur in an average year. Per the

GSMM, this equates to providing water

Water Quality 10% quality treatment for the runoff resulting
from a rainfall depth of 1. 2 inches. Reduce

average annual post-development TSS

m_.  

loadings by 80%.
h..........~...._...... H...._..'.._..._....._.... M......_............_.._......_._....._.._..'... H..._...

Provide extended detention of the 1- year

Channel
storm event released over a period of 24

Protection
10% hours to reduce bankfull flows and protect

downstream channels from erosive

velocities and unstable conditions.

Provide peak discharge control of the 25-

Overbank Flood
year storm event such that the post-

Protection
10% development peak rate does not exceed

the predevelopment rate to reduce

overbank flooding.
m............_....._..._...._.........._... ......_.........._.._.,__._....._..._....._.._......"'..._......._.._......_...._......_.

h._......_._....._ m_ h'..._.._....._ m_ h..._ m

Evaluate the effects of the 100- year storm

on the stormwater management system,

Extreme Flood
adjacent property, and downstream

Protection
10% facilities and property. Manage the

impacts of the extreme storm event

through detention controls and/ or

floodplain management.

1) Description of each treatment level is as published in Chapter 1. 3 of the GSMM

August 2001).

The various options available for providing the desired level of treatment can

be found in the GSMM. Volume 2, Chapter 1.3 provides an overall

comparison ofBMP options as they apply to the four levels of the unified

stormwater sizing criteria. Volume 2, Chapter 3 provides more detailed

information on each BMP. Design examples for a select number ofBMPs are

provided in Volume 2, Appendix D.
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PEACHTREE CITY

Credit Application Form

Instructions:

Fill out this form completely. One application must be submitted for each separate property location. Multiple
stormwater controls may be included in the application for a single property location. Please ensure all stormwater

management facilities are in a proper state of repair and maintained. Attach all appropriate documentation to

support this request. Documentation shall include:

1. Site plan with stormwater facilities and contributory drainage area.

2. Description of stormwater facilities.

3. Appropriate pages from Volume 2 of the Georgia Stormwater Management Manual ( August 2001, or as

amended) identifying design requirements for each on- site stormwater control.

4. Documentation that facilities meet one or more criteria for the fee credit ( technical report).

5. Seal by professional engineer licensed in Georgia ( does not apply to residential credits, educational credit,

or Watershed Stewardship).

Fill out and attach a Right-of-Entry Form. Mail the completed form (with attachments), and Right-of-Entry to:

Peachtree City
Attn: City Stormwater Manager
153 Willowbend Circle

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Place a check next to the credit being applied for with this application:

Type Credit

Low In1pact Parcel

Watershed ~ tewl1rdsIllp "
Educational Institution

Applicability/ Requirements

SRi1 property
N ,. . .

SRF property.. o;, .:,

Public & Private .schools grades 1- 12

NSFR property ~ 'requii~)it certification.

NSFR p;operly .: reqJiTesPE 'ciertit1(; atlon "

NSF'Rproperty ~reqilires PE certifiCation'

NSFR property'~ requires PE certifiCation '.

l'., ,,/'
t':<>~~: ;',,':,' ": ;,'

Water QUality
Channel Prot~ tiol) "', >

C:-

Overbank Fl()~d P~otecti~il" . 
P ", ':. ,

Extreme Flood Prote6~iori .' . ~ ~~ 7~,::

General Information:



























CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: West Village Multi- Use Bridge over CSX RR at SR 54

February 2, 2006 City Council Agenda

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that City Council award the contract for the abutment construction and bridge
installation to MASSANA Construction LLC.

Discussion:

The project consists of the construction of abutments, slope paving, and the installation of a pre-
manufactured multi- use bridge over the CSX railroad west of the SR54 and SR74 intersection.

Bid specifications were mailed to sixty-one ( 61) vendors. The solicitation was posted on the
City' s website, the bulletin board outside the entrance to City Hall and placed in the Bid
notebook in the lobby at City Hall. Ten ( 10) vendors attended the mandatory pre-bid meeting on

Thursday, January 5, 2006. Five (5) contractors responded to this request as follows:

MASSANA Construction, LLC.

JHC Corporation
Tiernan & Patrylo, Inc.

Rogers Bridge Company
E.R. Snell

515, 000. 00

698, 900. 00

738, 900. 00

820, 000. 00

874, 947.50
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West Village Multi- Use Bridge over CSX RR at SR 54

January 26, 2006

The bid specifications required that the bridge manufacturer be on the Georgia DOT QPL- 60 list.

All five contractors submitted bids for installation of a Steadfast bridge, which is on the QPL- 60

list.

Staff contacted the following references:

Georgia DOT

City of Atlanta, GA

Fayette County
Atlanta CSO Constructors

Shajud Joseph
Ken Johnston

David Jaeger
Ray Hutton

Staff contacted the four references and received excellent recommendations. MASSANA

recently completed a similar project consisting of the installation of a pre- manufactured bridge
for Atlanta CSO Constructors.

The City applied for a grant in July of 2000 for $400, 000 and was awarded a grant in January of

2001 in the amount of $200, 000. The City has budgeted $ 126, 000, $ 81, 719 of this amount has

already been expended. There was also a $ 250, 000 contribution from Pathway Communities for

the construction of the bridge for a total amount of $576, 000. Since the project was originally
budgeted, there have been significant increases in the cost of concrete, steel, and fuel.

Budl!et Impact:

Current funding available for this project is $ 494, 281. The additional $ 21, 000 will be funded

from the interest savings to be recognized due to the delay in obtaining a bricks and mortar loan

in FY 2006.






