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Revised Regular Meeting Agenda 

October 16, 2025 | 6:30 PM 
City Hall 

  

 

This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. 
This meeting will be held in the Frances Meaders Council Chambers at City Hall. 

    
1. Call to Order 
    
2. Pledge of Allegiance and Moment of Silence 
    
3. Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition 
    
4. Public Comment 
    
5. Agenda Changes 
    
6. Minutes 
  A. September 18, 2025 City Council Meeting Minutes 
  B. October 2, 2025 City Council Work Session Minutes 
  C. October 2, 2025 Executive Session Minutes 
    
7. Consent Agenda 
  A. FY26 Budget Amendment and Ordinance Amendment to Motorized Cart Decal 

Placement 
  B. MEJA Headquarters - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
  C. REM WP LAND LLC - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
  D. Primrose - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
  E. VyStar Credit Union - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
  F. 100 Gates Entry - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
  G. Sponsorship Acceptance and FY26 Budget Amendment 
    
8. Old Agenda Items 
    
9. New Agenda Items 
  A. 10-25-05  2025 Maintenance and Operation Millage Rate (Kelly Bush) 
  B. 10-25-06  FY2026 Budget Amendment — Memorial Bench (Dustin Farron) 
  C. 10-25-07  Consider a text amendment to the Sign Ordinance, Chapter 66, for revisions 

to roof sign regulations  Postponed due to advertising requirements (Shayla Reed) 
    
10. Public Hearings 
  A. 10-25-08  Variance request from rear setback, 207 Clydesdale Rd. (Shayla Reed) 
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This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. 
This meeting will be held in Council Chambers at City Hall 

 

  B. 10-25-09  Variance request from rear setback, 101 Bay Pt. (Shayla Reed) 
  C. 10-25-10  Variance request from building setbacks and landscape buffer requirement, 

1501 Georgian Park (Shayla Reed) 
    
11. Council/Staff Topics 
    
12. Executive Session 
    
13. Adjourn 
  

It is the policy of the City of Peachtree City that all city-sponsored public meetings and events are accessible to people 
with disabilities and are in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. If you need assistance in participating 
in this meeting or event due to a disability as defined under the ADA or need assistance per Title VI, please contact the 
City’s Title VI and ADA Coordinator, Dr. Teaa Allston-Bing at (770) 632-4276 or e-mail tallston-bing@peachtree-city.org 
at least three (3) business days before the scheduled meeting or event to request an accommodation.  
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City Council of Peachtree City 
Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, September 18, 2025 
6:30 PM  

Call to Order 
The Mayor and Council of Peachtree City met in regular session on Thursday, 
September 18, 2025. Mayor Kim Learnard called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
Council members attending: Laura Johnson, Suzanne Brown, and Clinton Holland. 
Pledge of Allegiance and Moment of Silence  
Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition 
None 
Public Comment 
Brown moved that public comment time be extended so everyone was allowed to speak 
for the allotted three minutes. Johnson seconded. Motion carried unanimously.     
  
Cliff Jackson, a member of the Peachtree City Hockey Association (PHA) Board, said it 
was not true that there was no travel hockey team. He pointed out players throughout 
the room displaying photos of travel teams and their awards. There was no 8-U team 
because that team was being phased out in travel tournaments, but if the interest was 
there, they could start one again. A new travel hockey program would split the local 
talent and reduce competitiveness, Jackson stated. He explained that this new club 
was formed after the PHA suspended a coach for one season.   He asked Council to 
allow the PHA to remain as the single hockey association in the city. 
  
Steve Brown said he and former Councilman Eric Imker had reviewed the proposed 
budget and saw multiple pathways to achieve a full rollback. He questioned how 
Council intended to approve a budget when they did not yet have the tax digest. Brown 
mentioned that the City Manager had said they were relying on a federal grant given 
out during the pandemic to fund maintenance projects instead of a fire station. He 
called the budget process unsustainable and claimed the Mayor had rezoned industrial 
land for residential use which would impact taxes for future residents. 
  
Jeremy Richardson, an officer with the PHA, related that he had seen firsthand what 
could happen with division in a sports program and wanted PHA to avoid it. The PHA 
had worked to meet the needs of all hockey families and operate transparently, and 
travel teams were part of their history and would continue. 
  
Hockey parent and coach Justin Reece said he wanted to explain that this rift began 
when a coach violated the Roller Hockey Association and the Amateur Athletic 
Association code of conduct, shared by the PHA, and was suspended for one year. If a 
league failed to enforce this code of conduct, it could be banned from future play. Many 
parents disagreed with that suspension, and the new hockey club was created to 
circumvent it, Reece remarked. 
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Peachtree City-Fayette Pickleball Club member Cheryl Averill asked Council to honor 
the voices of citizens in the 2023 Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) 
vote and move forward with plans to construct 18 pickleball courts at Meade. 
  
Chad Dollahite said he did not see a need to duplicate what was already being offered 
through the PHA. He countered claims that the PHA travel teams were not competitive 
travel teams by listing medals they had won. 
  
Chris York thanked all the parents who had turned out for the meeting. He said he had 
sons in the PHA and also registered with the new Fayette Hockey Club because it 
would open more doors for players. There was no reason to prevent rink access, he 
said, because this new club was not competition to the PHA. 
  
Eric Bahne asked Council to approve the Fayette Hockey Club’s request for rink time. 
Bahne said the PHA’s practice of fielding an all-star team for travel play was not 
competitive. His son now played in north Atlanta with an elite ice hockey team. He said 
it was time to reconsider Peachtree City’s policy that only City recreation leagues could 
use the facilities. 
  
Mike Murtaugh commended the Recreation Advisory Group’s (RAG) for its collaborative 
work to develop a recommendation on a pickleball complex. He said RAG had been 
serious stewards of the SPLOST money, and he urged Council to listen to their 
proposal and vote yes. 
  
Matthew Pitts said he had been a PHA coach, and his son played on the 8-U travel 
team organized by a group of parents. He said the new travel club would allow the 8-U 
team to play and travel. He urged Council to allow the new hockey club to have rink 
time.      
  
Jeff Williams mentioned the growth of pickleball, saying it appealed to all ages and was 
inexpensive to play. He pointed to nearby pickleball facilities, noting that the local 
players were asking only for something comparable. 
  
Young hockey player Jack Pitts and his friends asked Council to approve the Fayette 
Hockey Club’s request because that club would give them a chance to play travel 
hockey with kids their own age. 
  
Melissa Maranzano, who had a husband and son who played with the PHA, said 
Peachtree City did not need another hockey program. She noted that soccer had a 
recreation league and a travel club in Peachtree City, but they were affiliated, with the 
recreation league being the parent of the travel teams. She asked Council to think of 
the PHA as they did the larger soccer association, saying the current league had 
everyone’s best interest at heart and did not cater only to certain age groups. 
  
Jacqueline Edwards wanted to introduce her sorority, Delta Sigma Theta, founded in 
1913. Last year, they chartered a Fayette County alumnae chapter, which had grown to 
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236 members. This was a community service organization, with projects including 
scholarships and partnerships with other organizations. 
  
Fayette Hockey Club President Jim Forrestal told Council that hockey season had 
started and the club’s 29 registered players and 25 families were excited about a new 
approach to travel hockey while continuing to play recreation hockey. All they wanted 
was three hours of practice time. He said they had complied with Peachtree City facility 
usage requirements and had worked out an agreement on sharing rink time with the 
PHA. Forrestal asked that Council allow them to have a one-year facility usage 
agreement.   
  
Paul Schultz commented that he understood that approval of the budget was being held 
up because the reserve fund was not being reduced. He said the reserves were a rainy 
day fund to be used, for instance, in times of economic uncertainty or in case of natural 
disasters. Schultz pointed out that a reduction to a 25% reserve would reduce the 
average homeowner’s tax bill by about $1,000, but it would have to increase by that 
amount the next year because there would be no more reserve to give back. He also 
stated that the reserve was not mentioned by any citizen in the public meetings on the 
budget, so perhaps it was not a major issue to citizens. 
  
PHA President Chip Yarri told Council he wanted to leave them with an idea of the 
consequences if they made the wrong decision. He said dividing hockey into two 
programs would set a precedent for every other recreation sport in the City. This 
situation in other municipalities had led to confusion, strained facilities, and loss of trust, 
and Yarris urged Council not to let this happen in Peachtree City. Yarri mentioned the 
lack of an 8-U program, saying the PHA dropped that program because of lack of 
interest and because young players did not have skills for that setting. Also, the 
governing associations above them were dropping 8-U. 
  
Valerie Alexander thanked the children present for behaving so well. She then 
commented she had worked with City staff through her involvement with the 
Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB), Launch Fayette, and Peachtree City 101 and 
commended them for crafting a comprehensive budget that responded to every Council 
request presented to them. She noted Holland’s demand to lower taxes benefited only 
businesses, not homeowners, and it also discouraged staff who had worked on the 
budget for months. She asked Council to pass the budget and support staff in doing the 
job they had been hired to do. 
Agenda Changes 
Brown moved to move Consent Agenda items A, D, and E to the New Agenda items for 
discussion. Holland seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 
Minutes 
Holland moved to approve the August 21, 2025 City Council meeting minutes, the 
August 21, 2025 executive session minutes, the September 4, 2025 City Council work 
session minutes, and the September 4, 2025 executive session minutes. Brown 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 
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A. August 21, 2025 City Council Meeting Minutes 
 APPROVED 4-0 

B. August 21, 2025 Executive Session Minutes 
 APPROVED 4-0 

C. September 4, 2025 City Council Work Session Minutes 
 APPROVED 4-0 

D. September 4, 2025 Executive Session Minutes 
 APPROVED 4-0 

Consent Agenda 
Brown moved to approve Consent Agenda items B, C, F, and G. Johnson seconded. 
Motion carried unanimously. 
  
The Mayor announced they had just appointed Margaret Amalfitano to the Airport 
Authority, with Kevin Brady as the alternate, and Scott Ritenour and Hans Gant to the 
Planning Commission, with Kenneth Hamner as the alternate.    
A. Consider appointments to the Airport Authority 
 APPROVED 4-0 

B. Consider appointments to the Planning Commission 
 APPROVED 4-0 

C. Tree Trimming and Removal Services Bid 
 APPROVED 4-0 

D. Master Lease-Purchase – Lease Schedule #5 
 APPROVED 4-0 

New Agenda Items  
A. 09-25-02  New Alcohol License, The Wine Bar, 312 Willowbend Rd 
 Deputy City Clerk Stacey Collins said this was an application from Michael 

Surapine and Bailey Surapine-Meen for The Wine Bar, 312 Willowbend Road. The 
applicants and the location met all requirements. They would be selling wine, beer, 
and distilled spirits, including Sunday sales. 
  
Johnson moved to approve New Agenda item 09-25-02, New Alcohol License, The 
Wine Bar, 312 Willowbend Road. Brown seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 

B. 09-25-03  Fayette Hockey Club for a Facility Usage Agreement 
 Assistant Recreation Director Michelle Johnson asked if there were any questions 

about the facility usage agreement for the Fayette Hockey Club. City Manager 
Justin Strickland said it was on the agenda at the request of Mayor and Council 
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from a previous meeting. The RAG decided to add this request to their agenda and 
wanted to make a recommendation to Council. He introduced RAG Chair Erin 
McDowell. 
  
McDowell explained that several RAG members had experience with facility usage 
agreements and, based on the group’s discussion, RAG voted unanimously to 
recommend Council deny the Fayette Hockey Club’s request as a way to reinforce 
the City’s commitment to recreational play and to the established PHA that already 
provided recreational and travel programs. RAG believed awarding a second 
program would undermine established partnerships, create scheduling and 
prioritization conflicts, and open the door to unnecessary future disputes. It would 
also hamper the ability of individual citizens to use the City’s sole rink. 
  
She said the City’s commitment must remain to recreational play over travel, 
particularly when an existing organization offered both. It was not up to the City to 
determine the level of competition, but McDowell noted that Peachtree City’s 
leagues remained some of the strongest in the area and in the state. True 
recreational play should be the heartbeat of the program, and they did not want to 
lose sight of that, McDowell concluded. Local organizations died when the focus 
shifted to travel, and the children were the one who suffered when adults could not 
get along.    
  
Johnson observed that situations like this were often presented as being simple to 
fix, but, upon investigation, turned out to be more complex. She said she was 
grateful for the communication she had with both sides between the last meeting 
and this meeting. She attended the RAG meeting, made a house call, and talked to 
friends who had been affiliated with the hockey program. She thanked McDowell 
and RAG for their work, saying McDowell’s experience as president of a league 
gave insight into what could happen if two associations were allowed to exist. 
  
Johnson said the root of this was from a disagreement and could be solved. It 
would be devastating to the recreational programs, she remarked, if Council 
decided to accommodate every time there was a disagreement and a group 
wanted to split off. The Fayette Hockey Club was a splinter group, with 100% of its 
players coming from the PHA. Johnson said she supported PHA and was 
encouraged that they said they would consider opening an 8-U team. The Fayette 
Hockey Club players could join that team. 
  
She concluded by saying she admired the passion the coaches, players, and 
parents had showed for hockey and felt that the differences could be resolved. 
  
Brown said a vote against approving this would be a vote against the children, 
noting that they could not force the groups to get along. The fact that PHA was 
fighting Fayette Hockey Club’s request for three hours of practice time was proof. 
She remarked that the new club had done everything they had been asked to do 
and to deny this would only hurt the kids. 
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Holland agreed with Brown that denial would hurt the children. He remarked that 
the Fayette Hockey Club was seeking high-skill players versus recreation hockey. 
There was no ordinance that barred having two organizations. Denial excluded the 
players who sought high-level competition. This would involve coordinating the 
recreation schedule to allow for sharing the facilities, and he said the Recreation 
Department could afford to set aside three hours. He thought the two leagues 
should share the rink. 
  
Holland moved to approve New Agenda item 09-25-03, Fayette Hockey Club 
Facility Usage Agreement. Brown seconded. The motion was denied by a 2-2 vote, 
with Brown and Holland voting in favor, Johnson and Learnard in opposition. 

C. Consider appointment to the Convention and Visitors Bureau Board 
 Brown objected to re-appointing a person who was running in the current municipal 

election and moved to re-convene the committee for a different selection or 
postpone this selection until after the election, at the committee’s choice. Holland 
seconded. 
  
Learnard asked what difference it made if the appointee was a candidate. They 
might or might not win. She also pointed out that only one person showed up to 
interview for this position, so it was not a matter of choosing a candidate. However, 
she said, they had a great interview, and this was a well-qualified person with 
experience on this board. 
  
Brown said he could remain on the board until after the election, adding that it 
conveyed the wrong idea to appoint a candidate. Learnard asked what she thought 
they should do, and Brown re-stated her motion to either re-convene the committee 
or wait until after the election to make an appointment.   
  
The nominee in question, Joe Campbell, stated the CVB Board had previously had 
a situation where a position was not filled right away, so that person stayed on until 
it was filled. City Attorney Ted Meeker said he believed the bylaws allowed for that. 
Strickland noted that the term ended September 30, and Meeker added that the 
person would stay on. 
  
Johnson made sure her understanding was correct that Campbell would stay on 
the board but not officially be appointed until after the election. Learnard said that 
was her understanding. Meeker said he would be in the position until someone else 
was appointed or he was re-appointed. Johnson asked if there was something 
illegal about him being appointed while a candidate, and Meeker told her there was 
not. 
  
She asked Council if there was anything about Campbell’s service that had been 
disappointing and should keep him from serving in this role. She said she did not 
understand the reasoning for this. Campbell responded that it was because he was 
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running for the same Council post as Holland. 
  
Learnard said these appointments were made by a committee consisting of the 
Mayor, a Councilmember, and the board, commission or authority chairperson. 
They went through a public posting of the position. This happened every summer, 
and they tried to be consistent and get a good number of applicants. In this case, 
there were only two applicants, but one could not make it to the interview. 
Campbell was the remaining candidate; he was extremely qualified, and the 
committee made its recommendation. 
  
Holland called the question. Motion carried 3-1, with Brown, Holland, and Learnard 
voting in favor, and Johnson opposed. 
  
Collins then asked if that meant the committee would start again with the same 
applicants? Brown said it was the committee’s choice, and Learnard said they 
would have to figure it out. 

D. Consider appointments to the Transportation Advisory Group 
 An incumbent who was not recommended for re-appointment, Keith Larson, was 

one of the most knowledgeable members and deserved to be re-appointed, Brown 
stated. Holland agreed, saying Larson was involved in County and State 
transportation matters. He was someone with outstanding credentials, and it was a 
travesty he was not re-appointed, Holland commented. 
  
Learnard said she wished Brown and Holland had asked her why they appointed 
three quality people to the Transportation Advisory Group (TAG) and did not re-
appoint Larson. She said she would have told them the same thing she told Larson 
when she called him and told him he was not re-appointed. She said she told him 
she was his biggest fan and she wanted him to continue his work with the County 
and State because they needed his input. There was now an opportunity for him to 
be effective and to introduce three more qualified people who wanted to get 
involved. 
  
Holland countered by saying Larson told him Learnard said they were going to take 
TAG in a different direction. Learnard said there were three citizen volunteers who 
had been vetted and interviewed. They were the ones the committee chose. She 
told Holland he was relying on emotion, not communication. Learnard agreed that 
the appointment of three new people was going in a different direction. She said 
she wished Holland had talked to her about this, and Holland said she should call 
him instead of texting. 
  
Johnson noted that it was the Mayor’s role to appoint these committees, but she 
could bring in others to help her as she had done. Larson had served his term, but 
it was the natural progression to look at others. She asked Brown and Johnson if 
they had met the three people nominated to TAG? They deserved a chance to 
serve the community just like Larson. She thanked Larson and said she 
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appreciated what he had done, but they had qualified individuals who would do a 
great job and deserved a change to serve. 
  
No one could have the amount of experience and knowledge that Larson held, 
Brown responded. He had demonstrated his commitment to transportation for the 
four and a half years she had attended Council meetings and deserved to be re-
appointed. 
  
Learnard asked Meeker if she was correct that the City Charter said the Mayor 
could make appointments and served as an ex-officio member of all committees. 
Meeker said that was correct. Learnard said if this was not approved, she would 
make these three appointments. She mentioned that Larson would continue to 
serve the City, and they needed to show support for these three people who were 
qualified. 
  
Holland said Larson was truly the best of the best of the best and the best 
transportation person in the City had been pushed aside after a year. He did not 
question the qualifications of the three nominees but said they could not touch 
Larson’s expertise. 
  
Johnson moved to approve Consent Agenda item D, the appointment of the three 
individuals selected for the TAG. Learnard seconded. Motion failed by a 2-2 vote, 
with Johnson and Learnard voting in favor; Brown and Holland voting against. 
  
Learnard asked Meeker to advise her how to proceed as she appointed Heidi 
Becker, Jesse Wrice, and Joshua Hicks to the TAG. Meeker said he would first 
have to review the enabling ordinance for the group. 

E. Consider appointments to the Recreation Advisory Group 
 Brown stated that she asked this be removed from the Consent Agenda because it 

involved the appointment of a candidate in the current City Council election. She 
said he was not a candidate at the time of the appointment committee meeting, but 
he was now, and she did not believe they should re-appoint anyone who was 
running for office. She moved to re-convene the committee for a different selection 
or postpone this appointment until after the election, at the committee’s choice. 
Holland seconded. 
  
Learnard asked Meeker to look at the RAG’s bylaws and see if the current 
candidate could remain until after the election. She then mentioned that there were 
two other nominees; how could they get them on board? 
  
Meeker said there was a motion and second on the table. If there was just one 
nominee they wanted to hold, but approve the other two, then that motion could be 
made, he explained. Brown then withdrew her motion and Holland his second. 
  
Learnard said that would require a motion to approve Mike Pappas and Jordan 
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Childress and delay the approval of Polacek. Holland seconded. Learnard said it 
was her understanding that Polacek would remain in the position until the 
committee could reconvene. Meeker said he would have to check the bylaws, but it 
seemed that the person could remain in the seat until a new appointment was 
approved. 
  
Motion carried 3-1, with Holland, Brown, and Learnard voting in favor, and Johnson 
voting against. 
  
Johnson said she would like to make a motion to re-appoint Polacek and Pappas to 
three-year terms and to appoint Jordan Childress to fill the remainder of the term 
vacated by Derek White. Meeker said there had already been a motion that was 
approved to appoint Pappas and Childress. Now they would need a motion to re-
consider Polacek, and it would have to pass. Johnson said she would not hold it up 
any longer. 

Old Agenda Items  
A. 08-25-7F  Pickleball Meade Site Update 
 Assistant City Manager Chris Hobby said he had been working on the pickleball 

project since joining the City late last year. He noted that the amount of public 
participation in Peachtree City far exceeded what he had encountered in other 
cities. RAG had met twice for public comment on the pickleball and asked Tarkett 
Sports to change the plans to reflect the needs expressed by the public. 
  
RAG had made a unanimous recommendation to proceed with this design. During 
their discussions, they removed many items in an effort to be responsible about the 
budget, Hobby said, adding that, to his understanding, the pickleball community 
supported this recommendation. 
  
Scott George of Tarkett Sports echoed Hobby’s comment about the strength of 
public involvement in Peachtree City. He showed a layout of the proposal, with 18 
courts, a gathering plaza on the west side, and 50 parking spaces. Stormwater 
management structures would be on the southwest corner of the site. They had 
reduced the number of shade structures at RAG’s request, down to a total of eight 
with the idea that more could be added later. He showed a layout that included a 
playground on the east side, but that was not part of this proposal, just a request 
from RAG to show what could be done. There was also a shelter house to the 
north of the playground. 
  
A depiction of a court showed a four-foot dividing fence between courts, shade 
structures, and an area where sponsorship banners could be placed. Logos or 
murals could be painted on the courts at an additional cost, George said. There 
would be paved walkways in between the courts, with drinking fountains at either 
end. 
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George showed a breakdown of the costs. The base scope, which included the 
courts, grading, walkways, stormwater, and lighting, came to about $1.3 million. 
Other items, such as the canopies, landscaping, benches, and fencing, totaled a 
little more than $633,000. The initial design charges, already approved by Council, 
were about $249,000. A few items were still awaiting a final cost, including the 
fountains, landscaping, and the entrance sign. George mentioned that the City 
might want to do the landscaping themselves. In total, the project was 
$2,376,092.05. 
  
He noted that this project was about 13% below what most of their cooperative 
contracts totaled.  There was a 10% contingency, which could be used only with 
the City’s approval. It might be used for something like rock removal when installing 
the lights or anything the City decided to add during construction and would go 
back to the City if unused.    
  
Learnard asked Hobby what they would be voting on. Hobby said RAG’s 
recommendation that Council approve moving forward with this project as 
presented for the total budget number of $2,376,092.05. 
  
Learnard said she was proud of the effort RAG had put into this. 
  
Brown said Peachtree City deserved the best, but she felt this process was rushed 
because it was election season. She cited the failing hockey rink as an example of 
a rushed project. The pickleball project was bumped up to a tier one project in the 
SPLOST list, Brown noted, and two of the people who voted in favor of that were 
no longer on Council. Now, she went on, they had been hit with a bloated project 
budget, a rushed timeline, and a proposal that put them into direct competition with 
private businesses. 
  
Maintenance costs for this facility would be significant, Brown remarked, yet the 
courts would provide free access for all, even people who did not pay taxes in 
Peachtree City. Other high maintenance facilities, like the Tennis Center and 
Kedron pool, charged fees; why was this different? Many people had complained 
that the proposed location was not convenient. 
  
Brown said a public/private partnership was worth consideration. She also asked 
why non-resident members of the Pickleball Club had not asked their own local 
governments to invest in pickleball? 
  
This timeline was too aggressive, designed to force a vote before the election, she 
remarked. She said she supported exploring better locations, public/private 
partnerships, and user fees and strongly opposed the vote until after the election in 
November. There was speculation this project was being used to buy votes, and by 
delaying action, Brown said they could prove they operated transparently and with 
fiscal responsibility. Peachtree City deserved thoughtful planning, not political 
theater, she concluded. 
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Johnson, looking at the packed house, noted this importance of recreation to 
Peachtree City’s residents, saying it was why many people moved here. She had 
attended both of the RAG meetings where this proposal was ironed out, not as a 
participant, but a listener, and said they went through this proposal line by line. She 
reflected that it was inaccurate to say this was rushed, noting that pickleball players 
had been asking for this for years. She thanked RAG for their diligence, noting that 
it was this Council that thought they needed the RAG. 
  
She acknowledged it was a higher cost than what was projected, but the SPLOST, 
which was the source of funding, had a $7 million contingency fund. A person from 
the SPLOST committee spoke at a RAG meeting, Johnson related, and he said not 
allocating enough money was common in a SPLOST because having a larger 
contingency fund allowed them to allot money where needed. 
  
Regarding location, the Recreation Master Plan pointed out a need for more 
recreation on the south side. Johnson also said she did not feel that this vote was 
rushed; it had come when it came, and citizens deserved to see where their 
elected officials stood on these topics. She then read from recent meeting minutes 
where Holland had said he supported 18 new courts. Johnson noted that there 
were still opportunities for public-private partnerships. 
  
Johnson moved to approve Old Agenda item 08-25-7F Pickleball Meade Site 
Update for the amount of $2,376,092.05. Learnard seconded. 
  
Holland stated he was in favor of 18 courts but was concerned about all the 
amenities in this proposal. He appreciated RAG’s work, he said, but they did not 
talk about the money. The SPLOST estimated the cost at $770,000, but the actual 
cost was three times that. Holland said they did have a $7 million contingency but 
that was for a new fire station on the south side. He did not think pickleball was 
more important than a fire station. He wanted to satisfy the pickleball players, but 
safety should be number one. 
  
Holland wanted to scrutinize the amenities included in the pickleball project. Did 
they need benches initially? Public Works could do some of the items listed as 
amenities, which would cut costs. He wanted 18 courts but thought they needed to 
separate the amenities from the courts. They could start on the courts but save the 
amenities for another year. He proposed they only approve the base scope for $1.3 
million and save the $7 million contingency for the fire station.  He asked if he could 
amend the motion, and Meeker said someone would have to withdraw their motion 
and second. Learnard refused. 
  
Learnard commented that she often took her grandchildren to Newnan with their 
bikes to use the Pump Track for free. They sometimes visited the Castle Park for 
free. Peachtree City had a free splash pad, tennis courts, and playgrounds. That’s 
what cities did: provide facilities for people to come and play for free, she stated. 
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These courts were intended to be free. 
  
The SPLOST committee brought its proposed $67 million project list to Council in 
September 2022. Council debated one item—bathrooms at Battery Way Park. 
Because they feared that opposition from neighbors would result in the SPLOST 
being voted down, Council unanimously decided to substitute the pickleball facility. 
The SPLOST was voted in resoundingly in 2023. Now, two years later, private 
businesses had decided to put indoor pickleball courts. 
  
She said this City pickleball project was the result of years of review and planning, 
and they should ensure it met Peachtree City’s standard of uncompromised 
excellence. It was clear this was what the citizens wanted. 
  
Johnson asked George if they would lose the 13% discount if they proceeded only 
with the base scope? George said that was correct. There would be additional 
costs to come back for a second phase. There were several items on the alternate 
list that should be done initially because it would involve demolition of concrete to 
come back later. The dividing fences and perimeter gates were examples. The City 
could certainly do some items, such as the fence top caps and benches. George 
said grading for the parking lot could be done by the City, but Tarkett would have 
all the equipment to do it onsite already. He said they could forego parking lot 
lighting if they wanted.   
  
Johnson mentioned that they had experience with a project where costs were cut, 
and now the City was having to pay to have it rebuilt. She did not think they should 
be squabbling over water fountains or benches. Sure, this was a high cost, but 
that’s what it was, Johnson continued. 
  
RAG Chair McDowell explained the list of alternates RAG had recommended was 
developed in collaboration with citizens. Some items might seem like upgrades, but 
were necessary, such as the eight-foot fence that would allow novice players to 
keep their shots on the court. There were no excessive upgrades, she told Council, 
just what Peachtree City needed to be the best of the best. 
  
Johnson said prices would not be going down and this was least expensive it was 
ever going to be. They had a 13% discount. She mentioned that shade and a 
championship court had been removed. The four-foot fences were important for 
safety. This was what was involved in building a nice facility with a 13% discount, 
she concluded. 
  
Brown recalled that there was initially discussion about how the City could do a lot 
of work itself; where was that now? Strickland said they would be paving the 
parking lot. Holland said he believed Public Works could do a lot more. His 
suggestion was to send this project to staff and bring it back to the next meeting for 
a vote. 
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Johnson mentioned that they would save money by having Tarkett do the grading. 
She asked Hobby what the City could do. He said if they moved Public Works to 
this project, that would take away from their everyday tasks, such as mowing. He 
mentioned Tarkett provided a 10-year warranty on this project, with a 50-year 
warranty on the concrete. There would be no maintenance at all for 10 years, and 
he said he had never seen a 50-year warranty on concrete in his career. They 
could move Public Works to this project, but it would take away from something 
else, he concluded. They just did not have the staff to do it. 
  
Holland said he was not trying to cut corners and do things cheaply. He was just 
looking for a better deal. 
  
Brown asked Strickland if using money from the contingency would leave any other 
projects short? He said he had no concern that SPLOST would run out of money 
and that they would not be able to complete all the projects, including the fire 
station. Johnson noted that they were legally obligated to spend all the SPLOST 
money. 
  
Holland said he was not in favor of doing all the alternates because it was taxpayer 
dollars they were spending. He was in favor of the courts but was trying to spend 
their money wisely. Some things might need to be kicked down the road. 
  
Learnard said she believed Holland wanted to know that a project related to public 
safety would not be compromised, and that was reasonable. He said he felt better 
after Strickland said that was not a concern. He also understood from Hobby that 
there was nothing they could pull from the list and have the City complete. 
Strickland said there were things they could do, but it was a matter of opportunity 
costs. Holland said they could put off cutting grass to save money on this. He 
wanted staff to talk to Tarkett and figure out what the City could do. 
  
Learnard said that was what Tarkett had been doing with the RAG for the past few 
weeks. George said the list was originally $2.7 million, but they had drilled it down 
to $2.3 million. He also reminded Council that the $2.3 million included about 
$190,000 in contingency that he hoped the City would not need to use. 
  
Again, Learnard said those were the considerations RAG took on, with staff in the 
room. They had pared that larger number down and decided paving was all that the 
City could reasonably do. Hobby assured Holland that they would not touch that 
contingency unless they ran into rock, which he did not think they would. That 
would be about $200,000 in savings. 
  
Holland said it made him nervous because he understood the importance of fire 
stations and having them in strategic sites around the city. 
  
Johnson said she appreciated that Holland wanted to be a good steward of tax 
dollars. She noted that the alternate list was really not that long. It would cost more 
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money for the City to do the grading. RAG had removed some of the canopies, and 
George had said it would cost more to add them later. What about parking lot 
lights? Johnson asked, noting that leaving them off would save $75,000. Hobby 
said they would have to be added later. 
  
Police Chief Janet Moon stepped up to say that from a crime reduction perspective, 
parking lot lights were mandatory. This was an area of town that was already very 
dark and having an unlit parking lot was just an invitation to people who wanted to 
break into cars. Holland said he was recommending that staff install them, not to 
omit them. 
  
Public Works Director Jonathan Miller said they did not have the equipment to 
install the parking lot lights and would have to hire subcontractors. He then said if 
Public Works did other items off the list, they would not be able to do their normal 
jobs. They would also have to meet Tarkett’s deadlines, and it was difficult when 
you had multiple hands involved and could delay the project. The paving they could 
do; the grading, Tarkett should handle. The only thing he saw that could be pulled 
off was $26,000 for seeding. He said Recreation could do some of the fence top 
caps, perhaps. Maybe they could pull things out as they went along. 
  
Holland said he respected Miller’s opinion. Holland asked George if he could make 
it a $2 million project. George said it was already well below the normal market 
cost. He also mentioned the warranties. He said the timing of the year was why 
they were seeing the numbers they were seeing. Typically, they would not see 
numbers this low, but they had enjoyed the discussions with the community or 
staff. George said this was the best deal he could give them. Once things got under 
way, and Hobby wanted the City to do a few more things, George said he would 
work with him. 
  
Brown said she was still suffering from sticker shock. She also mentioned that the 
County was no longer paying Peachtree City for County residents to use City 
recreation facilities. There were many pickleball players who did not live in 
Peachtree City, yet Peachtree City was spending its SPLOST money on this. She 
was reassured that there was adequate funding for other projects. In conclusion, 
she said she did not want to hear any demands for more recreation facilities to be 
built. The Recreation Master Plan was a long range plan, and this was a pretty 
sizable chunk of money.   
  
Holland said he was glad they had gone through this painful process, and Learnard 
said she was, too. He said he felt like he had gotten the answers he needed. 
  
Johnson wanted to make sure everyone understood each of the costs and how 
they were justified. Holland said his next battle would be for the fire station. Brown 
noted that the City would be building the parking lot, and the number of spaces was 
insufficient. Golf cart parking was needed, too. Holland asked Strickland if he was 
satisfied, and he said he was. 
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Learnard called the vote. The motion to approve this project carried unanimously. 
  
Learnard called for a break. The meeting resumed at 9:25 p.m. 

B. 07-24-06  Resolution #08212025-OA-A to Adopt FY2026 Operating Budget & 
CIP 

 Strickland showed a timeline of the budget process. Council set budget goals at an 
April 3 work session, he said, and he, Hobby, and Finance Director Kelly Bush met 
with all department heads during the week of May 5. The proposed budget was 
sent to Council and released to the public on May 30. The budget was reviewed at 
a work session on June 5. A special called meeting on the budget was set for June 
18, but Council decided it was not needed. A public hearing on the proposed 
budget and CIP was held on July 11. The adoption was scheduled, but tabled, at 
the August 21 meeting. Strickland said he needed direction on what to do. 
  
At the August 21 meeting, Brown stated, Strickland had said he would rather cut 
the budget than use reserve funds, so she had asked him for a specific list of 
things that could be removed. The first item on that list was the fire training tower at 
$387,000, followed by a Public Works equipment operator at $87,353; two golf 
carts for Code Enforcement at $30,000, plus two part-time Code Enforcement 
officers at $87,105. Also on the list were salaries divided among all departments at 
$50,611. These cuts added up to $642,069. 
  
Brown said she asked Strickland if this would put them in the position of having a 
full rollback, and he said he thought that would be sufficient. Brown then moved to 
amend the proposed budget with the proposed cuts, which would take $642,069 
out of it to equal a full rollback of the millage rate for fiscal year 2026. Holland 
seconded. 
  
Holland wanted everyone to know this was without any cuts in the number of 
employees. There were no cuts to Police or Fire. All services would continue at the 
same level. These cuts were extras in the budget, and he said they were not 
needed for efficient operations of the City. That satisfied his demand at the last 
meeting for a rollback. He thanked staff for proposing these cuts and Brown for 
asking for them. 
  
Johnson asked how salaries were cut without staff taking a hit. Strickland said the 
$642,069 was originally for the employee merit program. The one change between 
the June 5 budget and the July 11 budget was reallocating those merit funds for 
these other things. There was about $50,000 left over that they were going to 
possibly to give one-time awards to employees who had excelled. 
  
Holland said they were not taking away any positions, and Johnson noted they 
were taking away merit awards. 
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At the retreat in January, Johnson said, Council asked Strickland to get the budget 
to them as soon as possible, and he delivered it on May 30, which she had been 
told was the earliest ever. After the August 21 meeting, she looked back over the 
June 5 meeting minutes to see what Council had said about this year’s budget. 
Holland had stated he was glad to see new Code Enforcement officers added to 
the paths, as did Brown. None of this was part of that discussion. 
  
Council was asked if they needed an extra meeting in June to go over the budget, 
and they unanimously told staff they were fine, Johnson related. She said 
Strickland offered to meet with Councilmembers individually. 
  
There were two meetings after which changes were made to the budget by the City 
Manager. She reflected that the City Manager was in a difficult position because of 
Council dynamics. Out of those two meetings, he decided to reduce salaries by the 
$642,069. He was asked what he would put back in, and he suggested the fire 
training tower, the Code Enforcement, and the golf carts. She said Strickland 
approached her and Learnard and told them what had been decided. She said she 
asked him if, after those changes, Brown and Holland would support the budget, 
and his feeling was that they would. She and Learnard agreed that they could 
support this compromise. 
  
There was also a public hearing on the budget where the only people who came to 
speak were in favor of it. Then, Johnson continued, the August 21 meeting 
happened. There was a policy that they did not run the City off of reserves, so this 
led her to believe that dipping into the reserves was not brought up in those private 
two meetings. 
  
She said she first saw this list of proposed cuts less than three hours before the 
start of the meeting, and she did not know how she could be a responsible 
representative of the citizens by approving something they had not had a chance to 
weigh in on. There had been ample opportunity for these ideas to have been 
brought forward. She added that she was not necessarily against these things, but 
she wanted citizen input before making any changes. She said she could not 
support Brown’s motion because this had not been an open process. 
  
On June 28, 2024, Learnard said she sent an email to Council and the City 
Manager regarding the budget process. At that time, there were two Council 
members going through the budget process for the first time. She wrote then that 
Holland had been having meetings with staff behind closed doors, and that deeply 
concerned her because this was supposed to be a public process. She had 
explained how Fayetteville, Newnan, and Tyrone presented their budgets. She 
could not overstate the importance of public participation. 
  
Seeing this today, Learnard stated, might indicate that this was not a well-thought-
out process. Where was the government transparency? Did they need another 
public hearing? They had had a very responsible process, with agreement from 
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Council that things were fine. The City Manager had given his best effort in 
preparing this budget. She presented a clip from the July meeting of Holland saying 
that living in Peachtree City was a bargain from a tax standpoint. He complimented 
Strickland for putting the budget together. Learnard said all of these objections had 
come after all the public meetings. 
  
Holland was right that they should ask all the questions, she stated. That’s why 
they had all the meetings and all the give and take. This year should be the one 
year in which they should have to have a conversation about rollbacks. Last year 
they reduced the millage rate from 6.043 to 5.983, and this year they had agreed to 
maintain that lower millage rate. Because of House Bill 581, the assessments on 
homesteaded properties were frozen.    
  
Strickland explained assessments were not frozen, but the amount of taxes would 
be the same as last year. Bush clarified that was because the taxable assessment 
would remain the same as the previous year. That was effectively a rollback for 
homesteaders, the Mayor commented. 
  
After all those meetings and input, Learnard said, they could not expect her to vote 
in favor of a proposal she never saw before that day. 
  
Holland said when he was elected in 2024, he often met with the City Manager 
when he had questions, and the Mayor did, too. Was that not allowed? He did not 
want to point fingers when the real point was cutting the budget so everyone would 
pay less taxes. These cuts were what was recommended by the City Manager. He 
asked Learnard if she was not supporting the City Manager’s recommended 
budget? 
  
Learnard asked Strickland if the list they had received that day was what he would 
recommend, and Strickland replied it was not. The list was his response to Brown’s 
and Holland’s question regarding what he would cut if they wanted a rollback. He 
said his proposed budget was what he supported, but if Council decided to roll 
back the millage rate, these would be his recommendations to cut. If that was 
Council’s decision, they needed to cut things that did not yet exist over existing 
items. 
  
Johnson asked Strickland which budget he most supported, the original one or the 
one where compromises were made? Strickland told her he felt the original 
proposed budget was the best version. 
  
A month ago, Brown said she and Holland suggested they take money from the 
reserves and use it to offset what they would have to levy in taxes. That was 
defeated, and they were told not to use reserves for budget, even though it would 
be a one-time thing. She had been emailing everyone over the past few weeks 
regarding potential cuts. Strickland had said he had rather cut the budget than use 
reserves, and this was the list of cuts he came up with, Brown continued. 
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The City Manager felt the original was the best version, Johnson stated, so that 
was the budget she wanted, but she was willing to cut the reserves if done 
responsibly. She understood that the City Manager had promised the fire training 
tower to the Fire Department for quite a while. If it was built, it would help maintain 
the ISO rating of 1, which would lower homeowners’ insurance premiums for 
citizens. She suggested they go back to the original June 5 budget but take the 
money for the fire tower from the reserves. Citizens would be saving money on fire 
insurance. Learnard said she could support that. Johnson mentioned that this was 
a one-time expense, which was how the reserves were supposed to be used. If 
they went back to the June 5 budget, staff would get their merit increases. 
  
Johnson said there were benefits to having the reserves. They were there for 
worst-case scenarios, but they could give some back to the citizens in a 
responsible manner, such as a fire tower. 
  
If they wanted to talk about surprises, Holland said he would like to recall in 2023 
when Johnson and Learnard “sprung” ordinance 1216 on the Council. That 
ordinance limited the ability of citizens and Council to place items on the agenda. 
He said he was given no time to research it. At least today, they got three hours to 
look at the list. 
  
Johnson said she felt like this was a tangent, and they were losing focus. 
 However, she wanted to clarify her portion of that. She said she proposed an 
amendment to 1216 and remembered calling Holland before the meeting. Also, she 
agreed at the last meeting that they should revisit this. She recalled that Holland 
told her during the phone call that he thought he could support her amendment. 
When she called Brown, Brown told her she would speak about First Amendment 
rights but did not offer support. 
  
Brown returned the discussion to the budget, saying the money they were talking 
about was supposed to be a merit pay program for staff that they had cut into 
component parts. There were issues with some of them. They had learned that a 
bigger Police presence was what was needed on the paths, not more Code 
Enforcement officers. So they could remove the two part-time Code Enforcement 
and their golf carts. The Public Works operator was supposed to be a second 
street sweeper employee. There was already a fire training tower in Fayette 
County, so there could be a cooperative agreement to continue its use by 
Peachtree City. The remaining $50,000 was for merit pay at the City Manager’s 
discretion, Brown explained.   
  
She said this started with a $650,000 merit pay program on top of a $500,000 cost 
of living adjustment (COLA). Brown said guaranteed pay raises year after year 
were not sustainable. 
  
Strickland corrected her, noting that they did not currently have a street sweeper 
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operator in Public Works. 
  
Johnson asked if the merit was year after year, and Strickland said it was because 
it was a salary increase. They had done awards in 2023, but this year they did 
salaries and had proposed the same thing for next year. 
  
None of this was unreasonable, Learnard said, and asked if they could pass the 
original proposed budget and continue the conversations. She noted that a budget 
was just a plan or a forecast for the coming year. It did not bind them to all of these 
individual things. 
  
What they were doing now was not fair to staff, Learnard said, pointing out that 
employees were worried about their paychecks. Brown scoffed at that, but 
Strickland verified that he had had a lot of questions from staff. Learnard again said 
she would be happy to have these discussions later if they could just pass the 
original budget. 
  
There was nothing on the list that was not reasonable, the Mayor continued, and 
Holland said in that case they should pass the amended version. They were talking 
about less than 1% of the budget. He said they could have another public meeting 
if transparency was an issue. He said he had rather approve an amended budget 
or postpone it and have another meeting. 
  
 Brown said another meeting was not necessary. This was a small amount of 
money, but it would put them in a situation to have a full rollback, which was her 
goal. The biggest concession she was willing to make was to add the street 
sweeper back into the budget. 
  
Learnard asked if they could pass the budget and make these changes as 
amendments, but Holland said he wanted them to be part of the budget. Learnard 
said she did not see why they could not have had these discussions over the past 
few months. Holland said he had talked with her many times about the reserves. 
Learnard agreed they had discussed the reserves but pointed out that Holland said 
he approved of the budget when initially presented with it. Brown added that she 
had never said that. 
  
The motion had been to approve the budget with the listed changes. It was denied 
by a 2-2 vote, with Brown and Holland voting in favor, Johnson and Learnard 
against. 
  
Learnard asked Meeker if they needed to pass a continuing resolution. He said it 
would need to be passed before October 1 so spending could continue. 
  
Brown made an amended motion to take out everything that was proposed except 
the Public Works equipment operator. Holland seconded. 
  

Page 21 of 115



Brown explained this would cut the budget by about $550,000. Learnard asked her 
why she opposed the fire training tower. Brown said they might have the money 
later in the year, and there were other alternatives. 
  
Johnson said the lack of transparency was a roadblock for her. Brown said this was 
the small tweak that would allow for a rollback. Holland said it was a compromise 
instead of using the reserves. 
  
There were a lot of opinions in the community about how the August 21 meeting 
went, Johnson continued, and some people might want to express their opinions 
about any changes. There was a lot of emotion out there. She said she understood 
why they might want to pass a budget now, but part of the process was citizen 
input. Holland said he agreed and had no problem with having another meeting. 
  
Brown remarked that she got the numbers on pickleball less that a week prior, but 
they went ahead and had a vote. What they were looking at tonight amounted to 
minor changes. The fire training tower could come out of reserves, but Holland said 
if first needed to come out of the budget. 
  
Johnson asked about the process of amending the proposed budget, and 
Strickland said it was within Council’s rights to suggest amendments. She again 
wondered why they were making changes after they told citizens they were okay 
with it, but Holland said he had changed his mind, like he had done after the 
pickleball discussion. This was not a major change in the budget. 
  
Learnard asked Strickland about the $50,000. Strickland said that what remained 
of the salary changes and would enable him to give one-time awards to employees 
who excelled. 
  
Learnard stated that it was 100% objectionable how this was handled, but she also 
wanted a budget. 
  
Brown stated that one of her biggest objections last year was to the merit pay and 
how it was crafted. That needed to be fixed, but that was a separate issue. 
  
Brown told the Mayor she was willing to leave a small amount of money to be used 
as merit awards. Brown said they could cut the two Code Enforcement officers, the 
carts, and the fire training tower, keeping the Public Works equipment operator at 
$87,353 and the $50,611 for salaries. That was about $130,000, leaving a cut of 
about $500,000, which should equal what was needed for a rollback. Learnard said 
she could live with that. 
  
Strickland said that was not guaranteed because they did not yet have the digest 
from the County. He said they usually estimated the tax digest initially and had 
been within 1% the past two years.   
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Learnard remarked that she could agree with the motion, and it was critical that 
they pass a budget. 
  
Brown moved to cut the fire training tower at $387,000, the two Code Enforcement 
carts for $30,000, the two Code Enforcement part-time salaries in the amount of 
$87,105. Meeker corrected her phrasing, saying she wanted to approve the budget 
as presented with the following changes: elimination of the fire training tower at 
$387,000, removal of the two Code Enforcement carts for $30,000, and removal of 
the two Code Enforcement part-time salaries in the amount of $87,105. Strickland 
thought it should say it would be balanced with a commensurate reduction in 
property tax revenue in order to have a balanced budget. Brown said so moved. 
Learnard seconded. 
  
Johnson asked Strickland for his opinion, and Brown noted that he worked at the 
pleasure of Council, and Strickland agreed. Johnson said she hoped they could 
look at the fire training tower in the future, and Brown agreed that there would be 
opportunities. Learnard said she would hold her to that. 
  
The Mayor called for a vote, and the motion passed unanimously. 

C. 04-02-05  FY2026 Fee Schedule 
 Brown moved to approve New Agenda item 04-02-05, FY2026 Fee Schedule. 

Johnson seconded. 
  
Holland remarked that the County would no longer pay Peachtree City to use their 
facilities, and he hoped the City Manager had raised the fees enough to 
compensate for that loss. Strickland said it all came down to usage and would be 
evaluated after this first year. He intended to review the fee schedule every year, 
and it could be adjusted. 
  
Motion carried unanimously.   

Public Hearings 
None 
Council/Staff Topics  
A. Council Work Session Temporary Time Change Due to Construction 

(December 2025 - June 2026) 
 Collins recalled that at the last work session, the City Engineer mentioned that 

morning work sessions would be moved to Thursday nights due to construction at 
City Hall. This would begin with the December work session. Strickland said they 
usually had just one meeting in December. 

B. Low Speed Vehicles 
 Holland said the TAG had been discussing low-speed vehicles (LSVs), which State 

law said could only be used on the roads. He wanted action taken soon to keep 
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them off the paths. They had to be registered for the street. 
  
Meeker said TAG was working on some ordinance changes. TAG Chairman 
Schultz said  opinions were split. They would take it up again when the new TAG 
members joined.   

C. Moratorium on multi-family housing 
 Brown proposed they adopt a moratorium on rezoning for multi-family housing, as 

had been done in the past. Meeker said it would have to go to the Planning 
Commission, which Brown said she understood. She moved to place this on the 
Council agenda for discussion at the October 2 work session.  Holland seconded. 
  
Johnson asked about issues that could arise during a long-term moratorium. He 
said in Peachtree City it was perfunctorily reviewed every year without any real 
debate. There were ways to achieve goals without having a moratorium, such as 
by eliminating certain zoning classifications. You could also do an inventory of 
housing needs, such as one that showed the needed for over-55 housing and was 
later used in a lawsuit against the City. Meeker said his concern was letting a 
moratorium just drag on without any supporting data. 
  
Brown said she wanted to discuss this openly, and Johnson said she would be 
happy to discuss it. 
  
Learnard said she believed they stopped doing the moratorium because the same 
Council that imposed it also had the right to lift it if there was a project they wanted 
to consider. 
  
Brown said putting a moratorium in place would keep staff from spending time on 
requests they had no intention of approving. Meeker said if that was their desire, 
they should get certain things out of the zoning ordinance. 
  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Police Patrols 
Brown also said she wanted the Police to conduct more rigorous monitoring on the 
path system. 
 
 
 Advisory Group Holdovers 
Meeker referred back to discussion earlier in the meeting regarding advisory group 
members retaining their seats. He said he had been researching the matter, and, 
unless something was stated in the enabling document, the incumbent could 
remain until a successor was appointed. 
  
Brown said they needed to address the stopping and starting times of the terms for 
these groups. It should be near the beginning of a Council term. Meeker said he 
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would be bringing that up in a few weeks regarding the Public Facilities Authority.  

Executive Session  
Adjourn 
There being no further business, Holland moved to adjourn at 10;37 p.m. Brown 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
  
  

________________________________ 
Martha Barksdale, Recording Secretary 

   _____________________________ 
   Kim Learnard, Mayor 
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City Council of Peachtree City 
Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, October 2, 2025 
9:30 AM  

Call to Order 
The Mayor and Council of Peachtree City met in regular work session on Thursday, 
October 2, 2025 in Council Chambers at City Hall. Mayor Kim Learnard called the 
meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. Council members attending: Laura Johnson, Suzanne 
Brown, and Clinton Holland. 
Pledge of Allegiance and Moment of Silence  
Public Comment 
None 
Agenda Changes 
None 
Work Session Discussion Items  
A. Agenda Item Request Ordinance 
 This ordinance had long needed updating, Holland stated, and then moved to 

amend Ordinance 1218 as described in the material he had distributed to Council. 
Johnson asked if they were allowed to vote on this that day, and City Clerk Yasmin 
Julio told her that their work sessions met all the requirements of a meeting under 
State law, so voting was allowed. Brown seconded Holland’s motion.  
  
The Mayor asked Holland to help them understand what he had proposed. Holland 
said he would like to read the proposal, then comment.  
  
His proposed amendment was to Ordinance 1218, Sec. 2-33.- Agenda, and read 
as follows: 
(c) Agenda item request. City staff with approval from the City Manager may 
request to have an item placed on the agenda by filing such request in writing with 
the city clerk prior to noon on the Thursday preceding the Council meeting. Any 
Council Member and the Mayor may submit a written request to the city clerk for 
the inclusion of an item on the agenda of a regular Council meeting, provided such 
request is announced in Council/Staff Topics at least one Council meeting prior to 
the scheduled meeting date. A motion or item previously decided by the Council 
shall not be placed on the agenda or brought before the body within 180 days of its 
disposition, except by a member who voted with the prevailing side. All proposed 
agenda items shall be accompanied by supporting documentation, including draft 
materials, relevant background information, and source citations to be submitted to 
the City Clerk by the Mayor, Council members, or City staff prior to the publication 
of the meeting agenda packet. 
  
He went on to list and expand on the purposes he believed were served by his 
proposal:  
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1. To safeguard the deliberative rights of all Council members by ensuring no 
member was arbitrarily or repeatedly denied the opportunity to place items 
on the agenda for consideration by the full body.  

2. To allow for re-addressing an issue if it was discovered that changes were 
necessary. This could be made only by members who voted with the 
prevailing side.  

3. To promote transparency and adequate preparation, which, Holland stated, 
was a concern of Johnson’s that he took seriously, by requiring that agenda 
items be disclosed by Council members with sufficient lead time, thereby 
addressing concerns regarding short notice and lack of awareness of 
upcoming matters. 

4. To ensure the availability of supporting documentation, including drafts, 
background materials, and proposed actions within the published agenda 
packet, thereby enabling Council members and the public to review and 
understand the issues prior to the meeting. Holland said the practice of 
distributing substantive material during the meeting itself undermined 
informed deliberation and public trust.      

  
Johnson said she had discussed this with Holland and was grateful for the change 
requiring an item to first be mentioned in Council/Staff Topics. She appreciated the 
transparency to allow citizens to hear about an item and see who was presenting 
it.  
  
She wanted to add that the proposal also included a memo that detailed the 
purpose of the item. Holland said they would give all necessary information to the 
City Clerk. Learnard asked Julio about this, and Julio said she would recommend 
saying “memo” specifically because a memo was typically included for each item in 
the agenda packet, along with supporting documents.  
  
Brown noted that Council members did not have access to the template for 
memos. Julio said they could give them access to the memo function on 
CivicClerk, but staff also could format it if they had the information.  
  
Johnson asked how they could add “memo” to the amendment. City Attorney Ted 
Meeker suggested not adding memo, instead saying the request should be 
accompanied by a description of the proposal, followed by the other requirements 
for submission. Johnson said she would be satisfied with that addition.  
  
The ordinance was passed in April 2024, Learnard remarked, and it said that 
“under Council/Staff topics, consensus must be reached in a public meeting by 
Mayor and Council,” while Holland’s amendment said “such request must be 
announced in Council/Staff Topics at least one Council meeting prior.” She asked 
what the difference was. 
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Holland stated that a consensus was not required in his amended ordinance. 
Johnson asked if staff had the opportunity to look through Holland’s amendment 
before that day. City Manager Justin Strickland said he had, and Meeker said he 
had received it and reviewed it that morning and thought the verbiage was fine. 
Julio asked if source citations were required, and Meeker suggested adding the 
words “if applicable.” 
  
Learnard asked what was meant by “any member of Council and the Mayor,” and 
Meeker proposed removing “and the Mayor,” because the Mayor was a member of 
Council. Any member of Council could do this, he stated, and Holland agreed that 
was the intention.  
  
The intent of what they signed on to in April 2024 was that valuable staff time not 
be wasted researching items that ultimately would not pass, Learnard stated, and 
asked how this carried forward that respect for staff time.  
  
Strickland said if a Council member brought something forward, it would not require 
staff’s attention until after the full Council had debated it and decided it had merit. 
Then staff would get involved. Johnson said that was what she had in mind. 
Learnard pointed out that Holland’s amendment said it would be announced in 
Council/Staff topics, but Strickland said that was not the case.  
  
Brown said what it meant was that she would submit a request to put something on 
the agenda and also say something verbally during Council/Staff topics at the 
meeting preceding the one where it would be on the agenda. So there would not 
need to be a consensus before it was placed on the agenda, Learnard said. 
Meeker said he could see a situation where the Council member announced 
something at one meeting but did not submit documentation until the deadline set 
forth in the amendment.  
  
There was merit in some of this, Learnard remarked, but she had not seen it until 
that morning and felt it was rushed to have a vote, even though it might be that this 
was a good idea. She said she could not vote on something they were still hashing 
through. Learnard stated she wanted thoughtful changes that were respectful of 
staff time and of one another.  
  
Could they wait to vote until the next meeting? Johnson asked. That would give 
staff a little more time, and Council could possibly be unified in support. 
  
Holland said the substance was what they were voting on, but Learnard responded 
that they were voting on details that they were still hashing out. She said there 
could be a lot of merit in this, but she wanted more time and perhaps an 
opportunity to talk it over with staff, as he had done.  
  
Johnson said she had thought they would not be voting on this that day, even 
though she had communicated with Holland before the meeting. She supported 
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this but wanted transparency and did not see the issue in waiting a few more 
weeks.  
  
Learnard asked Holland and Brown if they would like to rescind their motion and 
second. Brown said she could if the changes they had discussed were 
incorporated into the amended language and it was put on the next meeting’s 
agenda.  
  
Holland said the only changes he saw were “source citations, if applicable.” 
 Johnson saw three: striking out “and the Mayor,” adding “description,” and “if 
applicable.”  
  
Brown rescinded her second. Holland said he would amend the motion to strike the 
words “and the Mayor,” and add “if applicable” after “source citations.” Meeker said 
he needed to read the motion in full.  
  
Holland read:  
    
Motion to amend Ordinance 1218 to read as follows: 
Sec. 2-33.- Agenda. 
(c) Agenda item request. City staff with approval from the City Manager may 
request to have an item placed on the agenda by filing such request in writing with 
the City Clerk prior to noon on the Thursday preceding the council meeting. Any 
Council Member may submit a written request to the City Clerk for the inclusion of 
an item on the agenda of a regular Council meeting, provided such request is 
announced in Council/Staff Topics at least one Council meeting prior to the 
scheduled meeting date. A motion or item previously decided by the council shall 
not be placed on the agenda or brought before the body within 180 days of its 
disposition, except by a member who voted with the prevailing side. All proposed 
agenda items shall be accompanied by supporting documentation, including draft 
materials, relevant background information, and source citations, if applicable, to 
be submitted to the City Clerk by the Mayor, Council members, or City staff prior to 
the publication of the meeting agenda packet. 
  
Brown seconded.  
  
Johnson asked if it should include “item description,” and Holland replied that 
“supporting documentation” was sufficient. Johnson said she would appreciate if 
the motion included “item description.” 
  
Meeker said someone needed to make a motion to amend the verbiage of the 
initial motion, then they could vote on the actual amendment. Brown moved to do 
so, and Holland seconded. Motion carried 3-1, with Brown, Holland, and Johnson 
voting in favor, Learnard against.  
  
Now Meeker said they could vote on the substantive motion to make the change to 
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section 2-33 of the City’s Code of Ordinances. Learnard said there had been a 
motion and a second. Johnson again said she would be more comfortable if they 
held off on this vote until the next meeting and asked Strickland if he felt there was 
anything else that needed changing. He said there was not. Brown responded that 
this was a procedural change regarding Council actions, and they had the latitude 
to make those changes and could always go back and correct anything they 
wanted. 
  
Learnard said there was merit in this, but she thought these changes should be 
thoughtfully made, and the first time she had seen that was that morning. She said 
she did not know why she was not contacted.   
  
Holland’s final motion was to amend Ordinance 1218 as follows: 
Sec. 2-33.- Agenda. 
(c) Agenda item request. City staff with approval from the City Manager may 
request to have an item placed on the agenda by filing such request in writing with 
the City Clerk prior to noon on the Thursday preceding the council meeting. Any 
Council Member may submit a written request to the City Clerk for the inclusion of 
an item on the agenda of a regular Council meeting, provided such request is 
announced in Council/Staff Topics at least one Council meeting prior to the 
scheduled meeting date. A motion or item previously decided by the council shall 
not be placed on the agenda or brought before the body within 180 days of its 
disposition, except by a member who voted with the prevailing side. All proposed 
agenda items shall be accompanied by an item description, supporting 
documentation, including draft materials, relevant background information, and 
source citations, if applicable, to be submitted to the City Clerk by the Mayor, 
Council members, or City staff prior to the publication of the meeting agenda 
packet. 
  
Motion carried 3-1 with Brown, Holland, and Johnson voting in favor; Learnard 
opposed. 

B. Multifamily Housing Moratorium 
 A copy of a prior moratorium had been distributed to all Council members and was 

included in the meeting packet, Brown said. She then moved to approve the 
language of the moratorium as written, with the exception of changing the duration 
of the moratorium to 180 days, to move forward with the requisite public hearing at 
the next regularly scheduled Council meeting that complied with State law and 
allowed for vote of Council. Holland seconded the motion. 
  
This would not require a public hearing, Meeker stated, because it would not be 
considered a final zoning decision, but, if the moratorium was adopted, Council 
should have a substantive discussion about what they wanted going forward to 
show that they were working toward a goal. An example would be to make 
changes in the zoning districts that currently allowed multi-family so it would not be 
allowed. Meeker said a moratorium should be a means of pausing things while 
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zoning changes were being made, such as the adoption of a Unified Development 
Ordinance or the updating of a Comprehensive Plan. He asked Council for 
direction about what they were trying to accomplish and what changes they would 
like to see. 
  
Brown said she agreed, and Meeker told her 180 days should be adequate to 
make any changes, but they could extend the moratorium if needed.  
  
Brown said she wanted to consider the wording in the 2022 Comprehensive Plan, 
adding the many citizens did not want multi-family complexes built in Peachtree 
City. Could that be accomplished along with the zoning changes? 
  
The Comprehensive Plan was due for updating in 2027, Strickland pointed out, and 
work would start on that next year. Johnson asked if a moratorium would be more 
appropriate then, but Brown said it was important to get it in place now so 
developers would not hear of the proposed zoning changes and flood the zoning 
office before those changes were adopted. The zoning changes should take priority 
over changing the Comprehensive Plan.  
  
Johnson said she just wanted to make sure they had a clear goal. Brown said there 
were compelling reasons to adopt the moratorium that day.  
  
Meeker asked when the last multi-family rezoning request had been, and Strickland 
said he believed it was for the senior apartments on Aberdeen Parkway, which was 
dropped after the Planning Commission recommended denial. Brown mentioned 
the townhouses on MacDuff and the mixed-use at Partners Pizza. Learnard said 
she believed the last apartments were Hearthside.  
  
Meeker said it did not matter which came first, the zoning change or the Comp Plan 
change, but he just wanted to make sure they were consistent. Johnson remarked 
that she just wanted to make sure that they would be looking at the zoning changes 
going forward.  
  
The Mayor called for the vote, and the motion passed unanimously. 

C. Motorized Cart Decal Placement Ordinance 
 Strickland said the Transportation Advisory Group (TAG) had recommended 

Council consider requiring cart registration decals be moved to the front and rear of 
the carts instead of on the sides and had made a presentation to Council.  
  
He acknowledged that finding a way to place a sticker on the rear was tricky, but 
said the purpose was lost when the stickers were on the sides because they were 
difficult to read when an incident happened. The decals often were obscured by 
weather covers on the cart, even though the ordinance said the decals should be 
visible at all times. 
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TAG had recommended the decals be placed at the bottom of the windshield on 
the passenger side and on the rear deck, and this change in placement was the 
only change proposed in the ordinance. Strickland said he had talked with the three 
major cart dealers in the city, and they had assured them they would be able to 
help residents with finding a way to affix their decals in the rear. 
  
Their concern was with the windshield placement because having to replace a 
windshield was common and that would require getting a new decal every time. 
The dealers’ suggestion was to say the decal had to be on the front. That could be 
on the windshield, but could be elsewhere on the front. There were also other 
places than the rear deck where a decal could be placed and visible. 
  
Strickland said he recommended they push the due date from January to March in 
order for the City to get the changes made and publicized. The dealers said winter 
would be the best time for them because it was their slower season. 
  
Strickland then showed a new streamlined design for the decals. The height would 
be lessened, but the numbers would stay the same size.  
  
This would be a big change for about 11,000 residents, Learnard remarked, and 
asked Strickland to expound on the reasons. Strickland said it had been discussed 
by previous councils for at least five years, as well as by citizens. Safety concerns 
spurred TAG to investigate it. Citizens had complained that they could not report 
reckless activity because they could not read the registration number as the cart 
passed. It would aid law enforcement as well. He had asked about having the decal 
only on the front or the back, and the Police had responded that both front and rear 
would be best.  
  
Holland asked if most carts had a rear deck that was large enough to 
accommodate a decal of 2.25 inches in height? Strickland said some did, but many 
carts would require an addition to the rear deck for the decal. Finding a spot for a 
front decal should not be a problem. Strickland noted that one dealer told him they 
sold a model that did not have a place for a side decal; also, some newer carts had 
actual license plate holders on the front and rear.  
  
Brown said that if she attached a metal decal holder to the rear deck of her own 
cart, it would drag and bend hitting certain places in the paths. She would have to 
make accommodations for the rain cover, but it was do-able. This change was 
something citizens had asked about for years, she said, and it was time to take 
action. It would not be easy in the transition, but better in the long run.  
  
Strickland asked if Council wanted the verbiage regarding the placement to be 
more general? Most agreed that keeping it simply “front and rear” was best.  
  
However, Holland commented, what was important was that they be affixed to the 
cart in such a manner as to be fully visible at all times. However, the noses of some 
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carts were flat, and the decal could not be read from the front, only from above. He 
wondered if they needed language to clarify that. Strickland said “visible at all 
times” should cover that. Brown proposed adding the terms “forward-facing” and 
“rear-facing.” Holland asked that staff give some thought to this.   
  
The decals were renewed every three years, Johnson clarified, and were due next 
year. She thought this was the best way to go ahead and get this done. 
  
Strickland added that he had provided estimates for what these changes would 
cost, but those numbers could change. 

D. Feeding Wildlife Ordinance 
 Staff was asked at the last meeting to draft an ordinance regulating wildlife feeding, 

and it was in the packet, Assistant City Manager Chris Hobby stated. The key 
provisions were to curb feeding of wildlife and feral animals, and it would apply to 
all property in Peachtree City. Exceptions would include feeding songbirds using 
feeders, feeding fish, and trap, neuter and release programs. The Police and Code 
Enforcement would be assigned to enforce this, and fines for violators would be set 
at the discretion of the Municipal Court judge.  
  
The main issue was how this could be enforced, which Hobby said was a valid 
concern. He noted that he was able to find only one other similar local ordinance in 
the State.   
  
Johnson asked about migratory birds and waterfowl, which were not mentioned. 
She noted that many people in Peachtree City liked to feed the geese, and Hobby 
said that would be allowed.  
  
Brown said this was a good first reading, but some tweaks were needed. She was 
in favor of doing something, but was struck by the strength of this ordinance. She 
noted that State law said deer could be baited on private property, while this 
ordinance forbade it. This was a good place to start, but some more discussion 
was needed. 
  
Holland agreed with Brown, adding that enforcement was an issue. Did they want 
the Police using their time to check for feeders?  
  
Learnard pointed out that only one jurisdiction had a similar law, which was very 
telling. She said it was over-reach, and maybe they should rely on public 
communications to get the word out. This ordinance did not seem necessary.  
  
Maybe the City could put out information on not feeding animals, Holland said, and 
Learnard added that this was not enforceable and was overreach. Brown said she 
was willing to put it on hold if they had better public messaging about how 
damaging it was to feed the deer. Learnard and Johnson agreed, with Johnson 
saying they should try communications as a first step.  
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Council instructed Hobby to put this on hold until they tried other options. They 
would still have this ordinance if they needed it. 

New Agenda Items  
A. 10-25-01  New Alcohol License - Smore Bake Standard 
 Julio said this was a request for an alcohol license allowing serving of wine during 

cake decorating and baking classes at a new business in the Willow District. The 
applicant and the location met the City’s requirements.  
  
Holland moved to approve New Agenda item 10-25-01, New Alcohol License - 
Smore Bake Standard. Brown seconded.  
  
Holland asked if this business made s’mores? Julio said she did not know, but the 
idea was that you could come to the class and bake various treats while having 
some wine. Meeker explained it would be a bake shop that offered classes.  
  
Motions carried unanimously.  
  
The Mayor called for a five-minute break. The meeting resumed at 10:50 a.m. 

B. 10-25-02  New Qualified Location Permit - Let's Go Pickleball 
 Let's Go Pickleball on Moba Drive had submitted a request to become a qualified 

location. Qualified locations did not sell or serve alcohol during daily operations but 
could apply for a special events alcohol permit, when necessary, such as at a 
tournament, Julio stated. The applicant and the location met the City’s 
requirements.  
  
Brown moved to approve New Agenda item 10-25-02, New Qualified Location 
Permit - Let's Go Pickleball. Holland seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  

C. 10-25-03 Official Intent to Finance Resolution 
 This was the list of capital equipment included in the budget, Financial Services 

Director Kelly Bush explained. It was purchased throughout the year and financed 
at the end of the year. This was giving them permission to do that.  
  
Holland moved to approve New Agenda item 10-25-03 Official Intent to Finance 
Resolution. Brown seconded. Motion carried unanimously.  

D. 10-25-04 Resolution Adopting the 2025 Capital Improvement Element 
 Planning Director Shayla Reed said she was asking Council to pass a resolution to 

adopt the annual update of the 2025 Capital Improvements Element (CIE). The 
State had reviewed this and found it to be accurate. Passing it would allow the City 
to continue collecting impact fees.  
  
Holland moved to approve New Agenda item 10-25-04, a resolution adopting the 
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2025 Capital Improvement Element. Brown seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 

Council/Staff Topics 
The Mayor noted that this was Food Truck Thursday at Drake Field and that the first 
Family Football Saturday was set for that Saturday at Drake Field.  
  
Strickland said they had received the tax digest from the County and calculated the 
rollback rate at 5.844 mills. This would not require public hearings, and he planned to 
ask Council to adopt the millage rate at the next meeting.  
Executive Session 
Johnson moved to adjourn to executive session at 10:55 a.m. to discuss pending or 
threatened litigation. Holland seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Holland moved to reconvene in regular session at 11:05 a.m. Brown seconded. Motion 
carried unanimously. 
Adjourn 
Motion to deny the claim of Keith and Valli Farmer as presented. 
APPROVED 4-0 
 
There being no further business, Holland moved to adjourn the meeting. Brown seconded. Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
  
  

________________________________ 
Martha Barksdale, Recording Secretary 

___________________________ 
   Kim Learnard, Mayor 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Jonathan Miller, Public Works Director 10/09/2025 

Kelly Bush, Financial & Administrative Services 
Director 10/10/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/10/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: FY26 Budget Amendment and Ordinance Amendment to Motorized 

Cart Decal Placement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Approve the attached Ordinance Amendment to Motorized Cart Decal Placement and 
FY26 Budget Amendment. 
  
Discussion: 
The Transportation Advisory Group conducted research and community outreach 
discussions regarding the placement of the registration decals on motorized carts. The 
consensus of the Transportation Advisory Group is that decals should be located on the 
front passenger side lower window and rear deck of carts. Staff brought this forward to the 
City Council at the October 2, 2025, Work Session. During the discussion, the consensus 
of Council was to leave the placement of the decals more broad but also specific enough 
that they are visible to other users of the paths. The attached draft version was reviewed by 
the City Manager, City Clerk, and City Attorney.  
 
The cost for the motorized cart decal replacement project based on the new reduced-size 
layout: 

• 16,500 decals with new reduced size (8" x 2.25"): $69,135.00 
• Mailing & logistics (Third Millennium): $10,869.88 
• Postage (First-Class Presort estimated @ $0.51 per piece): $8,415.00 

 
Total Project: $88,419.88 
 
Please note that this total does not include renewal sticker pricing, which we will purchase 
separately as part of our normal annual renewal schedule process. 
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On scheduling: 
Residential renewals are typically due December 31, with notices going out in October. 
Non-Residential renewals usually follow in early December, with a January 31 due date. 
 
Given the 6-week production time for decals, the 1–2 months TMA will need for logistics 
prep, the City Hall renovation starting in November, and the importance of marketing the 
new decal placement, staff recommends delaying the renewal season until after the New 
Year to keep things coordinated and manageable. 
 
A revised timeline would look like: 

• Residential renewals mailed in early January, with a March 31 due date. 
• Non-Residential renewals mailed in early February, with an April 30 due date.  

  
Budget Impact: 
$88,419.88. Cash Reserves (One time expense). Ongoing renewals and decals are 
budgeted every year. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Draft Tag Placement Ordinance 
2. Budget Amendment 26-01 Golf Cart Decals 
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Sec. 78-92. Registration/decal/transfer requirements. 

(a) Motorized carts. It shall be the duty of every owner of an electric or gasoline-powered motorized cart that is 
operated over the recreation pathspath system and streets and those areas accessible by the public within 
the corporate limits of the city to register the cart with the city within ten business days of the date of 
purchase. Two numerical decals shall be issued upon registration; and a record of each motorized cart 
number, along with the name and address of the owner, shall be maintained by the finance division. 
Registration decals must be affixed to both the front and rear of the golf cart, one on each end. Each decal 
shall be affixed or mounted in a location that is unobstructed, clearly legible, and oriented so as to be plainly 
visible at all times to persons, including but not limited to city law enforcement and code enforcement 
personnel, to persons and public safety personnel on the city’s path system and roadways for identification 
and public safety purposes. The decals must be affixed to the sides of thefront passenger side lower 
windshield and the rear deck of the cart in such a manner as to be fully visible at all times. The failure to have 
a current registration and decals on a motorized cart shall be a violation of this section and subject the 
owner of such cart to the penalties set forth in section 1-11.  

(1) Registration fee. The registration fee shall be $15.00 per year for each cart. Registered carts shall 
display the required numbered decal issued by the finance division.  

(2) Nonresident user fee. In addition to the registration fee, an annual path system user fee shall be 
established by the mayor and city council and be charged for each cart registered by nonresidents of 
the city. The nonresident fee is due by January 31 each year and shall be paid annually until such time 
as the cart is released and decals are returned to the city.  

(3) Assessment and proration of fees. 

a. Resident registration fees shall be assessed as follows:  

1. Registration year: $45.00 (for the subsequent three-calendar year period);  

2. Year 1 - $45.00 ($30.00 on or after July 1);  

3. Year 2 - $30.00 ($15.00 on or after July 1);  

4. Year 3/new registration year - $15.00 ($45.00 for subsequent three-year period after 
registration renewals commence).  

b. Nonresident fees shall be assessed annually and shall be due by January 31 of the calendar year 
covered. The nonresident fee shall be prorated for carts purchased after January 31 of the first 
calendar year of ownership as follows:  

1. Registration on or after April 1 - 75 percent;  

2. Registration on or after July 1 - 50 percent;  

3. Registration on or after October 1 - 25 percent.  

Failure to pay the annual registration and nonresident user fee by January 31 will result in a 
$20.00 penalty and the cart shall be considered an unregistered cart after January 31 until such 
time as the annual fees and penalties are paid.  

c. Golf cart rental companies located within the city limits may register rental fleet carts annually.  

d. Assessed registration and nonresident user fees shall remain with the cart and attached decals. 
Recovery of these fees upon the sale of a cart shall be part of the negotiated price between seller 
and buyer.  
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(4) Registration and payment deadline. If a cart is not registered within ten business days of purchase, a 
$20.00 penalty will be applied in addition to the registration fee; and the cart shall be considered an 
unregistered cart after the ten-business-day period. If the registration is not renewed within the 
designated renewal period of a registration year, a $20.00 penalty will be applied in addition to the 
registration fee.  

(5) Transfers. Upon occurrence of a sale of the cart to another person who shall operate the cart over the 
recreation paths and streets of the city, the registration must be transferred to the new owner within 
ten business days of the change in ownership at a cost of $15.00. If the new owner is not a city 
resident, the nonresident fees for the balance of the year shall be prorated as described in paragraph 
(3) above. If the registration is not transferred within ten business days, a $20.00 penalty will be 
applied in addition to the $15.00 transfer charge; and the cart shall be considered an unregistered cart 
after the ten-business-day period. Dealers acquiring a registered cart exclusively for resale (non-rental) 
shall not be required to pay the transfer charge, but shall notify the city of the transfer within ten 
business days of receiving the cart, and of the ultimate disposition of the cart within ten business days 
of sale.  

(6) Special tourism events. Council may, at its discretion, waive registration requirements for special 
events of a limited duration to which out-of-city residents may bring carts as participants.  

Registration requirements will be waived for a five-day period beginning July 2 and ending July 6 for 
the annual 4th of July activities.  

(7) Homeowner relocation. In the event that a registered motorized cart owner changes his/her address or 
contact information after the motorized cart is registered, that owner shall have 60 days to provide 
their new contact information to the finance division. If the ownership information is not updated 
within 60 days of relocation, a $20.00 penalty will be applied and the cart shall be considered an 
unregistered cart after the 60-day period.  

City residents relocating outside the corporate city limits shall be responsible for the annual 
nonresident user fee for all registered carts. The fee shall be prorated for the first year of payment as 
described in paragraph (3) above.  

(b) Gasoline carts. 

(1) Every gasoline powered motorized cart shall at all times be equipped with an exhaust system in good 
working order and in constant operation, meeting the following specifications:  

a. The exhaust system shall include the piping leading from the flange of the exhaust manifold to 
and including the muffler and exhaust pipes or include any and all parts specified by the 
manufacturer.  

b. The exhaust system and its elements shall be securely fastened, including the consideration of 
missing or broken brackets or hangers.  

c. The engine and powered mechanism of every cart shall be so equipped, adjusted and tuned as to 
prevent the escape of excessive smoke or fumes.  

(2) It shall be unlawful for the owner of any gasoline powered motorized cart to operate or permit the 
operation of such cart on which any device controlling or abating atmospheric emissions, which is 
placed on a cart by the manufacturer, to render the device unserviceable by removal, alteration or 
which interferes with its operation.  

(c) Rental carts. Cart dealers and distributors, as well as other commercial establishments, may rent carts to the 
public for use on the recreation paths and streets and those areas accessible by the public of the city. Each 
such establishment renting carts shall be required to register each such rental cart in accordance with 
subsections (a) and (b) of this section and shall maintain a written record of each person who rents each cart. 
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Renters shall be required to furnish positive identification, shall be provided a copy of this article to read, and 
must be at least 16 years of age. The registration fee and transfer fees and regulations shall be the same as 
those in subsections (a) and (b).  

(d) Electric personal assistive mobility device (EPAMD). EPAMDs shall be subject to the same registration 
requirements outlined above in subsections (a) and (c).  

(e) Age, number of registrants limited. Only those persons 18 years of age or older may register a motorized 
cart. Cart registration may be in one person's name only, and the registration form must be signed by that 
person.  

(f) LSMV. No LSMV shall be operated on the paved recreational paths or streets located within the territorial 
boundaries of the city unless it is legally registered and insured according to laws of the state.  

(Code 1980, § 19-31; Ord. No. 779, 12-20-2001; Ord. No. 786, 9-5-2002; Ord. No. 867, § 1, 1-19-2006; Ord. No. 873, 
§ 1, 2-16-2006; Ord. No. 901, § 1, 4-19-2007; Ord. No. 924, § 1, 12-6-2007; Ord. No. 970, § 1, 4-16-2009; Ord. No. 
1017, § 4, 1-6-2011; Ord. No. 1100, § 1, 1-7-2016; Ord. No. 1131, § 1, 9-7-2017) 

Editor's note(s)—Ord. No. 1100, § 1, adopted January 7, 2016, changed the title of § 78-92 from 
"Registration/transfer requirements" to "Registration/decal/transfer requirements."  
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NUMBER

DATE

ACCOUNT PROJECT DESCRIPTION INCREASE DECREASE

100-0000-389025 General Fund Surplus Carryover 88,400           
100-1511-523400 Printing & Binding - Finance 88,400           

NOW , THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED Council hereby amends the Fiscal Year 2026 Budget Resolution
to allocate $88,420 from General Fund Reserves to Finance Printing & Binding to fund the implementation 
of the new golf cart ordinance requiring decals on the front and back of registered golf carts.

Entered

Approved

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

BUDGET AMENDMENT

26-01

10-16-2025
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: David Borkowski, City Engineer 10/08/2025 

Yasmin Julio, City Clerk/ Director of Executive 
Services 10/08/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/09/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/09/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: MEJA Headquarters - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Mayor to execute the attached Stormwater Management Facility 
Maintenance Agreement with Jason Rogers - Bogie Development LLC. 
  
Discussion: 
The City’s stormwater management ordinance requires that all new developments 
submit an agreement to the City stating that they will maintain the stormwater best 
management practices that they install. The agreement does not obligate the City 
financially or require the City to perform maintenance. 
  
Bogie Development LLC has submitted their agreement to the City and staff 
recommends signing the agreement in accordance with our ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact with this item. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement - 407 Dividend 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: David Borkowski, City Engineer 10/08/2025 

Yasmin Julio, City Clerk/ Director of Executive 
Services 10/08/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/09/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/09/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: REM WP LAND LLC - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Mayor to execute the attached Stormwater Management Facility 
Maintenance Agreement with REM WP LAND, LLC. 
  
Discussion: 
The City’s stormwater management ordinance requires that all new developments 
submit an agreement to the City stating that they will maintain the stormwater best 
management practices that they install. The agreement does not obligate the City 
financially or require the City to perform maintenance. 
  
REM WP Land LLC has submitted their agreement to the City and staff recommends 
signing the agreement in accordance with our ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact with this item. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement - 455 Northlake 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: David Borkowski, City Engineer 10/08/2025 

Yasmin Julio, City Clerk/ Director of Executive 
Services 10/08/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/09/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/09/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: Primrose - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Mayor to execute the attached Stormwater Management Facility 
Maintenance Agreement with Georgia Eagle Properties, LLC. 
  
Discussion: 
The City’s stormwater management ordinance requires that all new developments 
submit an agreement to the City stating that they will maintain the stormwater best 
management practices that they install.  The agreement does not obligate the City 
financially or require the City to perform maintenance. 
  
Georgia Eagle Properties, LLC has submitted their agreement to the City and staff 
recommends signing the agreement in accordance with our ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact with this item. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement - Primrose 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: David Borkowski, City Engineer 10/08/2025 

Yasmin Julio, City Clerk/ Director of Executive 
Services 10/08/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/09/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/09/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: VyStar Credit Union - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Mayor to execute the attached Stormwater Management Facility 
Maintenance Agreement with Vystar Credit Union. 
  
Discussion: 
The City’s stormwater management ordinance requires that all new developments 
submit an agreement to the City stating that they will maintain the stormwater best 
management practices that they install.   The agreement does not obligate the City 
financially or require the City to perform maintenance. 
  
VyStar Credit Union has submitted their agreement to the City and staff recommends 
signing the agreement in accordance with our ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact with this item. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement - Vystar Credit Union 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: David Borkowski, City Engineer 10/08/2025 

Yasmin Julio, City Clerk/ Director of Executive 
Services 10/08/2025 

Chris Hobby, Assistant City Manager 10/09/2025 
Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/09/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 100 Gates Entry - Stormwater Maintenance Agreement 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Mayor to execute the attached Stormwater Management Facility 
Maintenance Agreement with Christina McKeller and John Haycock. 
  
Discussion: 
The City’s stormwater management ordinance requires that all new developments 
submit an agreement to the City stating that they will maintain the stormwater best 
management practices that they install.   The agreement does not obligate the City 
financially or require the City to perform maintenance. 
  
Christina McKeller and John Haycock havesubmitted their agreement to the City and 
staff recommends signing the agreement in accordance with our ordinance. 
  
Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact with this item. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement-100 Gates Entry 
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Record and return to: 

Cinnamon Mack 
City of Peachtree City 
209 McIntosh Road 
Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY 
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this _ day of June by and between 

Christina McKeller and John Haycock a Georgia resident (hereinafter called the 

"Landowner") and PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA (hereinafter caJled the "City"). 

WITNESS ETH, that WHEREAS, the Landowner is the owner of certain real property._ described as 
Land Lot 1a a the 6th District. City a Peact-.ree City, Fayette County. oa (Parret 1·0003 0191 as recorded by deed in the land ,records of 

Fayette County, Georgia, Deed Book _ _, Page ___ (hereinafter called the "Property"); - • 
•. 

WHEREAS, the Landowner is proceeding to build on and develop a portion of the property as 

shown on Exhibit "A"· ____ , 
WHEREAS, the Site Plan/Subdivision Plan known as 

" Peadltree Professional Center " dated 15 May 2025 and approved by the City on 
5 June2025 (hereinafter called the "Plan"), which is expressly made a part hereof, as approved or 

to be approved by the City, provides for management of stormwater, as indicated, within the confines of 

the Property; 

WHEREAS the City and the Landowner, its successors and assigns, including any office park or 

industrial park association, agree that the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of Peachtree City, 

Georgia, requir~ that on-site stormwater management facilities b~ constructed and maintained on the 

Property; and 

WHEREAS, the City requires that on-site stormwater management facilities as shown on the Plan 

be constructed an,d adequately maintained by the Landowner, its successors and assigns, including any 

office park or industrial park association. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing premises, the mutual covenants contained 

herein, and the following terms and conditions, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. The on-site stormwater management facilities shall be constructed by the Landowner, its successors 

and assigns, in accordance with the plans and specifications identified in the Plan. 

2. The Landowner, its successors and assigns, including any office park or industrial park association, 

shall adequately maintain the stormwater management facilities. This includes all pipes, channels 

?r other conveyances built to convey stormwater to the facility, as well as all structures, 

improvements, and vegetation provided to control the quantity and quality of the stormwater. 

Adequa~e main_tenan~e is herein defined as good working condition so that these facilities _are 

performmg their design functions. The Stormwater Structural Control Maintenance Checkhsts 

found_ in the latest ~dition of the Georgia Stormwater Management Manual are to be used to 

estabhsh what constitutes "good working condition." under this Agreement. 

Ver. 7/28/23 
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3. The Landowner, its successors and assigns, shall inspect the stonnwater management facility and 
submit an inspection report annually. The purpose of the inspection is to assure safe and proper 
functioning of the facilities. The inspection shall cover the entire facilities, benns, outlet structure, 
pond areas, access roads, etc. Deficiencies shall be noted in the inspection report. 

4. The Landowner, its successors and assigns, hereby grant pennission to the City, its authorized 
agents and employees, to enter upon the Property and to inspect the stormwater management 
facilities whenever the City deems necessary. The purpose of inspection is to follow-up on reported 
deficiencies and/or to respond to citizen complaints. The City shall provide the Landowner, its 
successors and assigns, copies of the inspection findings and a directive to commence with the 
repairs if necessary. 

5. In the event the Landowner, its successors and assigns, fails to maintain the stonnwater 
management facilities in good working condition acceptable to the City, the City may enter upon 
the Property and take whatever steps necessary to correct deficiencies identified in the inspection 
report and to charge the costs of such repairs to the Landowner, its successors and assigns. The 
Landowner shall be given notice of the deficiencies identified in the inspection report so as to take 
the necessary corrective action. Such corrective action shall be completed within thirty (30) days 
of the Landowner's receipt of such notice. In the event that the Landowner cannot complete such 
remedial action within this time period, the Landowner shall provide a schedule for completion, 
which scheduled must be approved by the City. This provision shall not be construed to allow the 
City to erect any structure of permanent nature on the land of the Landowner outside of the 
easement for the stonnwater management facilities. It is expressly understood and agreed that the 
City is under no obligation to routinely maintain or repair said facilities, and in no event shall this 
Agreement be construed to impose any such obligation on the City. 

6. The Landowner, its successors and assigns, will perform the work necessary to keep these facilities 
in good working order as appropriate. In the event a maintenance schedule for the stormwater 
management facilities (including sediment removal) is outlined on the approved plans, the schedule 
will be followed. 

7. In the event the City, pursuant to this Agreement, performs work of any nature, or expends any 
funds in performance of said work for labor, use of equipment, supplies, materials, and the like, the 
Landowner, its successors and assigns, shall reimburse the City upon demand, within thirty (30) 
day ofreceipt thereof for all actual costs incurred by the City hereunder. 

8. This agreement imposes no liability of any kind whatsoever on the City and the Landowner agrees 
to indemnify and hold the City harmless from any liability in the event the stormwater management 
facilities fail to operate properly. 

9. This agreement shall be rec~rded ~ong the land records of Fayette County, Georgia, and shall 
constitute a covenant runnmg with the land, and shall be binding on the Landowner its 
administrators, executors, assigns, heirs and any other successors in interests, including any office 
park or industrial park association. 

Ver. 7/28/23 

Page 60 of 115



Page 61 of 115



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Kelly Bush, Financial & Administrative Services 

Director 10/13/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/13/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: Sponsorship Acceptance and FY26 Budget Amendment 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Approve the attached budget amendment 26-03 for the acceptance of a Sponsorship 
for Recreation Non-Support Programs – from Class 101 (The Elevation Group 5.0, Inc). 
  
Discussion: 
Staff received a sponsorship from Class 101 (The Elevation Group 5.0 Inc) for our Fall 
Festival and two remaining Family Football Saturdays in the amount of $5,000.  
  
The attached budget amendment accepts the $5,000 in sponsorship and budgets for 
the expense in the recreation non-support programs. 
  
Budget Impact: 
The proposed budget amendment will increase both revenues and expenditures in the 
General Fund. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Budget Amendment 26-03 Special Event 
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NUMBER

DATE

ACCOUNT PROJECT DESCRIPTION INCREASE DECREASE

100-6110-347960 Sponsors - Recreation & Special Events 5,000             
100-6110-521330 Non-Support Programs - Recreation & Special 5,000             

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Council hereby amends the Fiscal Year 2026 Budget
Resolution increasing both Revenue and Expense in the General Fund for a special event sponsor.

Entered

Approved

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

BUDGET AMENDMENT

26-03

10-16-2025
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Kelly Bush, Financial & Administrative Services 

Director 10/09/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-05  2025 Maintenance and Operation Millage Rate 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Maintenance and Operation millage rate at 5.844 mills. 
  
Discussion: 
State law requires that cities advertise the “Notice of Current Tax Digest and Five-Year 
History of Levy” prior to adopting a millage rate. With that requirement completed, the 
City Council may now take action to adopt the 2025 millage rate. 
 
As discussed during the FY 2026 budget meetings and ultimately the adopted FY 2026 
Budget, property tax revenue estimates were reduced to account for the full rollback 
millage rate. Based on the 2025 tax digest provided by Fayette County, the rollback 
rate is calculated at .139 mills. The rollback rate will reduce the Maintenance and 
Operation millage rate from the current 5.983 mills down to 5.844 mills. 
  
  
Budget Impact: 
Approval of the proposed millage rate will authorize the 2025 tax levy. Staff estimates 
the levy will generate a total of $23,828,311 in M&O tax revenue in FY2026. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Tax Year 2025 5 year History Notice 
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          NOTICE OF CURRENT TAX DIGEST AND FIVE-YEAR HISTORY OF LEVY

The Mayor and City Council of Peachtree City will meet on Thursday October 16, 2025 and establish the Ad Valorem Tax Millage rate  
 for 2025.  The meeting will be held at 6:30 P.M. in the City Hall Council Chambers located at 151 Willowbend Road, Peachtree  
City, Georgia.  Pursuant to the requirements of O.C.G.A. 48-5-32, the City does hereby publish the following presentation of      
 the current tax digest and levy along with the history of the tax digest and levy for the past five years.

Peachtree City 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Real & Personal $2,750,321,519 $2,881,429,190 $3,355,672,746 $3,815,341,207 $4,091,981,432 $4,414,018,581

Motor Vehicle $17,781,650 $14,393,530 $12,616,150 $12,854,600 $12,271,000 $11,681,710

Mobile Homes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Timber - 100% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Heavy Duty Equipment $40,102 $27,706 $108,485 $88,601 $0 $35,652

Gross Digest $2,768,143,271 $2,895,850,426 $3,368,397,381 $3,828,284,408 $4,104,252,432 $4,425,735,943

Less M&O Exemptions $127,507,697 $149,188,265 $138,699,748 $193,330,031 $156,618,518 $348,338,407

Net M&O Digest $2,640,635,574 $2,746,662,161 $3,229,697,633 $3,634,954,377 $3,947,633,914 $4,077,397,536

Gross M&O Millage 9.326 9.175 9.056 9.019 8.805 8.843

Less Rollbacks 3.094 3.132 3.013 2.976 2.822 2.999

Net M&O Millage 6.232 6.043 6.043 6.043 5.983 5.844

Net Taxes Levied $16,456,441 $16,598,079 $19,517,063 $21,966,029 $23,618,694 $23,828,311

Net Taxes $ Increase/(Decrease) $746,288 $141,638 $2,918,984 $2,448,966 $1,652,665 $209,617

Net Taxes % Increase 4.75% 0.86% 17.59% 12.55% 7.52% 0.89%

Bond Exemptions $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Bond Digest $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Bond Millage 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bond Taxes Levied $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Millage 6.232 6.043 6.043 6.043 5.983 5.844

Total Taxes Levied $16,456,441 $16,598,079 $19,517,063 $21,966,029 $23,618,694 $23,828,311

Page 65 of 115



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Harold Layton 10/10/2025 

Dustin Farron, Assistant Financial & 
Administrative Services Director 10/10/2025 

Kelly Bush, Financial & Administrative Services 
Director 10/10/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-06  FY2026 Budget Amendment — Memorial Bench 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Approve the attached budget amendment 26-02 for the donation and purchase of a 
memorial bench in Fund 200 – the Neighborhood Parks Fund. 
  
Discussion: 
Staff received a donation from John & Margarita Kerr for a memorial bench – Play and 
Love Every Day – Cherish Every Moment – Cathy Wilder Forever Loved — to be 
placed at Line Creek Nature Area. The donation is in the amount of $2,070.77. The 
attached budget amendment accepts the donation and budgets for the expense to 
purchase and place the bench. 
  
Budget Impact: 
The proposed budget amendment will increase both revenue and expenditures in the 
Neighborhood Parks Fund. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Budget Amendment 26-02 Memorial Bench 
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NUMBER

DATE

ACCOUNT PROJECT DESCRIPTION INCREASE DECREASE

200-6110-371040 Donations - Park Bench Memorial 2,071             
200-6110-531175 Operating Supplies - Memorial Bench 2,071             

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Council hereby amends the Fiscal Year 2024 Budget
Resolution increasing both Revenue and Expense in the Neighborhood Park Fund $2,071 for a
memorial bench.

Entered

Approved

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

BUDGET AMENDMENT

26-02

10-16-2025
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Shayla Reed, Planning Director 10/10/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-07  Consider a text amendment to the Sign Ordinance, Chapter 

66, for revisions to roof sign regulations  Postponed due to advertising 
requirements 

     
  
Recommendation: 
The Planning Commission reviewed the conflicts in the sign ordinance and the changes 
proposed by staff and recommended approving the proposed revisions to roof sign 
regulations. 
  
Discussion: 
Staff has identified language conflicts in the current Sign Ordinance. The ordinance 
prohibits and defines "Roof Signs". However, it allows Roof Signs by way of a Parapet 
wall. 
 
Sec. 66-3.  - Definitions 
Roof sign means a sign erected upon and above a roof structure and wholly supported 
by the roof structure or a structure placed upon a roof. Roof signs shall also constitute 
any signage placed upon a sloped building fascia intended to appear as or actually be 
roof elements of the building. 
 
Sec. 66-5. - Prohibited signs 
The following types of signs are prohibited within the city: 
(8) Roof signs 
 
Sec. 66-15. - Retail, commercial, office, or industrial (LC, GC, LUC, OI, LI, GI, LUI). 
(7) For any building that is primarily used for retail and service commercial, 
office/institutional or industrial purposes, no part of a wall or building sign shall extend 
above the eave line or the top of a parapet on the wall to which it is attached. 
 
Proposed Language 
 
Sec. 66-3. - Definitions 
Add additional definition: 
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Parapet Wall is a low protective wall or barrier extending above a roof, balcony, or 
platform as an integral part of a wall that extends above the roof structure of a building. 
 
Sec. 66-15. - Retail, commercial, office, or industrial (LC, GC, LUC, OI, LI, GI, LUI) 
For any building that is primarily used for retail and service commercial, 
office/institutional or industrial purposes, no part of a wall or building sign shall extend 
above the eave line or the top of along a parapet on the wall to which it is attached. 
 
Relative Ordinances 

1. Sec. 66-3. - Definitions 
2. Sec. 66-5 - Prohibited signs 
3. Sec. 66-15 - Retail, commercial, office, or industrial (LC, GC, LUC, OI, LI, GI, 

LUI) 

  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impaces associated with this request. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Sec. 66-3 - Definitions 
2. Sec. 66-5. - Prohibited signs 
3. Sec. 66-15. - Retail, commercial, office or institutional (LC, GC, LUC, OI, LI, GI, 

LUI). 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Shayla Reed, Planning Director 10/10/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-08  Variance request from rear setback, 207 Clydesdale Rd. 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Should the City Council decide to approve the variance request, staff has no 
recommended conditions. 
  
Discussion: 
The subject property is located at 207 Clydesdale Road. The development consists of a 
2-story residential structure and is zoned  R-1 (one-family residential districts). 
 
The applicant is requesting relief in the form of a variance from the rear setback 
requirement [Section 1011.4 (h) which requires a minimum rear setback depth of 30 
feet. The applicant is responsible for the existing deck and structure within the setback. 
The application proposes a reduction in the required rear yard setback from 30 feet to 
15 feet, representing a 15-foot variance. Additions to the home were constructed by 
both previous and current owners without the benefit of issued building permits. 
 
As part of the application, the applicant has included a justification of the request and a 
site plan showing the proposed development layout. A hardship statement was not 
included in the application. In addition, please review the attached correspondence 
from neighboring property owners regarding their support or opposition. 
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Zoning Map 
 

 
 
 
Variance Consideration 
In accordance with Section 1202 of the Zoning Ordinance, City Council may grant a 
variance when: 

a. Relief, if granted, would be in harmony with, or could be made to be in harmony 
with, the general purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance; or 

b. The application of the particular provision of the zoning ordinance to a particular 
piece of property, due to extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to 
that property because of its size, shape, or topography, would create an 
unnecessary hardship for the owner while causing no detriment to the public. 

 
Per section 1207 of the Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance, City Council shall consider 
the following factors when making a decision: 

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

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

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

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

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

f. The granting of such variance will not create inconsistencies with any objective 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 
 
  
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impacts associated with this request. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Applicant Narrative 
2. Site Plan-encroachment 
3. Site Plan showing proposed pool 
4. Photos 
5. Neighbor Approvals 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Shayla Reed, Planning Director 10/10/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-09  Variance request from rear setback, 101 Bay Pt. 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Should the City Council decide to approve the variance request, staff has no 
recommended conditions. 
  
Discussion: 
The subject property is located at 101 Bay Point. The development consists of a 2-story 
residential structure and is zoned  R-1 (one-family residential districts). 
 
The applicant is seeking a variance from Section 1011.4(h), which requires a minimum 
rear setback of 30 feet. Construction of an enclosed porch was initiated without a 
building permit, and work was halted by Code Enforcement. Upon review, it was 
determined that the proposed porch would encroach into the required rear setback. The 
applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the required rear setback by 3 feet, from 30 
feet to 27 feet. 
 
As part of the application, the applicant has included a justification of the request and a 
site plan showing the proposed development layout. The applicant cites a hardship 
resulting from the shape of the lot and the existing location of the home. They assert 
that relocating the porch would interfere with the home's existing doorway. The 
applicant’s full justification is attached. In addition, please review the attached 
correspondence from neighboring property owners regarding their support or 
opposition. 
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Zoning Map 
 

 
 
 
Variance Consideration 
In accordance with Section 1202 of the Zoning Ordinance, City Council may grant a 
variance when: 

a. Relief, if granted, would be in harmony with, or could be made to be in harmony 
with, the general purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance; or 

b. The application of the particular provision of the zoning ordinance to a particular 
piece of property, due to extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to 
that property because of its size, shape, or topography, would create an 
unnecessary hardship for the owner while causing no detriment to the public. 

 
Per section 1207 of the Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance, City Council shall consider 
the following factors when making a decision: 
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a. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including location, 
shape, size, surroundings, or topography so that the strict application of this 
ordinance denies the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the 
vicinity and under identical zoning district classification; 

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

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

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

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

f. The granting of such variance will not create inconsistencies with any objective 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget impacts associated with this request. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Applicant Narrative 
2. Survey 
3. Site Plan 
4. Photo of porch 
5. Neighbor Letters of Approval 
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

    
MEMO TO: Mayor and City Council 
    
VIA: Justin Strickland, City Manager 
    
FROM: Shayla Reed, Planning Director 10/10/2025 

Justin Strickland, City Manager 10/10/2025 
  

    
DATE: October 16, 2025  
    
SUBJECT: 10-25-10  Variance request from building setbacks and landscape 

buffer requirement, 1501 Georgian Park 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Should the City Council decide to approve the variance request, staff has no 
recommended conditions. 
  
Discussion: 
The subject property is located at 1501 Georgian Park. The proposed development will 
consist of a daycare facility. 
 
The applicant is seeking a variance from the following sections:  

• Section 1006.5(c) front yard setback for buildings, which requires a minimum 
rear setback of 40 feet. 

• Section 1006.5(d) side yard setback, which requires a minimum rear setback of 
10 feet. 

• Section 1006.5(e) rear yard setback, which requires a minimum rear setback of 
20 feet. 

• Section 723.3, Village Collector Roads, which requires a continuous 25-foot-wide 
tree-save/landscape buffer to be established for any nonresidential development 
adjacent to a village collector road. Georgian Park is a Village Collector. 

 
Construction of the proposed development would include a 12,000-sf structure for a 
daycare facility with parking of 40 standard spaces and 4 golf- cart spaces. This 
collectively would cause for encroachments into three restricted setback areas and a 
buffer.    
 
The applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the required setbacks, as noted 
below:  

• Front yard setback, for buildings, reduction from 40 feet to 26’-1” 
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• Side yard setback, for buildings, reduction from 10 feet to 5’- 8” 
• Rear yard setback, for buildings, reduction from 20 feet to 6’ - 2” 
• Section 723.3, Village Collector Roads, reduction from a 25-foot-wide tree-

save/landscape buffer to 17’-1” 

 
As part of the application, the applicant has included a justification of the request and a 
site plan showing the proposed development layout. The applicant cites a hardship 
resulting from topographic issues, as noted in their application. The applicant’s full 
justification is attached. 
 
Zoning Map 
 

 
 
Variance Consideration (Zoning Ordinance) 
In accordance with Section 1202 of the Zoning Ordinance, City Council may grant a 
variance when: 

a. Relief, if granted, would be in harmony with, or could be made to be in harmony 
with, the general purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance; or 

b. The application of the particular provision of the zoning ordinance to a particular 
piece of property, due to extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to 
that property because of its size, shape, or topography, would create an 
unnecessary hardship for the owner while causing no detriment to the public. 

 
Per section 1207 of the Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance, City Council shall consider 
the following factors when making a decision: 
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a. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including location, 
shape, size, surroundings, or topography so that the strict application of this 
ordinance denies the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the 
vicinity and under identical zoning district classificat 

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

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

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

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

f. The granting of such variance will not create inconsistencies with any objective 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Variance Consideration (Land Development Ordinance) 
In accordance with Section 1303 of the Land Development Ordinance, City Council 
may grant a variance when: 

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

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

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

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

e. The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
health, safety, or general welfare nor injurious to property or improvements in the 
zone or neighborhood in which the property is located. 
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f. The granting of such variance will not create inconsistencies with any objective 
of the comprehensive plan. 

 
  
  
Budget Impact: 
There are no budget items associated with this request. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Applicant Narrative 
2. Exhibits 
3. Site Plan-setback encroachments 
4. Site Plan-buffer encroachment 
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 InSite Real Estate, LLC 

1400 16th Street, Suite 300  |  Oak Brook, IL 60523-8854 

Phone: 630-617-9100  |  Fax: 630-617-9120  |  www.insiterealestate.com 

 

Detailed Report Providing Support for Request 

Property: 1501 Georgian Park, Peachtree City, GA 

In support of the variance request for the proposed retaining walls at the subject property, we 

respectfully submit the following justification addressing the criteria set forth in the Peachtree City 

Zoning and Land Development Ordinances: 

(a) Special circumstances applicable to the property 

The subject property exhibits more than 30 feet of topographic fall across the site. This significant 

grade change creates a condition whereby the site is effectively undevelopable without the use of 

retaining walls to manage elevation differences and allow for safe, functional, and code-compliant 

site development. The unique topographic constraints of the site are not generally applicable to 

other nearby properties of similar zoning classification. 

(b) Strict or literal interpretation of the ordinance 

Strict application of the ordinance, which prohibits retaining walls within the building setback area, 

would prevent development of the site entirely. The natural grade prohibits feasible construction of 

necessary infrastructure and improvements without the use of retaining walls in these locations. 

Such literal interpretation would create an unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the intent of the 

ordinance, which is to balance development with community standards and public welfare. 

(c) Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 

The extraordinary topographic conditions preclude the site from being reasonably developed 

without relief from the ordinance. The need for retaining walls within the setback area and limited 

disturbance within the buffer is driven entirely by the property’s natural conditions rather than the 
intended development itself. Importantly, the inclusion of retaining walls within setbacks has been 

consistent with the Conceptual Site Plan Approval previously granted by the Planning Commission, 

which followed public discussion of wall locations and heights. 

(d) Granting of special privileges 

The requested variance does not constitute the granting of special privileges, as it simply allows the 

property to be reasonably developed in light of its natural topographic challenges. Other properties 

without such conditions can be developed without requiring this relief. 

(e) Detriment to public health, safety, or welfare 

The proposed walls will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare. To the 

contrary, the retaining walls are designed to manage the significant grade changes in a safe manner 

that reduces potential erosion, drainage, or slope stability hazards. Additionally, a 4–6 foot safety 

fence will be installed at the top of all retaining walls to provide enhanced protection for the public 

and adjacent properties. The walls selected are brick, which match the aesthetic of surrounding 

developments and promote a cohesive and attractive streetscape. 

The variance request also includes limited disturbance within the landscape buffer to allow for 

installation of geogrid stabilization behind the mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls. 
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 InSite Real Estate, LLC 

1400 16th Street, Suite 300  |  Oak Brook, IL 60523-8854 

Phone: 630-617-9100  |  Fax: 630-617-9120  |  www.insiterealestate.com 

 

Following excavation, the developer agrees to restore the disturbed area with new landscaping and 

to dedicate an additional landscape buffer along the recently publicly dedicated Regents Park 

extension. The new buffer area will exceed the amount of buffer temporarily disturbed, ensuring 

that the overall landscape screening is preserved and enhanced. 

(f) Consistency with the comprehensive plan 

The proposed variance is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The site design has been 

carefully reviewed by the Planning Commission, which granted Conceptual Site Plan Approval 

after discussion at a Public Hearing on February 24, 2025. A formal Conceptual Site Plan Approval 

letter was subsequently issued on March 3, 2025. Multiple site plan and retaining wall alternatives 

were evaluated during the design process, including a revision to reduce disturbance along the 

Regents Park extension. Alternative retaining wall designs were deemed not fitting, cohesive, or 

desirable from either the City’s or the public’s perspective. The proposed plan represents the most 

balanced approach to achieving feasible site development while minimizing impacts and 

maintaining compatibility with the surrounding community. 
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JDFCOM
 GA REALITY PTC LLC

PR GEORGETOWN KEDRON II LLC

EIGHTH STREET DEVELOPMENT CO
TARGET CORP T-2129

DMD REAL ESTATE PARTNERS LLC

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

GeoSurvey

Know what's below.
before you dig.Call
Dial 811

Or Call 800-282-7411

  

  

  

GeoSurvey PEGASUS INVESTMENT
PARTNERS LP

Kedron Village - Outlot 10
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THE LOCATION OF ALL UTILITIES (ABOVE OR BELOW GROUND) SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS ARE
APPROXIMATE & WERE OBTAINED FROM OBSERVATIONS AT THE SITE AND/OR FROM THE UTILITY
OWNERS. HAINES, GIPSON & ASSOC., INC.; DOES NOT GUARANTEE THAT LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE
EXACT. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY OR HIS AGENT
AND/OR THE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE EXACT LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES (ABOVE OR
BELOW GROUND) & TO NOTIFY UTILITY OWNERS BEFORE BEGINNING ANY CONSTRUCTION.

CAUTION-NOTE TO CONTRACTOR
THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY CAUTIONED THAT THE LOCATION
AND/OR ELEVATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS IS
BASED ON RECORDS OF THE VARIOUS UTILITY COMPANIES AND, WHERE
POSSIBLE, MEASUREMENTS TAKEN IN THE FIELD. THE INFORMATION IS
NOT TO BE RELIED ON AS BEING EXACT OR COMPLETE. GA. LAW
REQUIRES THE CONTRACTOR TO CALL THE UTILITY PROTECTION CENTER
AT LEAST 48 HOURS (BUT NO MORE THAN 10 WORKING DAYS) BEFORE ANY
EXCAVATION TO REQUEST FIELD LOCATION OF UTILITIES. LOCATE
SERVICES SHALL INCLUDE TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND FIBER OPTIC EQUIPMENT.
IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE
THE RELOCATION OF ALL THE UTILITIES WHICH CONFLICT WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

1. PROJECT NAME: DAYCARE FACILITY
2.  ADDRESS: 1501 GEORGIAN PARK, PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
3.  OWNER OF RECORD:PEGASUS INVESTMENT PARTNERS, LP
4.  DEVELOPER: INSITE REAL ESTATE, LLC

1400 16th STREET, SUITE 300
OAK BROOK, IL  60523-8854

5.  PRESENT ZONING: GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT)
6.  PARCEL NUMBER: 0735 048
7.  LANDSCAPE DESIGN: THE LANDSCAPE PLAN SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL PEACHTREE
      CITY LANDSCAPE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
8.  SITE LIGHTING DESIGN: THE SITE LIGHTING DESIGN WILL COMPLY WITH ALL
       PEACHTREE CITY SITE LIGHTING DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
9.  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT DESIGN: STORMWATER DETENTION FOR THIS SITE IS
       PROVIDED BY THE EXISTING DETENTION POND LOCATED ON THE KEDRON VILLAGE
       SHOPPING CENTER SITE. WATER QUALITY AND RUNOFF REDUCTION VOLUME
       MEASURES WILL BE PROVIDED AS PART OF THE ON-SITE DRAINAGE SYSTEM DESIGN
10. MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS AREA ALLOWED IS 75% OF SITE AREA

IMPERVIOUS AREA ALLOWED= 1.359ac (59,189sf x 0.75=1.02ac (44,431sf)
IMPERVIOUS AREA PROPOSED: 0.98ac (42,688sf); 72% OF THE TOTAL AREA

11. OUTDOOR SPACE REQUIREMENT FOR CHILD CARE FACILITY PER GEORGIA:
MINIMUM OF 100sf PER 1/3 OF THE CENTER'S CAPACITY FOR CHILDREN.
CAPACITY OF PROPOSED FACILITY:
REQUIRED OUTDOOR SPACE=  160 CHILDREN/3 x 100sf= 5,334sf
OUTDOOR SPACE PROVIDED= 9,199sf

SITE PLAN

C1.0

SITE PLAN
20' 40'20' 80'

SCALE: 20

0

GRAPHIC SCALE

1. TYPICAL PAVEMENT SECTIONS FOR THE PARKING LOT ARE INCLUDED IN THE
CONSTRUCTION DETAIL SHEETS.

2. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO/FROM THE FACE OF CURB AND/OR THE OUTSIDE FACE OF
THE BUILDING WALL UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED.

3. ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS, STRIPING, AND SIGNAGE SHALL CONFORM TO THE
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE LOCAL JURISDICTION, THE STATE
TRANSPORTATION CABINET, AND THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVICES.

4. TRUNCATED DOMES ARE REQUIRED ON ALL HANDICAP RAMPS.  SEE DETAILS FOR
ACTUAL TRUNCATED DOMES PLACEMENT.

NOTE: SEE ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR EXACT BUILDING DIMENSIONS AND
DETAILS. ANY BUILDING DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE FOR GENERAL
COORDINATION PURPOSES ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE USED TO LAYOUT THE BUILDING
OR ITS APPURTENANCES (STAIRS, DOORS, DOCKS ETC...)

PROPERTY LINES

PROPOSED FEATURES

EXISTING FEATURES
EXISTING BUILDING

PROPOSED BUILDING

LEGEND

CHAIN LINK FENCE

REINFORCED CONC.
PAVING OR SIDEWALK

HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT
PAVING

NOTE: ALL FENCING WILL REQUIRE A SEPARATE PERMIT; PER THE FENCE
REGULATIONS FOR A GC ZONING DISTRICT: NO FENCE WHICH IS CONSTRUCTED OF
WIRE, INCLUDING CHAIN LINK FENCING, AND NO FENCE IN EXCESS OF FOUR FEET IN
HEIGHT SHALL BE INSTALLED BETWEEN THE PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ON A ZONING LOT
AND ANY ADJOINING STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE. ON A ZONING LOT WITH MULTIPLE
STREET FRONTAGES, THIS RESTRICTION SHALL APPLY ON ALL STREET FRONTAGES
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THE LOCATION OF ALL UTILITIES (ABOVE OR BELOW GROUND) SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS ARE
APPROXIMATE & WERE OBTAINED FROM OBSERVATIONS AT THE SITE AND/OR FROM THE UTILITY
OWNERS. HAINES, GIPSON & ASSOC., INC.; DOES NOT GUARANTEE THAT LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE
EXACT. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY OR HIS AGENT
AND/OR THE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE EXACT LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES (ABOVE OR
BELOW GROUND) & TO NOTIFY UTILITY OWNERS BEFORE BEGINNING ANY CONSTRUCTION.

CAUTION-NOTE TO CONTRACTOR
THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY CAUTIONED THAT THE LOCATION
AND/OR ELEVATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS IS
BASED ON RECORDS OF THE VARIOUS UTILITY COMPANIES AND, WHERE
POSSIBLE, MEASUREMENTS TAKEN IN THE FIELD. THE INFORMATION IS
NOT TO BE RELIED ON AS BEING EXACT OR COMPLETE. GA. LAW
REQUIRES THE CONTRACTOR TO CALL THE UTILITY PROTECTION CENTER
AT LEAST 48 HOURS (BUT NO MORE THAN 10 WORKING DAYS) BEFORE ANY
EXCAVATION TO REQUEST FIELD LOCATION OF UTILITIES. LOCATE
SERVICES SHALL INCLUDE TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND FIBER OPTIC EQUIPMENT.
IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE
THE RELOCATION OF ALL THE UTILITIES WHICH CONFLICT WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

1. PROJECT NAME: DAYCARE FACILITY
2.  ADDRESS: 1501 GEORGIAN PARK, PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
3.  OWNER OF RECORD:PEGASUS INVESTMENT PARTNERS, LP
4.  DEVELOPER: INSITE REAL ESTATE, LLC

1400 16th STREET, SUITE 300
OAK BROOK, IL  60523-8854

5.  PRESENT ZONING: GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT)
6.  PARCEL NUMBER: 0735 048
7.  LANDSCAPE DESIGN: THE LANDSCAPE PLAN SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL PEACHTREE
      CITY LANDSCAPE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
8.  SITE LIGHTING DESIGN: THE SITE LIGHTING DESIGN WILL COMPLY WITH ALL
       PEACHTREE CITY SITE LIGHTING DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
9.  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT DESIGN: STORMWATER DETENTION FOR THIS SITE IS
       PROVIDED BY THE EXISTING DETENTION POND LOCATED ON THE KEDRON VILLAGE
       SHOPPING CENTER SITE. WATER QUALITY AND RUNOFF REDUCTION VOLUME
       MEASURES WILL BE PROVIDED AS PART OF THE ON-SITE DRAINAGE SYSTEM DESIGN
10. MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS AREA ALLOWED IS 75% OF SITE AREA

IMPERVIOUS AREA ALLOWED= 1.359ac (59,189sf x 0.75=1.02ac (44,431sf)
IMPERVIOUS AREA PROPOSED: 0.98ac (42,688sf); 72% OF THE TOTAL AREA

11. OUTDOOR SPACE REQUIREMENT FOR CHILD CARE FACILITY PER GEORGIA:
MINIMUM OF 100sf PER 1/3 OF THE CENTER'S CAPACITY FOR CHILDREN.
CAPACITY OF PROPOSED FACILITY:
REQUIRED OUTDOOR SPACE=  160 CHILDREN/3 x 100sf= 5,334sf
OUTDOOR SPACE PROVIDED= 9,199sf

SITE PLAN

C1.0

SITE PLAN
20' 40'20' 80'

SCALE: 20

0

GRAPHIC SCALE

1. TYPICAL PAVEMENT SECTIONS FOR THE PARKING LOT ARE INCLUDED IN THE
CONSTRUCTION DETAIL SHEETS.

2. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO/FROM THE FACE OF CURB AND/OR THE OUTSIDE FACE OF
THE BUILDING WALL UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED.

3. ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS, STRIPING, AND SIGNAGE SHALL CONFORM TO THE
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE LOCAL JURISDICTION, THE STATE
TRANSPORTATION CABINET, AND THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVICES.

4. TRUNCATED DOMES ARE REQUIRED ON ALL HANDICAP RAMPS.  SEE DETAILS FOR
ACTUAL TRUNCATED DOMES PLACEMENT.

NOTE: SEE ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR EXACT BUILDING DIMENSIONS AND
DETAILS. ANY BUILDING DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE FOR GENERAL
COORDINATION PURPOSES ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE USED TO LAYOUT THE BUILDING
OR ITS APPURTENANCES (STAIRS, DOORS, DOCKS ETC...)
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NOTE: BASE DRAWING PROVIDED BY HGA. SEE NOTE 1.3 SHEET RW-200.

GENERAL NOTES

1. CONSTRUCTION OF THE RETAINING WALLS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN SHALL BE PERFORMED UNDER THE
OBSERVATION OF THE OWNERS INDEPENDENT TESTING AGENCY (ITA).

2. IF THE ELEVATION, LOCATION, SURCHARGE LOADING , OR GRADING SURROUNDING THE RETAINING
WALLS CHANGES FROM THAT DEPICTED ON THESE PLANS, ECS SHALL BE NOTIFIED SO THAT
MODIFICATIONS TO THE GEOTECHNICAL DESIGN CAN BE MADE, IF NECESSARY. NO MATERIAL
SUBSTITUTIONS ARE PERMITTED

3. THE DESIGN REFLECTED ON THESE DRAWINGS IS INTENDED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
PERMANENT WALLS. AS WITH ANY REINFORCED EARTH SYSTEM, SOME LATERAL AND VERTICAL
MOVEMENT MAY OCCUR ABOVE AND BEHIND THE WALLS. THE EFFECTS OF THE WALL MOVEMENTS
CAN BE REDUCED, BUT NOT ELIMINATED, BY DELAYING THE INSTALLATION OF PERMANENT
CONSTRUCTION WITHIN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE WALLS. A MINIMUM DELAY OF TWO WEEKS SHALL
THEREFORE BE INCORPORATED INTO THE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE.

3. WALL ALIGNMENT ON THE INDIVIDUAL WALL PLAN AND PARAMETER SHEETS IS ASSUMED AS FACE OF
WALL AT THE LOWER GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION.  AN APPROXIMATE 6 DEGREE BATTER SHOULD
BE ANTICIPATED FOR THE TOP OF THE WALL ALIGNMENT.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL BENCH OR SHORE TEMPORARY EXCAVATIONS AS NECESSARY IN COMPLIANCE
WITH LOCAL CODES TO FACILITATE WALL CONSTRUCTION.

5. THESE PLANS SHALL NOT BE SCALED OR USED FOR LOCATION OF PAVEMENTS, STRUCTURES OR 
RETAINING WALLS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE LAYOUT AND COORDINATION AS NEEDED BY
THE WALL CONTRACTOR.

6. UTILITIES WITHIN THE REINFORCED AND RETAINED ZONES AND UTILITIES WITHIN A 1:1 (H:V) ZONE OF
INFLUENCE FROM THE REAR BASE OF THE REINFORCED ZONE SHALL BE INSTALLED
SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE RETAINING WALL BACKFILL.

7. UTILITIES AT THE TOE AND UNDERNEATH THE RETAINING WALL SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO
RETAINING WALL CONSTRUCTION.

8. SHOULD UTILITY PENETRATIONS THROUGH OR BELOW THE WALLS NOT SHOWN ON THESE PLANS  BE
PROPOSED, THE ECS EOR SHALL BE NOTIFIED.

WALL NO. 1
SEE SHEETS
RW-101 THROUGH RW-103

WALL NO. 2
SEE SHEETS

RW-101 AND RW-104

LEGEND:       = SOIL TEST BORING LOCATION

= APPROXIMATE GEOGRID EXTENTS
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