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New Af!enda Items

09- 05- 09 Consider Amendments to Motorized Cart Ordinance ( Registration)
Miller noted that Council had approved the timeline and fee schedule for the proposed
program at the August 4 meetmg. She contmued that the information the City had on the

carts was no longer valid. All carts would be re- registered dunng 2006 using a staggered
program. After the dIscussion m August, the ordmance needed to be modIfied to reflect

the new regIstration and fees.

Miller contmued that another change in the ordmance had been added - a prohibItion on

modIfying golf carts beyond the manufacturer' s specIficatIOns as far as speed, heIght,
WIdth, and nOIse emission. She explained that many carts no longer looked like golf
carts, and staff was concerned that they mIght no longer technically be golf carts. Some

were too high to go through tumlels, and many were too wide for the paths. Brown SaId

that meant no more 15- mch mud tIres or lift kits. Miller added that the amendments also

reflected a requirement for golf cart regIstratIOn every five years. Rutherford asked If the

changes included the fact that emissions certificates were no longer required for gas-

powered carts Miller said that reqUlrement had been struck since it was not permItted by
the state.

Rutherford asked CIty Attorney Ted Meeker if he had read the proposed ordinance.

Meeker said he had and the wording was fine.

Brown asked what could be done about the older gas golf carts. He noted that many were

very noisy and smoky The newer models ran much cleaner Meeker said there was

nothing the CIty could do under state law as currently wntten. The carts quahfied under

state law

Rutherford moved to approve the amendments to the motorized cart ordmance.

KouraJIan seconded.

Chff Stern asked If he could address Council regarding the proposed amendments. He

asked how the CIty would check to see If a golf cart had been modIfied beyond the

manufacturer' s speCIfications. He also asked If the rules would be published, and how

the plan would be Implemented. Meeker SaId It was up to the police, or whoever brought
the charge, to determme If a cart had been modified, whIch mcluded gettmg the

specifications from the manufacturer One that appeared to be modified would be

checked.

Stern asked why the changes were under conSIderatIOn. Brown saId there were Issues

WIth the hft kIts. The vehIcles were tearing up culverts. Meeker added that the wear and

tear of the larger vehIcles on the cart paths as well as speed were concerns The

modIfications allowed the vehIcles to go much faster, whIch created safety Issues on the

paths.

Stern asked If thIS was an Issue of a few dnvmg too fast. Everyone owned cars that

exceeded the City speed hmIts Weed saId cars could not be dnven on the paths, whIch

mvolved pets, children, runners, and walkers. Stern agreed, and added that If he
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exceeded the speed limit he would get a tIcket. Stern continued that carts could be

regulated or programmed to go 15 or 19 miles per hour ( mph) He said " speed" should

be clarified. Rutherford said that the ordmance clarified the issue. She continued that

Global Electric Motorcars ( GEMs) were required to have governors so they could not go

over 20 mph, but were allowed on streets with a speed limIt of 35 mph or lower On the

cart paths, the GEMs had to have a governor

Stern pointed out there were dIfferent sized motors for golf carts. He questioned whether

it would be against the ordinance to replace a smaller motor wIth a larger motor made by
the manufacturer Rutherford said it probably would not be in VIOlatIon because of the

ratios. She had to buy a golf cart that the motor fit. Stern asked If extended carts fell

under the same category Brown said length did not apply Meeker said motorized carts

were defined by state law m terms of speed and number of occupants Brown described

the typical SIx- seat golf cart and asked Meeker If that would be prohibIted. Meeker said

length was not mentIOned in the ordinance, only speed, heIght, width, and noise emission.

Rutherford noted manufacturers did make six- seat carts. Brown said some were also cut

and modIfied to six seats. There was a shop in town that dId those modifications.

Stern asked if the rules would be pubhshed. Brown SaId yes. Rutherford asked Stern if

he had read the ordmance. Rutherford added that the ordmance was very specific and

hsted each thing. The pohce could not randomly decIde a cart was modified. Stern asked

If carts currently modIfied could be re- registered. Rutherford SaId those carts could not

be re- registered. Rapson said he had only seen a few of the modIfied carts on the path.
Stern said they were only seeing the VIsually modIfied carts. Rapson said the officers

would not be domg modificatIon checks on the paths, but would stop those that were

obVIOusly modIfied. Rutherford saId there had been a question whether they were

allowed or not under the current ordmance. The amendments clarified the situation.

Rapson saId the clarification was due to safety Stern SaId people who drove recklessly
would drive that way anyway

Roger Weston told Council he was concerned about the manufacturer' s speCIfications.
He saId a hIgher horsepower motor was put in stretch carts to ensure they could go up

hills, whIch was a change to the speCIficatIOns of the cart m ItS ongInal form. If they
could not change the motors, then they could not meet the customers' needs. Not

meeting the specifications was speCIfic. He saId he had concerns as a dealer m trying to

meet the letter of the law, yet trying to satisfy the customer' s needs. Brown asked

Meeker If that was covered. Meeker asked for tIme to answer

Rapson suggested tabling the agenda item so the dealers could look at the ordinance.

Brown said common sense told people that a heaVIer cart needed a bigger motor Rapson
saId the ordmance constantly referred to manufacturer' s speCIficatIons, and he doubted

staff knew the manufacturer' s specifications for most of the carts. It could be more than

a length problem. Kourajian agreed that It would be better to take three weeks to work

on somethmg that could last for 30 years. Rutherford withdrew her motion.

Rapson moved to table the agenda Item. Rutherford seconded. The motIon carned

unanimously
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09- 05- 14 Consider Authorization for Transportation Enhancement Grant

Submittals

Brown noted there was an addItIonal document on the dais - a memo to Mayor and

Council from the City Planner dated September 9, 2005, wIth the subJect, " Authorization

to submIt TransportatIOn Enhancement grant applications."

Developmental Services DIrector Clyde Stricklin addressed Council There were two

applicatIons - one for GA 54 West medIan landscaping and one for the Lake Peachtree

multI- use bridge widening. Stricklm explained that the median landscaping would fill in

the 40- foot gap that would be left when the wIdemng was completed. The total cost was

300, 000 The grant request was $ 240, 000, with a 20% CIty match, or $ 60,000

Rutherford asked if the City knew there would be a gap. Stricklm said they knew about

the gap, but had not known where the money would come from.

Stnckhn said the wooden bridge would be expanded to 12 feet. He SaId they were not

sure about the existmg pylons, which would mcrease the cost. The costs could rise more

m the next few months due to the hurncane and the mcreasmg cost of steel. The total

proJect cost was $ 1 5 million. The grant request was $ 1 mllhon, WIth the CIty' S 20%

match of $500, 000 Brown said the expansion would allow traffic to go two ways on the

bndge.

Stricklin asked Council to approve the apphcatIOns and the resolutIOn of support,
authonze staff to submIt the applicatIOns, and the required budget adJustments. Stncklm

said using staff to install the project would cut down on costs. The CIty' S share ofthe GA

54 landscape enhancements would come from $ 20, 000 in FY 2006 budgeted staff time

and the remainmg $ 40,000 would be included in the FY 2007 budget, when the widemng
was complete.

The City' s share for the bndge replacement would come from reallocated SPLOST funds

combining $ 304, 100 from the 74 North multi- use bridge replacement, $ 74, 340 from the

MacDuff Parkway improvements that were no longer needed, and the $ 121, 560 already
allocated for the bndge improvement. Stricklin said more people used the 54 bndge. He

continued that they could apply for the 74 North bridge later when a fundmg source was

Identified. The 54 bndge was a higher pnonty Rapson asked If there was another

project that the MacDuff Parkway money could go to Stricklin SaId the money was

earmarked for widenmg MacDuff from two to four lanes. McMullen added that a study
showed the wIdemng was not required. The widening of MacDuff was a SPLOST

proJect, so the money could not go to another proJect.

Kourajian asked why the SPLOST money could not be reallocated to another proJect.
McMullen said the SPLOST money set aside for the widening of MacDuff Parkway
could not be used for the design of the extenSIOn of the parkway smce that would be

adding a new proJect to the SPLOST hst. The money could go to projects on the

SPLOST hst that would cost more, but they could not change the SPLOST list. The 54

bndge was on the SPLOST hst.
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bridge. Brown said if the hfespan exceeded the funding and engineering cycle, then the

motion would be null and VOId. Meeker SaId that was pretty indefimte.

Kourajian asked how long it would take to get someone to look at the bndge and how

much an evaluatIOn would cost. Stricklin estimated the cost at $ 2,000-$ 3, 000

Rapson asked McMullen what he recommended based on hIS engmeenng expenence.

McMullen saId the bridge was heavily used and was narrower than the other bridges. It

was a safety Issue. If a cart was on the bridge, no one else could be on it.

KouraJIan asked Stricklin If he would have brought the proJect to Council if they dId not

have the SPLOST funds. Stricklin said no McMullen clarified that they would have

WaIted longer to bnng a lot of the SPLOST projects to Council, mcludmg the bndge
project. Rapson SaId they either had to rely on the staff recommendatIOn and the experts
and consultants, or they had a bad list of projects. Rapson said the project must be WIthin

the five- year wmdow since it was on the list. McMullen SaId the bridge project was on

the SPLOST list for 2007 Rapson recalled that Council made the point when the hst was

presented that all the projects were equally weIghted and would have to come back before

COunCIl. Staff was supposed to be looking for ways to leverage the grant money

Rapson saId staff was Just followmg the plan. McMullen said the issue was that the

imtial estimate had been done m- house WIthout a detailed engineering study The figures
had been adjusted for mflatIOn, but had not been thoroughly studied. Hopefully, the

current estimates were more reahstIc. Rapson noted the current price of steel and OIl, and

added that there was no way to include the dramatIc increases as part of mflatIon.

McMullen added that the hst had been compiled qUlckly and there had not been tIme to

do a detailed estImate of each proJect. Rapson saId they still had to hve WIthin the

confines of the list.

Rapson noted that Council would not have to fund the project untIl staff came back to

Council to let the contract. Brown SaId the projects were not new and Council had

approved all of them. Council needed to make a chOIce and deCIde whether or not to take

advantage of the grantmg cycle. Council needed to reahstIcally decide whIch proJects
could fall in the 80- 85% of the projects that could be done WIth the SPLOST funds

Rapson said Brown' s reasoning was sound. The dollars should be leveraged for grants.

Rutherford saId they had more Items on the SPLOST hst than there would be money to

pay for them. The cost was going to be more than the estimates m reahty They were

going to have to go to outSIde vendors because the County would not be able to keep up
WIth the work. The vendors would be going to the Gulf coast so the projects would cost

more. She asked If the cycle for DOT was four years. Strickhn SaId the average cycle
was four years, but it depended on the project. The proJect had to get there first.

Brown asked Council if they wanted to do the project. KouraJIan said there was no need

to If the bridge had 30 years left. Rapson asked how much of the SPLOST money was

allocated to the proJect. Stnckhn SaId $ 121, 000 was allocated. Rutherford said need was

relative as well It was probably structurally sound, but it was too narrow Stncklin saId

the bndge was SIX feet WIde. It mIght be possible to reuse the existing pylons now



















2005 City Event Calendar

October November December

10/ 6 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 11/ 3 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 12/ 1 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

10/ 8 & 9 - Great Georgia Air Show 11/ 8 - Peachtree City General Election 12/3 - Peachtree City Hometown

10/ 15 - Peachtree City Classic Road Holiday Celebration & Tree

Race
11/ 17 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm Lighting

10/ 16 - Fire Department Open House, 11/ 24 & 25 - Thanksgiving Holiday, City 12/6 - Runoff Election ( if needed)

leach Station, Noon - 5 PM Offices closed

12/ 15 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm
10/ 20 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

10/29 - Library Grand Opening, 7 PM
12/ 23 & 26 - Christmas Holiday, City

Offices closed

10/ 31 - Halloween ( the City does not set or

change the date for trick- or- treating)

2006

Januarv Februarv March

1/ 5 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 2/ 2 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 3/ 2 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

1/ 7 - Christmas Tree Recycling 2/ 16 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 3/ 16 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

1/ 19 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

ADril Mav June

4/ 6 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 5/4 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 6/ 1 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

4/ 20 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 5/ 18 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 6/ 15 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

5/ 29 - Memorial Day, City Offices Closed

Memorial Day Celebration, 7.30 am at

City Hall

Julv Auaust SeDtember

7/4 - Independence Day - City Offices 8/ 3 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 9/ 7 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm
Closed

8/ 17 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm
9/ 4 - Labor Day, City Offices Closed

7/ 6 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm 9/ 21 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

7/ 20 - City Council Meeting, 7 pm

Note. Items in BOLD are new additions Updated 8/25/05











CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
FINANCIAL SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT ( UNAUDITED)

SUMMARY OF MAJOR EXPENDITURES BY CITY MANAGER

AUGUST 2005

Description Vendor Award Date

LifePak 12 Medtronic Physio-Control $ 20, 773 87 08/ 04/ 05

Cart Path Design Haines, Gipson & Assoc.  10, 35000 08/ 10/ 05

Computers Dell Computers 33, 827 62 08/ 23/ 05

Aluminum Bleachers Leisure Lines, Inc.  22, 880 00 08/ 31/ 05

PURCHASING REPORT

FOR ELEVEN MONTHS ENDED AUGUST 31, 2005 AND AUGUST 31, 2004

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year

Activity 2005 2004

Purchase Orders / Requisitions Processed 2, 600 2, 117

City Store Requisitions Processed 118 109

Sealed Bids Requested 61 32

Requests for Proposals 14 12

Bids Awarded 48 28

Requests for Proposals Awarded 11 8

Contracts Prepared 16 15

Fixed Assets Purchased 62 24

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY REPORT

AUGUST 2005 AND YEAR- TO- DA TE

Current Fiscal Year

Activity Month 2005

Work Orders Created 110 1, 326
Work Orders Closed 93 1, 209
Work Orders Open 16 50
Corrective Work Orders 33 537

Project Work Orders 7 79
Technical Support 70 406
Website Visits 39, 021 302, 884





LEISURE SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT

August 2005

Activity Description Unit Auaust 05 FY 2005 YTD FY 2004 yrD

Library
Books Circulated number 18, 713 183, 968 198, 522*

Internet Usage visits 2,485 26, 060 26,468*

Computer Lab Use hours 31 217 307*

Library Closed to Move to Temp Location

Recreation

Class/ Program Revenue $ $ 5, 389 $ 53,494 $ 57, 132

Playing Surface Mowing hours 537 3, 459 3, 263

Playing Field Preparations hours 825 7, 277 5, 726

Building Maintenance hours 407 4,633 4,875

Safety Inspections visits 50 550 520

Litter Removal hours 294 3, 230 3, 080

Complaints answered number 1 13 21





TOP 5 ACCIDENT LOCATIONS - MONTH

HWY 54 / HWY 74

HWY 74 / CROSSTOWN ROAD

HWY 54/ COMMERCE DRIVE

HWY 54 / PLANTERRA WAY

HWY 54 / ROBINSON ROAD

6

5

4

3

3

TOP 5 ACCIDENT LOCATION - Y T D

HWY 54/ HWY74

HWY 54 / PEACHTREE PARKWAY

HWY 54/ PLANTERRA WAY

HWY 74/ CROSSTOWN ROAD

HWY 54 / HUDDLESTON DR

40

23

22

22

19



PUBLIC SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT

AUGUST 2005

August
2005

YEAR TO DATE

FY2005

YEAR TO DATE

FY2004

Street Patchmg ( Hrs.) 508 1, 606 3, 137

Street Crack Seahng ( Hrs. ) 0 461 488

Dramage MaIntenance ( Hrs. ) 416 4,241 1, 840

Street Sweepmg ( Hrs. ) 15 329 367

Cart Path Pavmg ( Ft. ) 3, 852 14, 257 21, 444

Cart Path LItter Removal ( Hrs.) 0 989 696
Cart Path Dramage Mamt. ( Hrs. ) 0 1, 018 1, 605

ROW Mowmg ( Hrs. ) 912 4,338 4,652

RO W LItter Removal ( Hrs. ) 300 3, 000 3, 624

ROW General Mamt. ( Hrs. ) 320 3, 779 5, 110

Landscape Mowmg
SubdIvIsIon Entrances) ( Hrs. ) 905 6, 025 5, 478

Landscape Mamtenance ( Hrs. ) 73 868 1, 017

Landscape PlantmglMulch ( Hrs.) 0 1, 938 2, 342

Landscape LItter Removal ( Hrs. ) 0 14 56

Sub- DIvIsion SIgn Maint. ( Hrs. ) 63 355 550

Traffic SIgn MaIntenance ( Rrs. ) 173 1, 678 1, 270

Vandahsm RepaIrs ( Hrs.) 22 122 110

Vandahsm RepaIrs ( Dls.) $ 330 $ 2, 247 $ 325

CItIzen Complamts Answered(Num.) 147 1 , 316 747

CommunIty ServIce ( Hrs.) 36 139 124

RECYCLING SITE

Manhours ( Hrs.) 56 714 928

PartICIpants
Recyclmg ( Num.) 340 2, 660 4,309

Compostmg ( Num.) 1, 273 16, 537 13, 727
Mulch Picked- Up ( Num.) 89 1, 091 2, 357























POSITION PAPER

Proposed Rezomng: Wilks/ Blocker tracts, Old Sen~ a Road

CIty Planner/ Zomng AdrmmstratOJ~\~~

September 13, 2005 \ JVl"

Situation:

Mr D ChadwIck Floyd of ChadwIck Homes has acqmred an Interest In the 4 567 -acre

Wilks tract and the 3 884- acre Blocker tract on Old SenOla Road. Both parcels are

currently zoned AR Agncultural Reserve Mr Floyd IS proposIng to combIne both

parcels and rezone the entIre 845I- acre tract to LUR LImIted Use ResIdentIal to

accommodate the development of a 32- 10t sIngle- famtly cluster subdIVIsIOn. Because the

property IS not currently zoned for reSIdentIal use, the Apphcant IS requestIng that It be

rezoned to an appropnate claSSIficatIOn. A copy of the apphcatIOn IS Included as

Attachment " A"

Facts:

I The subject parceis are bordered on the south by the AMF Industnal Park, to the

east by a 25' -wIde CIty-owned greenbelt separatIng these tracts from the Ardenlee

subdIVIsIOn, to the north by the 6. 2- acre Jones tract, and to the west by Old SenOla

Road. An actIve CSX raIl hne IS located ImmedIately west of Old SenOla Road.

2 The Industnal development to the south IS zoned LI LImIted IndustrIal, the

Ardenlee subdIVISIOn IS zoned GR-4 General ReSIdentIal ( 4 umts/ acre), and the

Jones tract to the north IS zoned AR Agncultural Reserve

3 The recent update to the CIty' S Land Use Plan reaffirmed the prevIOUS land use

desIgnatIOn for these tracts, as well as the adJOlmng Jones tract to the north, as

SFC SIngle Famtly Cluster ( Attachment " B")

4 The property could be developed In accordance WIth the GR-4 General ReSIdentIal

standards, WIth a maXImum of four dwellIng umts per gross acre ThIS zomng
claSSIficatIOn IS sImtlar to the adJOlmng Ardenlee subdIVISIOn and would YIeld a

maXImum of 32 lots However, the CIty would be unable to aSSIgn SIte- speCIfic
zomng restnctIOns or Increased buffenng If the parcel was rezoned to GR-4

5 The Apphcant IS proposIng to develop the tracts under the LUR LImIted Use

ReSIdentIal zomng cntena and has developed a concept plat for the overall SIte

The plat proposes to develop the SIte as a cluster project WIth lots of approXImately
5, 500 SF In SIze and generous buffers around the penmeter of the SIte
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6 The proposed entrance to the subdIvIsIOn would be located at the crest of a hIll on

Old SenOla Road. The subdIvIsIOn would connect to the eXIstmg multI- use path
system wIthm the Ardenlee subdIvIsIOn through an eXIstmg greenbelt.
AddItIOnally, the ApplIcant has commItted to constructmg the tot lot on the parcel
between Lots 25 and 29 wIthm the Ardenlee subdIvIsIOn.

7 At theIr meetmg on August 22, 2005, the Planmng CommISSIOn voted

unammously to recommend that the proposed rezomng be approved as submItted

Attachment " C")

Recommendation:

CIty Staff recommends that the proposed rezomng of the Wilks/ Blocker tracts on Old

SenOla Road from AR Agncultural Reserve to LUR LImIted Use ResIdentIal be

forwarded to CIty Council wIth a recommendatIOn that It be approved subject to the

followmg understandmgs and condItIOns

1 The proposed rezoning applies to both the 4567-acre Wilks tract and the 3884-

acre Blocker tract. A plat, which combines both parcels into one 8 451- acre tract,

must be prepared and recorded prior to submittal of the concept plat.

2 The concept plat is intended only to suggest a concept and shall not be considered

the final approved development plat. That plat must be prepared and approved as

part of the regular plat approval process

3 There shall be no more than 32 residential lots within the overall subdivision.

4 In addition to the 50' greenbelt adjacent to Old Senoia Road required by the City' s

Buffer Ordinance, all portions of the site identified on the concept plat as buffer
area shall be deeded to the City and designated as greenbelt.

5 The Applicant shall provide colored renderings of the typical elevations of the

homes, including exterior building materials, for review and approval as a part of
the concept plat submittal process

6 The side elevations of the homes on Lots 1, 6, 29 and 32 visible from the internal

roads shall include architectural detailing to avoid creating a blank wall facing
the public streets
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7 All internal streets shall conform to current city design guidelines and standards

for public streets Additionally, the multi- use path connection shall be constructed

to City standards

8 Equipment for the proposed tot lot shall be submitted to and approved by the

City' s Recreation Department prior to installation.

9 The City Engineer shall approve the location of the entrance off of Old Senoia

Road to assure adequate sight distance and other necessary safety considerations

10 The developer shall be responsible for paying the Kedron service area impact fee
in addition to the above additional project costs





Receive
JOl 1 9 200S

OffIce of City Planner
Peachtree C . GA

WILKS & BLOCKER

PROPERTY

LUR ZONING REQUEST

View From Old Senoia Road

Lookmg North East)

h rt,Ji,y,y . . ..' ' j . ~ r.J..f \
f~ '~\ lE~ 0U fJ U'L -a."~ "

1" 
U





I. Introduction
The eXIstIng propertIes near Georgia HIghway 74 In the upper most

northern quadrant of Peachtree CIty ( Kedron Village area) are gOIng

through final land development. ACtIVIty In thIS area has occurred over

the last several years, subdIVIsIons bUIlt, shoppIng areas developed,
publIc servIces Improved, and new schools near by Located on the

western backSIde of the Ardenlee subdIvIsIOn and faCIng SenOla Road,

SIts 8 45acres that IS beIng requested for rezomng.

ThIS area of land IS currently two parcels, owned by the Wilks famIly at

4 567 acres and the Blocker parcel at 3 884 acres The eXIstIng zomng IS

AR ( AgrIcultural Reserve) whIch IS the Intenm holdIng zonIng category

The request IS to combIne the two propertIes and rezone them to LUR

LImIted-Use ReSIdentIal) at a urnt of 4 lots to the acre The concept plan
shows a total of 32 home lots ThIS proposed zonIng IS conSIstent WIth the

eXIstIng surroundIng neIghborhood Ardenlee, zoned GR4

167
Senoia

Road
lIIIltI...

t::::

r-

166



2. Proposal
CombIlling the two parcels mto one neIghborhood of 8 45 acres and

rezomng from AR ( Agncultural Reserve) to LUR ( LImIted-Use ResIdential)

at 4 umts per acre will allow for 32 lots The proposed concept plat
illustrates the 32 lots nested mto the sIte WIth a total of 2 6 acres of dedIcated

cIty-owned greenbelt consIstmg of a 50' greenbelt along SenOla Road and

20' WIde greenbelt that expands m many places along the sIdes and back. A

storm water detention system will be desIgned m the southeast quadrant of

the subdIvISIon that IS proposed to facihtate the most current standards for

erOSIOn control, storm water handhng and will proVide extra buffenng
between the lots ( 15 through 20) that back up to It. The development IS

onented mtemally utdIzIng the outermost eXIstmg vegetatIOn that can

remam m the greenbelt. ThIs IS a concept that the CIty of Peachtree CIty has

promoted and has been very successful m years past.

The homes along the west sIde of the neIghborhood behmd the 50' green
belt, shall be desIgned wIth the knowledge that the railroad IS across Old

SenOla Road and extra msulatIOn will be Implemented Into each home to aId

m the reductIOn of nOlse from the passmg tram. The homes along the east

sIde will have the proposed greenbelt of thIS subdIVIsIOn and back up to the

eXlstmg CIty owned greenbelt buffer from Ardenlee SubdIVisIon, separatmg
the lots by a llllllimum of 45 feet.

ApprOXImately m the center and eastsIde of thIS neIghborhood, the cart path
connection IS proposed. It will extend mto Ardenlee SubdIVisIon and

through ItS connectIOn thIS developer will construct, the tot lot m Ardenlee

that was deSIgnated m thIS subdIVisIon between lots 129 and 125 as shown

on the proposal. ThIS passIve recreation will be an asset for both

subdIVisIons to enJoy

The entrance way IS posItioned carefully Into the neIghborhood for the best

possible sIte dIstance and there will be no drIveways accessed onto SenOla

Road.



3. Analysis
Layout: The frontage of the combIned propertIes along SenOla Road is

about 640' long and about 526' deep in the center of the property The

combIned parcels equal about 845 acres that are located In the upper

northwest side of Peachtree City as a part of the Kedron Village

The Land. The topography Indicates that the property has itS hIghest
elevation about 933' on the Wilks tract about 200 feet from the northwest

corner and contlllues slopIng downward to the east and southeast across the

Blocker parcel toward Big Chief Investments property and the southeast

corner of Ardenlee The storm water detentIOn area IS proposed along the

southeast corner of the Blocker parcel to take advantage of thIS natural

draInage pattern.
The Wilks Site is totally vegetated with a mIX of hardwood and

pIne trees It is eVIdent by the observatIOn of berms or small ndges runhlllg

parallel to the slope, thIS land was once farm land. There are no eXistIng
buildlllgs on thIS parcel.

The Booker land IS a home Site that has the remalllS of a front

yard, abandoned home with dnveway and a wooded back yard. Both native

and ornamental vegetatIOn eXist III an overgrown condItIon. There are a

number of trees along the property lllle of both parcels that will be preserved
to help buffer the back yards Ardenlee and the north and south side of the

subdIVIsIOn.

The Utihtles Utihties can be accessed through the connectIOn

llltO Ardenlee and at the entrance onto Old SenOla Road.

The Taxes The taxes generated from the additIon of 32 homes
will generate more than the current hOUSlllg SItuatIOn. An example of the
taxes could be
32 New Homes X $250, 000 = $ 8, 000, 000 X 40% ( accessed) X 5.28 mils= $ 16. 896 PTC tax

Pohce!Flre & EMS The Emergency services are prOVIded by the Sally
Satterthwaite FIfe Station # 84 located on Crabapple Road and Highway 74

PublIc EducatIOn. The Fayette County School system has two

schools near the subdIVISIOn that can be accessed by the cart path system.

Recreahon Program. The additIon 32 homes will contribute to the
Kedron rmpact fee that IS In place These moneys cover theIr share of the
recreatIOn program.



EnVIronmental Protection. By buildIng the home lots Internally
and preservIng the greenbelt, the Impact will be reduced then If each lot

were clear cut. All water qualIty Issues WIth the development will be In

accordance wIth the most current reqUIrements set by the CIty and the State

TransportatIOn The opportumhes of Peachtree CIty' S

cart path system are readily available to the resIdences of tills subdIVIsIOn for

recreational and shoppmg travel. The traffic sIgnal at GA HIghway 74 and

Crabapple will facilItate veillcular travel headIng north on to HIghway 74

and the mtersectIOn of SenOla Road and GA Highway 74 south can proVIde
an access for the resIdences headmg South on HIghway 74









Legal Description

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 155 of the 7th District of

Fayette County and being more particularly described as follows

To arrive at the POINT OF BEGINNING, COMMENCE at the intersection of the

Northwesterly right- of- way of Belvedere Drive ( 50' right-of- way) and the North-

easterly right- of-way of Kedron Drive ( right-of-way varies), THENCE in a North-

westerly direction along the Northeasterly right-of-way of Kedron Drive a distance

of 395 44 feet to a point on the west line of a Peachtree City City Greenbelt,

THENCE leaving the right- of- way of Kedron Drive in a Northerly direction along the

West line of said City Greenbelt a distance of 759 67 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar and

the POINT OF BEGINNING, THENCE leaving said City Greenbelt South 84 degrees
55 minutes 43 seconds West a distance of 393 31 feet to a 5/ 8" rod on the

Easterly right- of-way 'Of Old State Route No 74 ( 80' right-of-way), THENCE along
said right- of- way the following courses and distances North 19 degrees 56 minutes

39 seconds West a distance of 269 32 feet to a point on a curve, THENCE along a

curve to the right h~ ving a radius of 2, 493 93 feet, a delta of 08 degrees 41 minutes

27 seconds, an arc length of 378 28 feet, and a chord which bears North 15 degrees
54 minutes ~ 6 seconds West having a chord distance of 377 92 feet to a 3/ 4"

crimped pipe, THENCE feaving the right- of-way of Old State Route No 74 North 70

degrees 01 minutes 00 seconds East a distance of 641 03 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar,

THENCE South 01 degrees 26 minutes 40 seconds West a distance of 399 78 feet
to a I" crimped pipe, THENCE South 00 degrees 43 minutes 39 seconds West a

distance of 401 28 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar and the POINT OF BEGINNING, and

containing 8 451 acre( s) of land, more or less





Ailjacent Property Owners

Michael Chang, 178 Ardenlee Peachtree CIty, GA 30269

Kevin& Sonya Snyder, 176 Ardenlee, Peachtree CIty, GA 30269

Debra Wigner, 174 Ardenlee, Peachtree City, GA 30269

Stephen & Laura Jones, 172 Ardenlee, Peachtree City, GA 30269

Alen & Maria Cordelro, 168 Ardenlee, Peachtree City, GA 30269

Geo & Kathern DeLa Torre, 166 Ardenlee, Peachtree CIty, GA,30269

Dave Archbold, 164 Ardenlee, Peachtree CIty, GA, 30269

MartIn & Maria GiorgI, 162 Ardenlee, Peachtree City, GA30269

Enc Scheulrn, 500 Dunnella Lane Peachtree City, GA 30269

Joseph Maskery, 260 Clifton Lane Peachtree CIty, GA 30269

BIg ChIef Investments, 802 London Lane Peachtree City, GA 30269

Martha Lee, 13177 Panhandle Road, Hampton, GA 30228

City of Peachtree City, 300 WilIowbend Road, Peachtree City, GA 30269





EXCERPT OF MINUTES

OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

August 22, 2005

PH -05- 07 Proposed Rezoning, Wilks / Blocker Tracts, Old Senoia Road.

Mr Chad Floyd was m attendance to represent ChadwIck Homes He was mterested m

the 4 567- acre WIlks tract and the 3 883- acre Blocker tract on Old SenOla Road. Mr

Floyd was proposmg the combmatIon of both parcels and rezomng the entIre 8 451- acre

tract to LUR LImIted Use ResIdentIal from the current zomng of AR Agncultural
Reserve The subdIvIsIOn would mclude 32 lots

Mr Rast stated the CIty' S Land Use Plan desIgnated both tracts as SFC smgle- famIly
cluster, and that the proposed subdIvIsIOn was m conformance wIth thIS desIgnatIOn.
One benefit of utIlIzmg the LUR LImIted Use ResIdentIal zomng classIficatIOn would be

the abIlIty to Impose sIte- specIfic restnctIOns on the subdIvIsIOn. He mdIcated thIS would

not be possible If the property was zoned GR-4 or GR- 12, whIch was the zomng of the

adJOImng Ardenlee and Sagamore subdIvIsIOns.

Mr Rast presented a PowerPomt presentatIOn showmg the tracts of land and the

schematIc layout of the subdIvIsIOn. The plat prOVIded a 25- foot greenbelt to separate the

tracts from the Ardenlee subdIvIsIOn. He also IdentIfied an eXIstmg 25' -wIde greenbelt
behmd the eXIstmg lots m Arden1ee, which would allow for a 50' greenbelt separatmg the

two subdIvIsIOns The schematIc plat IdentIfied addItIOnal green space around the

penmeter of the subdIvIsIOn, and Mr Rast recommended that all areas not platted as

resIdentIal lots be dedIcated to the CIty as greenbelt. He pomted out that the Town of

Tyrone had recently zoned property ImmedIately adjacent to the Crabapple Woods

subdIvIsIOn for mdustnal uses, and that warehouses were bemg constructed adjacent to

these homes

Mr Rast further stated that the ApplIcant was proposmg a smgle-access dnve off of Old

SenOla Road, as well as a multI- use path connectIon to the eXIstmg path system wlthm

Arden1ee The ApplIcant had commItted to mstallmg a tot lot on the CIty- owned tract

wIthm Arden1ee that had been desIgnated as a tot lot locatIOn for some tIme

Mr Payton mqUIred as to where lots 1, 6, 29 and 32 were located. Mr Rast showed

where the lots were and stated that the lots were multIple frontage lots and Staff would

like for the sIdes of these homes to mclude addItIonal archItectural detaIlmg rather than a

blank wall adjacent to the street.

Attachment C



Excerpt ofPlannmg CommIssIOn Minutes

August 22, 2005

Page 2

Mr Rast stated that Impact fees for the Kedron servIce area would apply when the final

plat was recorded. Mr Johnson asked that the Impact fee be explamed. Mr Rast stated

that Peachtree CIty adopted Impact fees m the early to mid 90' s, and servIce areas were

establIshed wlthm the CIty and specIfic prOjects were IdentIfied. In Kedron some of the

fees were used for road Improvements, recreatIon, the polIce statIon, the library and

others. The fee for each lot was $ 1, 283 00

No one else spoke m favor of or m OpposItIOn to the proposed rezomng

Mr Floyd stated that they were stIll mvestlgatmg the nOIse mfiltratIOn from the railroad,

and would most likely utilIze soundproof wmdows and cellulose type msulatIOn. He also

notIced that the tram dId go by, but It dId not blow the horn near the proposed
neIghborhood.

Mr Mullm mqUIred as to who determmed the length of the deceleratIOn lanes Mr Rast

responded that would be revIewed by the CIty Engmeer as a part of the plat reVIew

process, and he would be workmg closely WIth the CIVil Engmeer for ChadWIck Homes

to ensure thIS was a safe mtersectIOn. Mr MullIn also asked what the mdustnal setback

was next to a subdIVISIOn. Mr Rast responded that there was a 75- foot bUIldmg setback.

He also stated that there was a 20- foot buffer for reSIdentIal use

Mr MullIn also asked what SIze the homes would be, and Mr Floyd responded the

homes would range from 2, 200 SF to 2, 900 SF Mr MullIn also asked If there was a

mlmmum SIze reqUIrement for homes wIthm the CIty Mr Rast stated he was not certam

thIS was IdentIfied, and Mr Mullm saId the CIty should develop gUIdelInes for mlmmum

SIze reqUIrements After revIewmg the Zomng Ordmance, Mr Rast confirmed that

mImmum SIze reqUIrements were mdeed mcluded m each zomng dIStnCt. For detached

smgle- family homes wIthm the GR-4 zomng dIStnCt, the mImmum SIze reqUIrement was

800 SF and wlthm the LUR zomng dIStnCt the mImmum SIze reqUIrement was 1, 000 SF

After dIscussIOn, a motIon was made by Mr Green, seconded by Mr Johnson, and

unammously adopted to forward to CIty CouncIl the proposed rezomng of the Wilks /

Blocker Tracts on Old SenOIa Road from AR to LUR WIth a recommendatIOn for

approval subject to the followmg condItIOns

1 The proposed rezoning applies to both the 4 567- acre Wilks tract and the 3 884- acre

Blocker tract. A plat, which combines both parcels into one 8 451- acre tract, must be

prepared and recorded prior to submittal of the concept plat.
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2 The concept plat is intended only to suggest a concept and shall not be considered the

final approved development plat. That plat must be prepared and approved as part of the

regularplat approval process

3 There shall be no more than 32 residential lots within the overall subdivision.

4 In addition to the 50' greenbelt adjacent to Old Senoia Road required by the City' s

Buffer Ordinance, all portions of the site identified on the concept plat as buffer area

shall be deeded to the City and designated as greenbelt.
5 The Applicant shall provide colored renderings of the typical elevations of the homes,

including exterior building materials, for review and approval as a part of the concept

plat submittal process

6 The side elevations of the homes on Lots 1, 6, 29 and 32 visible from the internal roads

shall include architectural detailing to avoid creating a blank wall facing the public
streets

7 All internal streets shall conform to current city design guidelines and standards for
public streets Additionally, the multi- use path connection shall be constructed to City
standards

8 Equipment for the proposed tot lot shall be submitted to and approved by the City' s

Recreation Department prior to installation.

9 The City Engineer shall approve the location of the entrance offof Old Senoia Road to

assure adequate sight distance and other necessary safety considerations

10 The developer shall be responsible for paying the Kedron service area impact fee in

addition to the above additional project costs



Ordinance Number LUR- 12)

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE PEACHTREE CITY ZONING

ORDINANCE TO REZONE THE 4. 567- ACRE WILKS TRACT AND THE

3. 885- ACRE BLOCKER TRACT ON OLD SENOIA ROAD

FOR A SINGLE- FAMILY DETACHED CLUSTER NEIGHBORHOOD,

AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

PEACHTREE CITY, and it is hereby ordained by authority of the same, that a 45669-

acre parcel and an adjoining 3 8845- acre parcel on Old Senoia Road be rezoned from

their current designation of AR Agricultural Reserve to LUR Limited Use Residential by
amending Section 1013A Specific limited- use residential districts and adding Section

1 013A. 12 as follows

Two tracts of property described below shall be rezoned from their present classification

of AR Agricultural Reserve to LUR Limited Use Residential Said properties are more

particularly described as follow

Wilks tract:

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 155 of the 7th District of

Fayette County and being more particularly described as follows

To arrive at the POINT OF BEGINNING, COMMENCE at the intersection of the

Northwesterly right-of-way of Belvedere Drive ( 50' right- of-way) and the Northeasterly
right-of-way of Kedron Drive ( right-of-way varies), THENCE in a Northwesterly direction

along the Northeasterly right-of-way of Kedron Drive a distance of 395 44 feet to a point
on the west line of a Peachtree City City Greenbelt; THENCE leaving the right-of-way of

Kedron Drive in a North direction along the West line of said City Greenbelt a distance

of 75967 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar; THENCE continuing along said City Greenbelt North 00

degrees 43 minutes 39 seconds East a distance of 401. 28 feet to a 1" crimped pipe and

the POINT OF BEGINNING, THENCE leaving said City Greenbelt South 78 degrees 02

minutes 34 seconds West a distance of 526 09 feet to a point on the Easterly right- of-

way of Old State Route No 74 ( 80' right-of-way), THENCE along said right-of-way along
a curve to the right having a radius of 2,493 93 feet, a delta of 06 degrees 53 minutes

32 seconds, an arc length of 300 00 feet, and a chord which bears North 15 degrees 00

minutes 59 seconds West having a chord distance of 29982 feet to a 3/ 4" crimped pipe,
THENCE leaving the right-of-way of Old State Route No 74 North 70 degrees 01

minutes 00 seconds East a distance of 641 03 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar on the west line of a

Peachtree City Greenbelt; THENCE along said City Greenbelt South 01 degrees 26

minutes 40 seconds West a distance of 39978 feet to a 1" crimped pipe and the POINT

OF BEGINNING, and containing 4 567 acre( s) of land, more or less



Blocker tract:

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 155 of the 7th District of

Fayette County and being more particularly described as follows

To arrive at the POINT OF BEGINNING, COMMENCE at the intersection of the

Northwesterly right-of-way of Belvedere Drive ( 50' right-of-way) and the Northeasterly

right-of-way of Kedron Drive ( right-of-way varies), THENCE in a Northwesterly direction

along the Northeasterly right-of-way of Kedron Drive a distance of 395 44 feet to a point
on the west line of a Peachtree City City Greenbelt; THENCE leaving the right-of-way of

Kedron Drive in a North direction along the West line of said City Greenbelt a distance

of 759 67 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar and the POINT OF BEGINNING, THENCE leaving said

City Greenbelt South 84 degrees 55 minutes 43 seconds West a distance of 39331 feet

to a 5/ 8" rod on the Easterly right- of-way of Old State Route No 74 ( 80' right- of-way),

THENCE along said right-of-way the following courses and distances North 19 degrees
56 minutes 39 seconds West a distance of 26932 feet to a point on a curve, THENCE

along a curve to the right having a radius of 2, 49393 feet, a delta of 01 degrees 47

minutes 55 seconds, an arc length of 78. 28 feet, and a chord which bears North 19

degrees 21 minutes 42 seconds West having a chord distance of 78.28 feet to a point;
THENCE leaving the right-of-way of Old State Route No 74 North 78 degrees 02

minutes 34 seconds East a distance of 526 09 feet to a 1" crimped pipe on the west line

of a Peachtree City City Greenbelt; THENCE along said City Greenbelt South 00

degrees 43 minutes 39 seconds West a distance of 401 28 feet to a 1/ 2" rebar and the

POINT OF BEGINNING, and containing 3 884 acre( s) of land, more or less

A survey of both parcels is shown as Exhibit "A" and a general development concept is

shown as Exhibit " B", both of which are included with this ordinance as attachments

The overall development of the tract is subject to the following conditions

1 The proposed rezoning applies to both the 4 567 -acre Wilks tract and the 3 884-

acre Blocker tract. A plat, which combines both parcels into one 8 451- acre tract,

must be prepared and recorded prior to submittal of the concept plat.

2 The concept plat is intended only to suggest a concept and shall not be

considered the final approved development plat. That plat must be prepared and

approved as part of the regular plat approval process

3 There shall be no more than 32 residential lots within the overall subdivision

4 In addition to the 50' greenbelt adjacent to Old Senoia Road required by the

City' s Buffer Ordinance, all portions of the plat identified on the concept plat as

buffer area shall be deeded to the City and designated as greenbelt.

5 The Applicant shall provide colored renderings of the typical elevations of the

homes, including exterior building materials, for review and approval as a part of

the concept plat submittal process



6 The side elevations of the homes on Lots 1, 6, 29 and 32 visible from the internal

roads shall include architectural detailing to avoid creating a blank wall facing the

public streets

7 All internal streets shall conform to current city design guidelines and standards

for public streets Additionally, the multi- use path connection shall be

constructed to City standards

8 Equipment for the proposed tot lot shall be submitted to and approved by the

City' s Recreation Department prior to installation

9 The City Engineer shall approve the location of the entrance off of Old Senoia

Road to assure adequate sight distance and other necessary safety
considerations

10 The developer shall be responsible for paying the Kedron service area impact fee

in addition to the above additional project costs

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are hereby repealed
in their entirety

Done, Ratified, and passed this _
th

day of 2005

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk







CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

FROM:

Mayor and Council Members ~

City Planner! Zoning Administrato#

111r1L
lC s Di;~~ r ~/

City Manage I

Developme

TO:

VIA:

DATE September 26, 2005

SUBJECT Amendment to Article VII, Section 704 Annexation

October 6, 2005 City Council agenda

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that CouncIl adopt the proposed amendment to SectIOn 704 AnnexatIOn

Attachment " A") and authorize Staff to mcorporate the amended ordinance into the CIty' S Land

Development Ordmance

Discussion:

At the August 8 Plannmg CommIssIOn meetmg, the referenced ordmance amendment was

dIscussed in a Public Heanng ( Attachment " B") The estabhshment of tIme pen ods between

submIttals was dIscussed at the June 2, 2005 CIty CounCIl meetmg. The transcnpt of thIS portIOn

of the meeting ( Attachment " C") mdlcates CounCIlman Rapson desired to see language mserted

mto the annexatIOn process to reqmre a mmlmum of SIX months between apphcatIon submIttals

If a request to annex property was demed by CIty CounCIl.

The proposed amendment estabhshes a sIx- month waltmg penod between apphcatIons for

annexatIOn requests, whIch IS IdentIcal to the tIme penod already estabhshed for apphcatIOns for

rezonmg requests. The proposed amendment was dIscussed m a Pubhc Heanng at the September
12 Plannmg CommISSIOn meetmg. At that meetmg, the Planning CommIsSIOn recommended

unanImously to forward the proposed recommendatIOn to CIty Council WIth a recommendatIOn

that It be approved ( Attachment " D")

Budf!et impact:

There are no budget Impacts assocIated WIth tills request.

Attachments



Ordinance Number

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE VII, SECTION 704,

OF THE PEACHTREE CITY ZONING ORDINANCE

TO ESTABLISH TIMEFRAMES FOR THE SUBMITTAL OF APPLICATIONS

FOR ANNEXATION REQUESTS,
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

PEACHTREE CITY, and it is hereby ordained by authority of the same, that Section 704

related to annexations be amended as follows

Sec. 704. Annexation

These regulations are designed to set forth the principles which shall apply to

annexation of property into the city limits of the city The following principles shall apply'

a) Support and enhance the existing economic value and environmental control

of property within the city limits

b) Primary consideration will be given to complementary zoning within the

current land use plan of the city and contiguous jurisdictions

704 1) Priority will be given to raw land that can be developed consistent

with current city standards Secondary considerations will be given
to harmoniously adjacent developed parcels

704 2) The city shall provide written notification to the appropriate
governmental jurisdiction as soon as practicable following the

initiation of any annexation

7043) It is desirable, but not essential, that all property have natural

boundaries, but in no instance create unnatural division for

convenience sake

704 4) Each of the following factors will be reviewed on each area to be

annexed according to economic and service feasibility on its own

merit within the framework of existing plan for the entire city'

a Water/ sewer

b Road/ street access

c Police/ fire protection
d Zoning compliance

704 5) Whenever the owner of a piece of property outside the city limits
wishes to request that certain property be annexed into the city

Attachment "A"



limits of Peachtree City, such person or their designated agent shall

follow a two- step review process as adopted by City Council at their

meeting on August 5, 2004, and formally identified as the

Annexation Review Process
II

A copy of this document is kept on

record at City Hall and is available from the City Planner/ Zoning
Administrator

The first step of this process is intended to provide a general
overview of the proposed annexation and identifies how the

annexation mayor may not be compatible with the established

goals within the City' s Comprehensive Plan This information will

be reviewed by City Staff and other governmental agencies and will

then be forwarded to City Council for review

Should City Council recommend that the proposed annexation

request continue through the established review process, step two

of this process requires the submittal of additional and detailed

information pertaining to the impacts of the proposed annexation

and subsequent development. The recommendation that the

annexation request continue through the review process in no way

implies that the City Council will ultimately approve the property for

annexation

Until such time that the City Council votes to accept an application
for annexation, City Staff shall not take any action or make any
recommendations with respect to such application

If the application for annexation is rejected by City Council, no

further action will be taken by the City regarding such application

704 6) A property owner may not apply for annexation of the same parcel
more often than once every six months, provided that a property
owner, with the consent of the city council, may voluntarily withdraw

the annexation application once prior to the time same is acted

upon by the city council, and the six-month waiting period shall not

apply to a subsequent annexation application for the same parcel,
the " same parcel" is one which includes any portion of a parcel for

which a annexation application has been submitted previously; and

704 7) If an applicant [ application] for annexation is denied by action of the

city council, then the same property may not again be reconsidered

for annexation until the expiration of at least six months

immediately following said denial





EXCERPT FROM MINUTES

OF

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

August 8, 2005

PH- 05- 10 Proposed Amendments to Article VII, Section 704 Annexation.

Mr Rast explamed that thIS proposed amendment would put a tIme frame on the annexatIOn

schedule. It would add the same language that was m the rezoning apphcatIOn to the annexatIon

apphcatIOn and would require the Apphcant to WaIt SIX months before resubmlttmg an

apphcatlOn for the same pIece of property

Mayor Brown wondered If an extension would be warranted if the CIty made a request of the

Apphcant, e. g., a traffic study or an envIronmental Impact report.

Mr Rast explamed that thIS amendment would apply after the apphcatIOn had been submItted

and CounCIl had receIved all of theIr requested mformatIOn and ultImately demed the request.

Mr Mulhn thought some type of cntena was needed m order to understand what the Apphcant
would bnng to CIty Councll for Step One. Dunng thIS step of the process, the proposal would be

dIscussed m general terms and then, If CounCIl thought the request warranted further dISCUSSIon,

the speCIfics reqUlred m Step Two would also be spelled out.

Mr Payton thought the Items that would defimtely be reqUlred should be described and that It

should be left open for addItIonal sIte- specific Items.

Mayor Brown suggested that the first step possibly could be a workshop Mr Payton and Mr

Mullm hked that idea and the term " workshop" Mayor Brown noted that there would have to be

an approval for the proposal to move to the next phase so It could not be a workshop per se. He

thought possibly it could be a " general overvIew" The pomt was that he thought If the CIty put

a burden on the Apphcant, there should be somethmg m the language of the Ordmance that gave

the Apphcant addItIonal tIme to comply

Mr Green stated that Staff s proposal was only addressing the time penod that must elapse
before an annexatIon request could be resubmItted for the same pIece of property

Mr Rast explamed that the proposal dealt WIth the first step, the general overvIew, of the

proposal. If and when CounCIl denied the Applicant's request, they could not resubmIt an

apphcatIOn for that property, nor could anyone else, for six months. It was not puttmg a tIme

hmlt on the amount of tIme an apphcant would have to prOVIde mformatIon or that CounCIl

would have to reVIew It.

Mayor Brown saId that hIS understandmg was that Council wanted a tIme hmltatIOn for the

whole process Mr Payton noted that there was not a time limItatIon assocIated WIth thIS

proposal, and he dId not feel 12 months would be suffiCIent tIme for the entIre annexatIOn

Attachment " B"





06- 05- 05 DISCUSSIon of AnnexatIOn Pohcy

Mr Rapson had two Issues.

1 He wanted to clarify for the record the motIon that was made in regard to annexatIOn. He

had been hearIng all kinds of dIfferent scenarIOS m regard to thmgs that were gomg to be

proposed. He beheved that the CIty actually had not gotten anythmg from Wieland m

regard to the annexation proposal for Phase Two He wanted to be sure the Board was m

agreement as to the parameter of the box that they tried to define that was going to Phase

Two. He read Mayor Brown' s motion.

Brown moved to take the request to the next step in the annexation process with

the concept ofresidential lots only with no multi-family, that 360 be used as the

conceptual number, and that Wieland would cover the cost ofStaff time up to

20,000 It was seconded by Stuart and passed by 3- 2 with Rapson and Weed

voting against it.

Mr Rapson had heard rumors that it was going to be some type of mIxed use, It was

going to have some commercial, maybe some retall, be more than 360 He Just wanted

to make sure they were all in agreement that that was the box that they had defined and

that what he antiCIpated Staff working on in regard to Phase Two would not have

anything other than what was imphed in that motIon. Mayor Brown noted that Mr

Rapson had read the motion.

2. Another thmg Mr Rapson wanted to bring up was that he thought m regard to the process

they had actually put into place with Phase One/Phase Two, he would like to see a

requirement added into Phase One that basically stated that if an annexation request dId

come before this Board and it was denied, the Apphcant who brought that annexation

would have to wait six months before they brought back another version so Council

would not be contmually churning and burning these things. Rutherford pointed out that

Council had never denied that request. Rapson knew that but pomted out that right now

there was nothing in the phase that would prohibIt them from bringIng one back each

week until they got It right.

Kourajian asked if there was a cost associated with bnnging in an annexation request.
Rutherford said there was not with Phase One. Rapson said there was not and that was why he

wanted to direct Staff to modify the annexation policy to show in Phase One, If It is denied. that

there would be a penod of six months before they could bnng it back.

Mayor Brown said there were two scenarios. If they bnng something up and It'S really close, we

could table it and go back. We have that optIOn. If It' s so far off that everyone says tills one IS

out of here, he didn' t have any problem with six months. If it's just a matter of tweaking that

and tweaking thIS, we can say bring thIS back to us at the next meeting and then we can go to

Phase Two
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UNAPPROVED EXCERPT OF MINUTES

OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

September 12, 2005

PH-05- 10 Proposed Amendments to Article VII, Section 704 Annexation.

Mr Rast stated that these amendments had been revIewed at the August 8 Planmng
CommIsSIOn meetmg and would bnng the submIttal tIme frame for annexatIOns In hne
wIth the language m the rezomng sectIOn of the Ordmance If an applIcant submItted the
documents for annexatIOn and Council determmed that they dId not want to approve It,

there would be a sIx- month waltmg penod before a new applIcatIOn could be made for
that partIcular pIece of property

Mr Rast further explamed that there had been a questIon as to the mtent of CouncIlman

Rapson' s comments made at the June 2, 2005, CIty CouncIl meetIng. In researchmg the
mmutes of that meeting, Staff found that Staff s proposal was exactly what CouncIlman

Rapson wanted to see Consequently, no changes had been made to Staffs proposal and
It was recommended the Planmng CommISSIOn forward the proposed amendments to CIty
Council WIth a recommendatIOn that they be approved.

No one else spoke m favor of or m oppOSItIon to the proposed amendments

Mr Payton wanted to confirm that all of the Planning CommiSSIOn' s comments had been

mcorporated mto the recommendatIOns Mr Rast stated that they had.

After dISCUSSIOn, a motIon was made by Mr Scott, seconded by Mr Johnson, and

unammously adopted to forward to CIty Council the proposed amendments to ArtIcle
VII, SectIOn 704, AnnexatIOn with a recommendatIon for approval

Attachment D



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO Mayor and Council Members

FROM: City Planner/ Zoning Administrat

VIA:

DATE: September 26, 2005

SUBJECT Amendments to Article XI, Section 1108, Landscape plan requirements
October 6, 2005 City Council agenda

Recommendation.

Staff recommends that Councll adopt the proposed amendments to SectIOn 1108, Landscape plan
reqUlrements ( Attachment " A") and authonze Staff to mcorporate the amended ordmance into

the CIty' S Land Development Ordmance.

Discussion.

The CIty' S Buffer Ordmance was established in 1997, wIth the mtent of preservIng natural

vegetatIOn adJacent to the maJor thoroughfares throughout the CIty as development of these SItes

progressed. CIty Staff and the Plannmg CommIssIon have worked very closely wIth developers
and property owners as plans have been submItted to determme the extent of vegetatIon that can

be removed from these areas to open VIews mto the property from the adJommg roads To date,

tills has been handled on a case-by-case baSIS and for the most part, has been successful m

mamtammg natural vegetatIOn wlthm these areas.

However, we have run mto a few SItuatIOns where developers have removed vegetatIOn from

these areas wIthout authonzatIOn from the CIty or vegetatIOn has dIed and has not been replaced.
To try and aVOId these SItuatIOns, we were asked to develop a method of documentmg what

vegetatIOn IS wlthm these tree save and landscape buffers as well as determme a way to mom tor

what vegetatIOn IS removed from these areas without authorizatIOn.

The proposed amendments reqUlre that a tree survey be prepared for all vegetatIOn 2" m cahper
and above as a part of the mltIal submIttal to CIty Staff. This survey WIll IdentIfy the types, SIze

and locatIOn of all SIgnIficant vegetatIOn wlthm these buffers. Pnor to removal of any vegetatIOn
wlthm these areas, the owner of the property, hIS Landscape ArchItect and hIS landscape
contractor must meet on-SIte WIth CIty Staff to reVIew the condItIon of the vegetatIOn wlthm the

buffer and determme to what extent vegetatIOn can be removed or to what extent lower hmbs can



Amendments to Article XI, Section 1108, Landscape plan requirements

September 26, 2005

Page Two

be removed from eXlstmg trees to open VIews mto the sIte. Once vegetatIOn IS removed from

these areas, Staff wIll re- vlslt the sIte and note the removed vegetatIOn on the tree survey/

landscape plan.

The proposed ordmance amendments were dIscussed m a workshop format at the July 11

Plannmg CommIssion meetmg ( Attachment " B") and in a Public Heanng at the August 8

Attachment " C") and September 12 Plannmg CommIssIon meetmgs. At the September 12

meetmg, the Plannmg CommissIOn voted unanImously that the proposed amendments be

forwarded to CIty Councll with a recommendatIOn that they be approved ( Attachment " D")

Budf!et impact:

There are no budget Impacts assocIated WIth thIS request.

Attachments



Ordinance Number

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE XI, SECTION 1108,

OF THE PEACHTREE CITY LANO OEVEI..OPMENT ORDINANCE

SPECIFICALLY TO ADD LANGUAGE PERTAINING TO THE REMOVAL

OF VEGETATION WITHIN TREE SAVE AND LANDSCAPE BUFFERS,
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

PEACHTREE CITY, and it is hereby ordained by authority of the same, that Section

1108 Landscape plan requirements be amended as follows

Section 1108 Landscape plan requirements.

A landscape plan is required for any development in Peachtree City, other than

the development of individual lots for single- family residential purposes, and shall

comply with the following requirements

a) A Registered Landscape Architect licensed to practice in the State of

Georgia shall prepare the plan

b) All areas not devoted to structures, site development features, and natural

vegetation shall be landscaped

c) The plan shall include a detailed calculation of all impervious area on a

project site, including total square footage of all buildings, accessory
structures, parking areas, drive aisles, service courts, sidewalks, patios,
etc or any area where water cannot penetrate the earth Stormwater
detention ponds or other structures designed to hold water shall be
considered impervious surfaces

d) The plan shall include one canopy tree with a minimum trunk caliper of 2

inches measured at 6" above finish grade for every 1, 000 square feet of

impervious area on the site

e) The plan shall include one understory tree for every 1, 000 square feet of

impervious area on the site

1) Deciduous understory trees shall be a minimum of 2" in caliper
measured at 6" above finish grade

2) Multi- trunk trees used as understory trees shall have a minimum of
three canes, each of which shall be a minimum of 1" in caliper
measured at 6" above finish grade

3) Evergreen understory trees shall be a minimum of 15- gallon in size

or a minimum of six feet ( 6') in height above finish grade at the time

of planting

a) Preservation of existing vegetation within a project site, other than those

trees or other vegetation located within tree save and/ or landscape
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buffers, undisturbed buffers, no impervious buffers, delineated wetland or

floodplain areas, stream buffers, designated open space, watershed

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

total number of canopy trees may be awarded

Tree credit shall be determined as follows

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

Total SF of project site that can be developed

For example, if the total developable area of a 2 3- acre tract is 1 4 acres

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

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

6. 500 x 100 = 11 % of potential tree save credit

60, 984

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

a project site

g) If a development involves an addition or modification to the side or rear of

an existing building or structure which is already properly landscaped, and

the addition is not visible from any street, the landscape plan for the new

development shall be prepared assuming a 50 percent reduction in the

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

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

should include an underground irrigation system with a programmable
timer and operational rain shut-off device If an underground irrigation
system is not available, all planting areas shall be located no more than

one hundred feet from a watering source and assurances shall be

furnished to the city landscape architect that water will be available and

appropriate watering shall take place

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

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

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

required

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

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

landscape buffers. This survey shall be prepared by a Registered



Land Surveyor Once the site is cleared and graded and prior to the

removal of any vegetation within these buffers, the Applicant, his

landscape architect and his landscape contractor shall schedule a

meeting on- site with the city landscape architect to review the tree

survey and condition of the existing trees and vegetation within

these buffers

The city may allow the removal of those trees and vegetation

1 that are damaged, diseased or pose a threat to other trees,

vegetation, or structures,

2. whose roots have been damaged or disturbed by construction

activities; or,

3 that are growing in close proximity to other trees and, in the

opinion of the city landscape architect may inhibit the healthy

growth or development of existing trees or vegetation

Should any vegetation within a designated tree save and landscape
buffer be removed, the remaining vegetation shall be identified and

documented on the approved landscape plan Should any of this

vegetation be removed without City approval, the owner of the

property shall be required to replace the total caliper inches of

vegetation removed within the tree save and landscape buffer at the

discretion of the city landscape architect.

k) The city landscape architect shall work with the property owner or

landscape contractor to identify the natural vegetation that can be

removed and the extent that existing trees can be limbed up to open

views into the site from the adjoining roadway In no instance shall

more than 50% of the existing trees and vegetation within a

designated tree save and landscape buffer be removed. After all

work has been completed, the property owner shall provide an

updated tree survey showing all remaining trees and vegetation

Once natural vegetation has been removed from a tree save or

landscape buffer area, this area will be maintained in accordance

with section 1113 of this ordinance





EXCERPT FROM MINUTES

PLANNING COMMISSION

WORKSHOP MEETING

July 11, 2005

Proposed Amendment to Section 1108, Landscape Plan Requirements Pertaining to

Removal of Vegetation within Designated Tree Save and Landscape Buffers.

Mr Rast explamed that thIS Ordmance dealt wIth tree save and landscape buffers on sItes

throughout the CIty He noted that the CIty Ordmance reqUlred tree save and landscape
buffers on parcels that fronted on major thoroughfares throughout the CIty Dependmg
on theIr locatIOn, these buffers ranged from 40 to 60 feet. The ApplIcant was reqUlred to

preserve the vegetatIOn m the buffer but was allowed to thm out the underbrush and some

of the smaller trees, vmes, weeds, etc

Mr Rast explamed the specIfics of the process and stated that the system had worked

well However, one member of CIty CouncIl had requested that thIS process be more

formalIzed and also asked that Staff develop an amendment that would set some

gUldelmes as to how the cleanng and thmmng would be done and what would happen If

the sIte was over- cleared. He stated that essentIally they wanted to reqUlre the ApplIcant
to provIde a tree survey of the remammg vegetation wIthm the tree save and landscape
buffer In thIS way, Staff would have a record of the vegetatIOn m the area and would

allow the CIty to reqUlre that plant matenal be added when It dId not survIVe or was

removed without Staff's permission.

Mr Rast explamed the ordmance amendments that were proposed. SpecIfically, all

vegetatIon WIthin the tree save and landscape buffer that was 2" m caliper would need to

be IdentIfied on the landscape plan that was presented for Planmng CommIssIOn and Staff

reVIew

Mr Rast noted that smce the Buffer Ordmance was adopted m 1998, he had not allowed

any removal of vegetatIOn wIthm the tree save and landscape buffer untIl the SIte was

cleared and graded. In no mstance would the CIty allow any more than 50 percent of the

vegetatIon to be removed.

Mr Rast also stated that when developers chose to reduce the landscape buffer along a

major thoroughfare such as HIghway 74, they were reqUlred to add addItIOnal plant
matenal to enhance the remammg vegetatIOn m the buffer

The CommIssIOners were m agreement WIth the proposed amendment to the ordmance

Mr Mullm wondered If the landscape archItect would provIde the surveyor If a
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surveYIng company would survey the trees. Mr Rast stated that a landscape archItect, an

arbonst, or a surveyor could do the survey However, It was noted that unless the work

was done by a land surveyor, It would not be locatIOn specIfic Mr Mulhn hIghly
recommended that the land be surveyed to obtam thIS mformatIOn.

Mr Rast pomted out that the mtent of the Buffer Ordmance was not to totally block the

VIew of the sIte from the street but to preserve the treescape along the road. He noted that

thmmng the trees also resulted m a healthIer stand of trees

Staff and the CommIssIOners agreed that the landscape archItect should be reqUIred to

attend the on- sIte meetmg that was held pnor to any tree removal so they would

understand the City' s requirements Mr Green thought appropriate language should be

added to the ordmance to address thIS Issue

In response to a questIOn from Mr Scott, Mr Rast stated that the landscape plan reVIew

mcluded a separate calculatIOn when the SIze of the buffer had been reduced. He noted

that one part of the recent amendment to the VegetatIOn ProtectIOn Ordmance dealt

specIfically WIth resIdents and developers who cleared areas wIthout authonzatlon. The

penalty was based on the total cahper mches of the trees that had been removed from the

buffer

The CommIssIoners also thought the penalty for removmg trees should be addressed m

thIS ordmance and that the penalty should be substantIal. Mr Green stated that he knew

that some mumcIpahtles reqUIred astronomIcal penaltIes, some as hIgh as $ 40, 000 per

tree

Mr Rast stated that he would make the changes the CommIssIOners recommended and

then forward the proposed amendment to the CIty Attorney for reVIew A pubhc heanng
would be scheduled for the August 8, 2005, Planmng CommIssIOn meetmg



EXCERPT FROM MINUTES

OF

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

August 8, 2005

PH-05- 11 Proposed Amendments to Article XI, Section 1108, Landscape Plan

Requirements.

Mr Rast explamed that thIS sectIOn would amend the Landscape Ordmance that was approved
several months ago It would add two paragraphs to establish guldehnes for the preservatIOn
and/or removal of vegetatIOn wlthm the tree save and landscape buffers.

Mr Rast stated that m the past, he had been meetmg WIth the landscape contractor to walk the

SIte and flag the trees that were to remam. After the other trees were removed, they would go

back to thm out the vegetatIon and 11mb up some of the trees to open VIews mto the SIte from the

thoroughfare ThIS amendment would put that process m wntmg and add a reqUlrement that all

of the vegetatIon wlthm the deSIgnated tree save and landscape buffer that was 2 mches m cahper
and greater would have to be shown on the site plan. In thIS way, when Staff met WIth the

contractor to do the flaggmg and mltIal clearIng, there would be a record of what was out there

as well as what was left after the clearIng was completed.

He explamed that there had been mstances m the past where more trees had been cleared than

were mltIally approved. He added that in the past couple of months, the buffers had been

photographed as they were cleared whIch sometimes worked and sometImes dId not work. The

proposed amendment would reqUlre that a tree survey be provided to show what was on the SIte

and would also IdentIfy the process that allowed thlnnmg of the buffer It would also gIVe a

calculatIOn that no more than 50 percent of the eXlstmg trees wlthm the tree save and landscape
buffers could be removed.

Mr Rast noted that thIS would put more of a burden on the Applicant but would also provIde the

CIty more documentatIon about what was left on the site after It was developed. He referred to

the Newnan Coweta Bank faCIlity as an example of how this process, WIth the exceptIOn of the

reqmrement for the tree survey, had worked m the past. Mr Mulhn noted that It was a denser

buffer but It was cleaned up

Mayor Brown saId he thought thIS reqmrement should be retroactIve so that anyone who had

thInned a buffer would have to do a survey m order to be able to contmue to thm that buffer It

was noted that anythmg that was m the approved landscape plan had to be replaced If It dIed or

otherwIse was removed from the SIte

There was conSIderable dIscussIOn about whether the reqmrement to replace vegetatIOn would

apply when trees were removed by natural causes, e. g., a humcane, a tornado, etc Mayor
Brown noted that It would only apply If the property owner had thInned the buffer In those

mstances, the owner was responsible for the vegetatIOn that remamed because by removmg and

hmbmg up the trees, the remammg trees were more susceptible to damage.
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UNAPPROVED EXCERPT OF MINUTES

OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

September 12, 2005

PH-05- 11 Proposed Amendments to Article XI, Sections 1108 Landscape
Plan Requirements.

Mr Rast explaIned that these ordInance amendments were dIscussed m a workshop at the

July 11 Plannmg CommIsSIOn meetIng and m a pubhc heanng at the August 8 Planmng
CommIsSIOn meetmg. He noted that the recommendatIOns of the Planmng CommIsSIOn

had been mcorporated mto the Ordmance Those recommendatIOns were

that the tree survey be prepared by a regIstered land surveyor and

that language be added to the Ordmance to reqUlre that property owners replace

any vegetatIOn that dIed or was removed wIthm a tree save or landscape buffer

after It had been hmbed up or thmned.

No one else spoke m favor of or m Opposltton to the proposed amendments

Mr Rast noted that Mayor Brown had menttoned makmg these reqUlrements retroacttve

Mr Rast stated that the CIty Attorney dId not feel thIS could be done, and the

reqUlrements would apply from the date the ordmance amendment was adopted forward.

Mr Johnson wondered whether a penalty had been estabhshed for unauthonzed tree

removal. Mr Rast saId there had not been a penalty m the past, but now there was He

noted that It was m a separate sectIOn of the Landscape Ordmance

Mr Green was concerned about the language that saId that trees and vegetatIOn could be

removed If theIr roots were damaged by constructIon actIvItIes. He knew from hIS

expenence on constructIons SItes that unwanted trees and vegetatIOn were somettmes

damaged mtenttonal1y

Mr Stnckhn pomted out that erOSIOn control fences were mstalled m tree save buffers

before any cleanng could take place on the SIte

Mr Rast stated that 6- 8 months ago, the CIty had begun a pohcy that before the

Development Inspector would Issue a land dIsturbance permIt, he would meet WIth the

CIty Engmeer and the developer and contractor and go over the final SIte plan Issues

ThIS process seemed to be reducmg occurrences where trees and vegetatIon were

damaged dunng constructIOn acttvIttes He added that the Development Inspector, the
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Unapproved Excerpt of Plannmg Commission Minutes

September 12, 2005

Page 2

Engmeermg AssIstant, the Planmng AssIstant, and others were also out m the field to

momtor the sItes.

Mr Payton and Mr MullIn felt there should be dIscussIOn at the tIme of the tree survey

that stIpulated that both trees and root systems must be protected.

Mr Rast further stated that there had been mstances where a SIgnIficant or speCImen tree

reqUIred both tree save fencmg and a wooden bamer be mstalled before any cleanng took

place

Mr Green' s concern was that, unless there was a substantial financial penalty, the

constructIOn worker on the SIte dId not care about protectmg the trees He stated that

there must be somethmg that put the contractor on notIce that the CIty was senous about

protectmg the trees

Mr Rast stated agam that thIS was dIscussed m greater detail m another sectIOn of the

Ordmance

After dIscussIOn, a motion was made by Mr Green, seconded by Mr Johnson, and

unammously adopted to forward to CIty Council the proposed amendments to ArtIcle XI,

SectIOn 1108 wIth a recommendation for approval.





















DAVID J. STUDDARD & ASSOCIATES, LLC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

180 North McDonough St.

Jonesboro, Georgia 30236

Phone ( 770) 471- 2211 Fax (770) 471- 4497

August 19, 2005

Ms. Angela Egan
Purchasing Agent
151 Willowbend Rd.

Peachtree City, Ga. 30269

Re: Municipal Court Solicitor Pro- Hac

Dear Ms. Egan,

I am submitting this letter in response to the City of Peachtree City' s solicitation

for a Municipal Court Solicitor Pro- Hac. I am very interested in serving in that position.

Enclosed please find my resume which details my experience and education along
with my civic activities. Our firm currently has only two lawyers however; I would be

the only lawyer in this firm providing service as a Solicitor Pro-Hac for Peachtree City
Municipal Court. I was sworn into the State Bar of Georgia in June of 2004 and have

worked as a criminal defense attorney representing clients in municipal, state and

superior court. I provide indigent defense in Clayton County and have gained a great
deal of experience working in Jonesboro City Municipal Court, as well as municipal
courts in and around the Jonesboro- Clayton County area.

I have never represented a client in the Municipal Court ofPeachtree City I can

assure you that should I be selected to this position, I will not represent clients in the

Municipal Court ofPeachtree City

As a retired law enforcement officer, I am very enthusiastic about working in a

prosecutorial capacity I find that I am very comfortable in the role of prosecutor I

participated in a Law School Externship in the Office of the Solicitor General for the

State Court ofFayette County where I participated in all aspects of misdemeanor

prosecution including plea negotiations, bench and jury trials and probation revocations.

I am wilhng to make myself available as often as needed to serve as Municipal
Court Solicitor Pro-Hac for the City of Peachtree City I propose that I would be

compensated at a rate of $65. 00 per hour

0. ,,,.~,~. "_~







CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

FROM.

Mayor & COUnci~ emberS

City Planner~ ; 

j'

D~~ r 'atv?

TO:

VIA.

DATE September 29, 2005

SUBJECT: Approval of Sanitary Sewer Easement for Delta Financial Center

October 6, 2005 City Council agenda

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that CIty CounCIl authonze the Delta Fmanclal Center to utIhze an eXIsting
cart path easement to mstall a storm sewer Ime from theIr development to the eXlstmg storm

sewer system wlthm the FaIrfield subdIvisIOn.

Discussion:

CIty Staff IS currently revlewmg the final sIte plan for the Delta Fmanclal Center at the

mtersectIOn of GA 74 North and Wisdom Road. Staff IS also workmg WIth reSIdents of the

FaIrfield subdIVIsIon in an effort to alleVIate numerous floodmg problems wlthm the subdIVISIon.

As a part of hIS reVIew of the HydrolOgIcal Study, the CIty Engmeer recommended that the

Apphcant connect theIr storm dram system to the eXlstmg storm dram system wlthm the

adJommg FaIrfield subdIVIsIOn as opposed to dIscharging theIr stormwater within the nght-of-

way of WIsdom Road.

When the FaIrfield subdIVIsIOn was platted, a 20' -wide cart path easement was granted to the

CIty between Lots 11 and 12 for the constructIOn of a future cart path connectIOn. The property
owner on Lot 11 IS expenencmg runoff problems at the rear of theIr property from the eXlstmg
development on the Ergle tract. The regradmg of thIS SIte and the mstallatIOn of an underground
stormwater storage system, along WIth a closed system to move stormwater to an eXlstmg storm

dram wlthm South FaIrfield Dnve, w1l1 alleVIate thIS SItuatIOn and floodmg problems on other

lots wlthm thIS portIOn ofthe subdIVISIOn.

The CIty Engmeer and the Apphcant have met WIth the property owner of Lot 11 who has SIgned
a Temporary ConstructIOn Easement and Permanent Easement for the work proposed on theIr

property ( Attachments " A" and " B") Smce this easement was granted m favor of the City,
CounCIl authonzatIOn IS necessary to allow the Apphcant to move forward WIth thIS work.





After recording, return to

Theodore P Meeker, III

Davis & Meeker, LLC

6631 Watson Street

Union City, GA 30291

TEMPORARY STORM WATER SEWER AND MULTI- USE PATH CONSTRUCTION

EASEMENT

This Temporary Storm Water Sewer and Multi-use Path Construction Easement
is given this Jq day of So.p~ b&' 2005, by Angela L. Olivera, 120 Fairfield Drive,

Peachtree City, Georgia ( hereinafter " Grantor") to the Delta Employees Credit Union, a

Georgia corporation ( hereinafter " Grantee")

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, The Grantor is the own~ r of saiq property know as all that tract of

land lying and being in Land Lot 158 of the 7TH District of Fayette County, Georgia,

being Lot 11 of Fairfield Subdivision, Phase 1A as per plat recorded in Plat Book 23,

Pages 122- 123, Fayette County, Georgia and further described therein, and,

WHEREAS, The Grantee has requested that the Grantor grant and convey to the

Grantee a temporary construction easement over, upon, across, and under and through
a portion of the property of the Grantor for the purpose of construction, operating,
maintaining, repairing, inspecting and reconstructing a storm water sewer and multi- use

path and appurtenances and the Grantor has agreed to do so

NOW, THEREFORE, the Grantor, for and inconsideration of the sum of One

Dollar ($ 1 00) and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of

which is hereby acknowledged, has given, granted and conveyed, and by the presents
does give, grant, and convey unto the Grantee, its successors arid assigns, the

temporary right, privilege and easements to construct, operate, maintain, repair, inspect
and reconstruct a multi-use path and appurtenances over upon, across under and

through the above referenced property of the Grantor, said temporary easements being
described as follows

TEMPORARY EASEMENT A nonexclusive temporary easement for purposes

of constructing the storm water sewer and multi- use path and appurtenances together
with the full right of access to and egress from said temporary easements, said

temporary easements over, across and through that portion of the above-described

property more particularly described on Exhibit "A", attached hereto, incorporated herein

and made a part hereof by reference
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The Grantee agrees to restore the topography of said easement area after

installation of the storm water sewer and multi- use path and appurtenances to the same

condition as existing before said installation and to remove any waste or spoils including
excess dirt, debris an<! rocks

The Grantor shall have the right to pass over and upon said temporary easement

with appropriate roadways for the full use of their property, provided, however that the

construction, maintenance and use of said roadway shall in no way interfere with the

storm water sewer and multi- use path constructed within said easement.

The Grantor shall not construct any permanent structure that would interfere with

the maintenance or repair of the storm water sewer and multi-use path in the permanent
easement or place any additional fill with the permanent easement, without permission
of the Grantee and shall not allow additional utilities with the permanent easement

except with approval of the Grantee

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said temporary easement unto said Grantee, its

successors and assigns upon the terms and for the time period' s set forth above

The Grantor covenants to and with the Grantee, its successors and assigns, that

the Grantor is lawfully seized in fee simple of said lands and premises and has full right
and power to covey these easements to the Grantee, and that said lands and premises
are free from any and all encumbrances, and that they will and their successors and

assigns shall forever warrant and defend the title to said eesem.ents unt() the Grantee,

its successors and assigns, against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever

PERMANENT EASEMENT A nonexclusive permanent easement will be

executed by all parties upon construction completion. The permanent easement will be

for purposes of construction, operating, maintaining, repairing, inspecting and

reconstruction the storm water sewer and multi- use path, together with such

appurtenances as from time to time may be required, and for purposes of inspecting
said permanent easement, including but not limited to, archaeological and

environmental studies, and together with the full right of access to and egress to and

egress from said permanent easement.
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EXHIBIT A

Legal DescnptIon
15' Cart Path Easement

All of that tract or parcel of land lymg and bemg in Land Lot 158 of the ih DIstrict,

Fayette County, Georgia and bemg more partIcularly described as follows

Commencmg at a pomt located at the mtersectlOn of the north nght of way line of
Wisdom Road WIth the east nght of way lme of State Route No 74, thence along saId
north nght ofway llne ofWisdom Road ( havmg a 80 foot nght of way) North 78006' 30"
East, a distance of 78 02 feet to a pomt; thence along a curve to the nght havmg a radms
of 1, 88525 feet and an arc dIstance of 12634 feet and bemg subtended by a chord

bearing ofNorth 80038' 37" East, a dIstance of 126.32 feet to a pomt; thence continumg
along saId nght of way hne ofWisdom Road and along a curve to the nght havmg a

radlUs of 1, 88525 feet and an arc distance of95.35 feet and bemg subtended by a chord

bearmg North 84005' 45" East, a dIstance of95 34 feet to a pomt, thence North 87053' 27"
East, a distance of88.22 feet to a axle found, thence leavmg saId nght of way hneof
Wisdom Road North 09021' 05" West, a dIstance of304 33 feet to a pomt ( Said pomt
bemg the rear property corner common to Lots 10 and 11 of FaIrfield SubdivlslOn) and
THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, thence North 09021' 05" West, a distance of
1960 feet to a point; thence North 40034' 20" East, a distance of 102 15 feet to a point on

the westernmost nght ofway lme of South FaIrfield Dnve, thence along a curve to the
right havmg a radlUs of98 07 feet and an arc dIstance of 1563 feet and bemg subtended
by a chord beanng of South 33020' 16" East, a distance of 15 61 feet to a pomt; thence
leavmg Said nght of way hne of South Fairfield Dnve and along the southernmost
property hne of Lot 11 (FaIrfield SubdIVIsion) South 40034' 20" West, a dIstance of
110 44 feet to a pomt and THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING
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After recording, return to

Theodore P Meeker, III

Davis & Meeker, LLC

6631 Watson Street

Union City, GA 30291

STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

EASEMENT

THIS INDENTURE, made and entered into this ~ Ci) day of ~ Je47htY" in the

year 2005, between ANGELA L. OLIVERA, 120 South Fairfield Drive, eachtree CIty,
Georgia, as party of the first part, hereinafter referred to as " GRANTOR", and DELTA

EMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION, a Georgia corporation, as party of the second part,
hereinafter referred to as " GRANTEE" ( GRANTOR" and " GRANTEE" to include their

respective heirs, successors and assigns where the context requires or permits)

WITNESS THAT Grantor, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and

sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold, aliened,

conveyed and confirmed, and by these present does hereby grant, bargain, sell, alien,

convey and confirm unto the said Grantee the following

A perpetual non- exclusive easement over, through, under and across certain

property described below being a permanent easement approximately fifteen ( 15) feet

in width as described in the Legal Description ( ExhIbit " A") Such exhibit is, by this

reference, incorporated herein and made a part hereof That certain property, upon
which this easement crosses, is more fully described within the Plat of same ( Exhibit

B") which is also attached hereto and is, by this reference, incorporated herein and

made a part hereof

The purpose of the grant of easement is to allow the Grantee, through its agents
and employees, the right and privilege to install, construct, maintain, and use a storm

water sewer and multi- use path from the property of Grantee to South Fairfield Drive,

together with all necessary and required pipes, conduits and apparatus, over, through,
under, and across the subject property The storm water sewer and the multi- use path
may be used by the general public pursuant to the laws and ordinances of the City of

Peachtree City, Georgia and the State of Georgia. The permanent easement herein

granted shall be perpetual in duration.

The Grantor shall assume no liability for injuries or damages to public users of
the storm water sewer and multi- use path, and Grantor shall forfeit no other property
rights by virtue of the existence of this easement on his property

Attachment "B"





EXHIBIT A

Legal DescnptlOI1
15' Cart Path Easement

All of that tract or parcel of land lymg and bemg m Land Lot 158 of the 7th DIstnct,

Fayette County, GeorgIa and bemg more partlCularly described as follows

Commencmg at a pomt located at the mtersectlOn of the north nght of way Ime of

Wisdom Road wIth the east nght of way lme of State Route No 74, thence along said

north nght ofway lIne of Wisdom Road ( havl11g a 80 foot nght of way) North 78006' 30"

East, a distance of78 02 feet to a pomt; thence along a curve to the nght havmg a radms

of 1, 88525 feet and an arc distance of 12634 feet and bel11g subtended by a chord

bearing ofNorth 80038' 37" East, a distance of 12632 feet to a point; thence continumg
along said nght of way lme of Wisdom Road and along a curve to the nght havmg a

radms of 1, 88525 feet and an arc distance of95 35 feet and bemg subtended by a chord

beanng North 84005' 45" East, a distance of95 34 feet to a pomt; thence North 87053 ' 27"

East, a distance of 88. 22 feet to a axle found, thence leavmg saId nght of way Ime of

Wisdom Road North 09021' 05" West, a dIstance of 304.33 feet to a point ( saId pomt

bemg the rear property corner common to Lots 10 and 11 ofFan'field SubdIVIsIon) and

THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, thence North 09021' 05" West, a dIstance of

1960 feet to a point; thence North 40034' 20" East, a distance of 102 15 feet to a pomt on

the westernmost nght ofway hne of South Fairfield Drive, thence along a curve to the

nght havmg a radms of 98 07 feet and an arc dIstance of 15 63 feet and bemg subtended

by a chord beanng of South 33020' 16" East, a distance of 15 61 feet to a pomt; thence

leavmg saId nght of way hne of South Fmrfield Dnve and along the southernmost

property line of Lot 11 ( Fmrfield SubdIVIsion) South 40034' 20" West, a dIstance of
110 44 feet to a pomt and THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING






