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Board of Commissioners

January 2, 2008
3:30 P.M.

The Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, Georgia, met in Official Session on January 2, 2008, at 3:36 p.m. in
the Commissioners’ Chambers of the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue, Fayetteville,
Georgia.

Commissioners Present: Jack Smith, Chairman
Herb Frady, Vice-Chairman
Robert Horgan
Eric Maxwell
Peter Pfeifer

Staff Present: Jack Krakeel, Interim County Administrator
Scott Bennett, County Attorney
Carol Chandler, Executive Assistant
Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk

Call to Order, Invocation, and Pledge to the Flag

Chairman Smith called the Workshop Meeting to Order at 3:36 p.m., Commissioner Pfeifer gave the invocation, and
Chairman Smith led the pledge to the flag.

Acceptance of Agenda.

ORGANIZATIONAL SESSION:

A. Election of Board Chairman for the year 2008.

Chairman Smith said the past year was an exciting year to be the Board’s Chairman, explained the
election of Chairman was an annual event, and asked for nominations. Commissioner Frady nominated
Jack Smith to be the Chairman of the County Commission for the year 2008 and was seconded by
Commissioner Horgan. Commissioner Pfeifer said he could not support the nomination. No further
discussion took place. The motion passed with a 4-1 vote with Commissioner Pfeifer voting in
opposition.
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B. Election of Board Vice-Chairman for the year 2008.

Vice-Chairman Herb Frady said the past year was a good year since much was accomplished and since
there is more harmony on the Board than in recent years. Commissioner Horgan motioned to re-elect
Commissioner Frady as the Vice-Chairman and was seconded by Chairman Smith. No discussion
followed. The motion passed unanimously.

PRESENTATION / RECOGNITION:

C. Recognition of Fayette County employees who have successfully completed levels 1,2, and 3 of the
Management Development Program offered by the University of Georgia Institute of Government. A copy of
the request and the list of employees who have successfully completed levels 1,2, and 3 of the Management
Development Program, identified as “Attachment 1", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

Chairman Smith recognized the employees who completed levels 1,2, and 3 of the Management
Development Program offered by the University of Georgia Institute of Government. He commended
the employees for their dedication to Fayette County, for their hard work in order to receive their
certificates, and for their willingness to improve their knowledge and education in order to benefit the
citizens of Fayette County. On behalf of the Board and the citizens of Fayette County, he thanked them
for working to make Fayette County the best county in metro-Atlanta and one of the best counties in
the nation.

CONSENT AGENDA:

Commissioner Pfeifer motioned to approve the Consent Agenda with the exception of items 11, 12, 17, 18, 20
and 22 and Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed
unanimously.

Commissioner Frady addressed Consent Agenda Items 11 and 12 simultaneously and asked if there was
documentation from the Executive Board from the two parties that indicated they had voted on the nominations.
Executive Assistant Carol Chandler said she had letters from both parties on party letterhead stating the
individuals had been appointed by parties. Commissioner Frady motioned to accept Consent Agenda items 11
and 12 as presented and was seconded by Commissioner Horgan. The motion passed unanimously.

1. Approval of authorization to sign checks combining any of the following two signatures for transactions
exceeding $5,000: Chairman, Vice-Chairman, County Administrator.

2. Approval of authorization to sign checks for transactions $4,999 or less: Chairman, Vice-Chairman, County
Administrator.

3. Approval of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman to execute contracts, resolutions, agreements and other
documents approved by the Board of Commissioners.

4. Approval of the proposed meeting schedule for 2008. A copy of the request and the 2008 meeting schedule,
identified as “Attachment 2", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.
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5.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

1.

16.

Approval of Resolution Number 2008-01 appropriating funds necessary for the annual lease payment on the
jail on the jail expansion and courthouse. A copy of Resolution 2008-01, identified as “Attachment 3", follows
these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of Resolution Number 2008-02 renewing Resolution Number 90-07 which imposes a $1.50 monthly
“911 charge upon each exchange access facility subscribed to by telephone subscribers. A copy of Resolution
2008-02, identified as “Attachment 4", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of Resolution Number 2008-03 renewing Resolution Number 90-03A which imposes a $1.00 monthly
“911" wireless enhanced charge upon each exchange access facility subscribed to by telephone subscribers.
A copy of Resolution Number 2008-03, identified as “Attachment 5", follows these minutes and is made an
official part hereof.

Approval of appointment of Scott Gilbert to the Fayette County Zoning Board of Appeals for a three-year term
to commence January 1, 2008, and to expire on December 31, 2010. A copy of the request, identified as
“Attachment 6", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of reappointment of Tim Thoms to the Fayette County Planning Commission for an additional three-
year term to commence on January 1, 2008, and to expire on December 31, 2010. A copy of the request,
identified as “Attachment 7", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of reappointment of Bill Beckwith to the Fayette County Planning Commission for an additional three-
year term to commence January 1, 2008 and to expire on December 31,2010. A copy of the request, identified
as “Attachment 8", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Acceptance of appointment of David Studdard to the Board of Elections by the Fayette County Republican
Party for an additional four-year term to commence February 1, 2008, and to expire January 31,2012. A copy
of the request, identified as “Attachment 9", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Acceptance of appointment of Judith Moore to the Board of Elections by the Fayette County Democratic Party
for a four-year term to commence February 1, 2008 and to expire January 31, 2012. A copy of the request,
identified as “Attachment 10", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of a budget adjustment to accept a donation to Fire and Emergency Services for $850 and to increase
the department’s expenditure budget account for Catered Food by $850. A copy of the request, identified as
“Attachment 11" follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Authorization for acquisition of title and license tag for an additional vehicle obtained by the Sheriff's
Department from the United States Marshals Service. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 12",
follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of a budget adjustment to accept a reimbursement to the Sheriff's Criminal Investigation Division in
the amount of $2,721.28 and to increase the department’s expenditure account for Overtime by $2,721.28.
A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 13", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of an increase in the 2008 mileage reimbursement travel rate for use of a private vehicle from 39.77
cents per mile to 41.41 cents per mile, in accordance with the County’s Travel Policy which governs employees
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

traveling on official county business. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 14", follows these minutes
and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of a recommendation from staff that North Georgia Concrete, Inc., be awarded the bid to repair the
culvert on Milam Road over Whitewater Creek, in the amount of $119,000. A copy of the request, identified
as “Attachment 15", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Chairman Smith stated Consent Agenda Item 17 was permanently removed until more information could
be supplied.

Approval to purchase 500 water saver kits to be distributed free of charge to Water System customers in homes
built prior to 1994, at a cost of approximately $3,500, as recommended by the Water Committee. A copy of the
request, identified as “Attachment 16", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Commissioner Maxwell asked Mr. Tony Parrott to give more information regarding Consent Agenda
Item 18. Mr. Parrott gave an explanation and answered some questions from the Board. Commissioner
Maxwell motioned to approve Consent Agenda Item 18 as written and was seconded by Commissioner
Horgan. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

Approval of a budget adjustment to accept a donation to the Library in the amount of $750 and to increase the
departments account for Books and Magazines by $750. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 17",
follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Approval of a budget adjustment to accept a donation to the Library of $375 and to increase the department’s
budget for Other Improvements by $375. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 18", follows these
minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Chairman Smith said Consent Agenda Item 20 was about a donation to the Library, and said the second
part of the written Consent Agenda Item description, namely the section that reads “and to increase the
department’s budget for Other Improvements by $375" was not necessary. Chairman Smith then
motioned to approve the budget adjustment to accept a donation to the Library in the amount of $375
and was seconded by Commissioner Frady. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

Approval of a recommendation by E-911 Communications to enter into a contract with Motorola, Inc., for
equipment and software for two call-taker positions approved in the FY08 budget, and authorization for the
Chairman to execute said contract. A copy of the request and the Communications System Agreement,
identified as “Attachment 19", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

Approval of September 5, 2007 Workshop Minutes, October 3, 200 Workshop Minutes and November 29, 2007
Minutes.
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Commissioner Pfeifer addressed Consent Agenda Item 22 and specified his concern was regarding the
September 5, 2007, Workshop Meeting Minutes. He said the minutes are an accurate representation of
what occurred, and asked County Attorney Scott Bennett how to correct an action by the Board that
never should have occurred. Mr. Bennett said he was unaware of any problems, this was the first he
had heard of potential problems, and he had not reviewed the minutes in question. Commissioner
Pfeifer motioned to table Consent Agenda Item 22 until Mr. Bennett could review and discuss the
minutes. The motion died for lack of a second.

Chairman Smith said the minutes are technically correct and thought they should be approved.
Commissioner Horgan motioned to approve Consent Agenda Item 22 and was seconded by
Commissioner Frady. No discussion followed. The motion passed with a 4-1 vote with Commissioner
Pfeifer voting in opposition.

OLD BUSINESS:

D.

Discussion of a recommendation from the Water Committee that the public boat ramp at Lake Horton be
repaired but not extended. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 20", follows these minutes and is
made an official part hereof.

Mr. Tony Parrott discussed the Water Committee’s recommendation and answered questions from the
Board. The consensus of the Board was to accept the Water Committee’s recommendation to repair
the public boat ramp at Lake Horton, but not to extend it.

Discussion of the Water Committee’s recommendation concerning proposed ordinance amendments to the
code to enable the Water System to take over community septic and drip irrigation systems within a subdivision.
A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 21", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Mr. Tony Parrott reminded the Board this issue had been discussed last year at which time
recommendations were made. He told the Board the Water Committee reviewed and adopted the
Board’s previous recommendations, that the Metropolitan North Georgia Water District and the
Department of Natural Resources have reviewed the current recommendation, and the current
recommendation was reviewed by the county attorney. He said all that was needed was the Board’s
approval. Commissioner Frady said he wanted to table the item so he could study the issue further.
Some discussion followed. Commissioner Frady motioned to table the item and was seconded by
Commissioner Pfeifer. Some further discussion followed. The motion to table the item passed
unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS:

F.

Discussion of the setback requirements of the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance for lots with multiple frontages,
as requested by the Zoning Board of Appeals. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 22", follows
these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

Mr. Pete Frisina and Mr. Vic Bolton discussed this item and answered questions from the Board. The
Board took no action.
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G. Consideration to approve the revised FMLA policy recommended by Human Resources. A copy of the request
and the revised FMLA policy, identified as “Attachment 23", follow these minutes and are made an official part
hereof.

Mr. Lewis Patterson explained the revised FMLA policy as recommended by Human Resources. Some
discussion followed. Commissioner Maxwell motioned to approve the revised FMLA policy as
recommended by Human Resources, and Commissioner Frady seconded the motion. No discussion
followed. The motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Chairman Smith asked if there were any members of the public who wished to address the Board. Ms. Angela Wright
asked for a place to be made available so citizens could ride dirt bikes and four-wheelers in the county.

ATTORNEY'’S REPORT:

None.

DEPARTMENT REPORTS:

None.

BOARD REPORTS:

None.

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

Commissioner Frady motioned to adjourn to Executive Session to discuss one real-estate matter and was
seconded by Commissioner Horgan. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

The Board adjourned to Executive Session at 4:38 p.m. and returned to Regular Session at 4:56 p.m.

One Real-Estate Item:

Chairman Smith said the Board discussed one real-estate item and gave staff direction to proceed on that matter.

EXECUTIVE SESSION AFFIDAVIT:

Commissioner Frady motioned to authorize the Chairman to sign an Executive Session Affidavit stating one real-
estate matter was discussed in executive session, and was seconded by Commissioner Horgan. No discussion
followed. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the Executive Session Affidavit, identified as “Attachment
24", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.
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CHAIRMAN’'S COMMENT:

Chairman Smith said the Board had taken an unintended action. He said, traditionally, the Board has given each of the
Commissioners the ability to table a matter under consideration by simply requesting the item to be tabled. He explained
when Commissioner Pfeifer motioned to table the adoption of the minutes he thought it was a formal motion and not
a request to postpone the adoption of the minutes, and therefore allowed the request to be seconded and voted upon.
He said he did not want the Board to get into a position where the trust and confidence in each other is destroyed, and
wants the members of the Board to accord each other the privilege to defer an item when requested. He regretted that
he allowed the error to happen and apologized to Commissioner Pfeifer. He further added his actions were not intended
to be a change of policy or precedent.

ADJOURNMENT:

Commissioner Horgan motioned to adjourn the Workshop Meeting and was seconded by Commissioner Frady.
No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

The Workshop Meeting adjourned at 4:59 p.m.

Floyd L. Jones , Deputy Clerk Jack R. Smith, Chairman

The foregoing minutes were duly approved at an official meeting of the Board of Commissioners of Fayette County,
Georgia, held on the 24th day of January, 2008.

Floyd L. Jones, Deputy Clerk






Board of Commissioners

January 10, 2008
7:00 P.M.

The Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, Georgia, met in Official Session on Thursday, January 10,
2008, at 7:00 p.m. in the Public Meeting Room of the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall
Avenue, Fayetteville, Georgia.

Commissioners Present: Jack Smith, Chairman
Herb Frady, Vice-Chairman
Robert Horgan
Eric Maxwell
Peter Pfeifer

Staff Present: Jack Krakeel, Interim County Administrator
Scott Bennett, County Attorney
Carol Chandler, Executive Assistant
Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk
Floyd Jones, Deputy Clerk

Chairman Smith called the meeting to order.
Commissioner Pfeifer offered the Invocation.
Pledge of Allegiance.

ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA:
Chairman Smith requested that Staff Reports be added to tonight's Agenda following the Administrator’s
Report.

Commissioner Horgan made a motion and Commissioner Pfeifer seconded the motion to accept the agenda
as presented. The motion carried 5-0.
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REZONING RULES: Director of Community Development Pete Frisina remarked that tonight’s public hearing
was for the Board of Commissioners to consider a request for rezoning of property and any proposed
amendments related to County codes and regulations. He said Fayette County required two public hearings
for these requests. He said the first public hearing on the first Thursday of every month was held by the
Fayette County Planning Commission and their vote was a recommendation to the Fayette County Board of
Commissioners. He said the second public hearing was held on the fourth Thursday of every month by the
Board of Commissioners and their vote was the final decision of the County.

Mr. Frisina said procedures for public hearings of each agenda item are as follows: (1) presentation by the
petitioner. He said once the agenda item was announced the petitioner will present the request to the Board
of Commissioners. He said the petitioner along with those speaking in favor of the request would be granted
a cumulative total of fifteen (15) minutes for presentation and rebuttal. (2) public comment. He said after the
petitioner’s presentation the Chairman of the Board of Commissioners would ask for public comment. He said
speakers will have a total of three (3) minutes each to address the Board of Commissioners. He said first the
Board of Commissioners will hear those in favor of the request and then the Board would hear those opposed
to the request. He said a cumulative total of fifteen (15) minutes would be granted to each side. He said this
pertained to speakers in favor of the request and those opposed. He said each person who wished to speak
to the Board would come to the podium and print his/her name and address on the form provided so that each
speaker would be accurately identified in the minutes of the meeting. He said speakers were requested to
speak only to the Board and not to the applicant or others in the audience. He said if a group wished to speak
then a spokesman should represent the group. He said it was asked that each speaker not repeat the same
concerns as previous speakers. He said any items such as photographs or signed petitions that the speaker
wishes the Board to have should be given to the Marshal. He said after all those in opposition have spoken,
the Chairman of the Board would close the floor to further public comment on the agenda item. He said the
petitioner would be given the remainder of his/her fifteen (15) minutes for rebuttal and to address the Board
about the issues. He said normally a Commissioner would make a motion to either approve, deny, approve
with conditions or table and then the motion seconded by another Board member. He remarked that lack of
a second would nullify the motion. He said the Board of Commissioners can ask questions or make comments
prior to or after a motion was made and seconded. He said following discussion, the Chairman would call for
the vote. He said the vote by the Fayette County Board of Commissioners was the final County decision
regarding the request.

PUBLIC HEARING:

PETITION NO. 1203-07:

A. Consideration of Petition No. 1203-07, Situs 85, LLC, Owner, and Jason L. Walls of Integrated
Science & Engineering, Inc., Agent, request to rezone 1.83 acres, Lot 1 of Situs Park Subdivision,
from M-1 to C-H to develop a Convenience Store/Gasoline Station/Retail Shops. This property is
located in Land Lot 200 of the 5th District and fronts on S.R. 85 North and Roberts Road. The
Planning Commission recommended approval 4-1. Staff recommended approval.

Jason Walls of Integrated Science & Engineering, Inc. appeared as agent for the applicant Situs 85, LLC. He
remarked that it had always been the intention of the property owner to put some type of gasoline station at
the corner of this property and noted that this was Lot 1 of a three-lot parcel. He remarked that all of the
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Department of Transportation access points and the stormwater management facilities were all designed and
constructed with this gasoline station in mind to be located at this corner. He said it was also the owner's
intention to build this under the M-1 classification which would allow gasoline stations although today these
were not typically built without the convenience store component. He said in order to build a gasoline station
with the convenience store it would have to come under the C-H classification which was the basis of the
applicant’s request for this rezoning.

Chairman Smith asked if anyone wished to speak in favor of this rezoning request. Hearing none, he asked
if anyone wished to speak in opposition to this rezoning request. Hearing none, he asked for the Board's
pleasure in this matter.

Commissioner Frady made a motion and Commissioner Horgan seconded a motion to approve Petition No.
1203-07 as presented. The motion carried 5-0. A copy of Staff's Analysis and Investigation, identified as
“‘Attachment No. 1", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof. A copy of the Ordinance and
Resolution approving Petition No. 1203-07, identified as “Attachment No. 2", follow these minutes and are
made an official part hereof.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Angela Hinton Fonda: Angela Hinton Fonda expressed concern with the possibility of a defined benefits
pension plan and a job classification and compensation study being implemented for Fayette County
employees.

CONSENT AGENDA: Commissioner Frady requested that item no. 3 be removed for discussion.
Commissioner Frady made a motion and Commissioner Pfeifer seconded the motion to approve consent
agenda item nos. 1, 2 and 4 as presented. The motion carried 5-0.

RESOLUTION NO. 2008-04 - QUALIFYING FEES FOR 2008 ELECTIONS:

1. Approval of Resolution 2008-04 establishing qualifying fees for the 2008 elections in Fayette County.
A copy of Resolution No. 2008-04, identified as “Attachment No. 3", follows these minutes and is made
an official part hereof.

WATER SYSTEM - BID #643 AWARDED TO REED & SHOWS METER REPAIR AND SUPPLY COMPANY,

INC.

2. Approval of Water System recommendation to award Bid #643 to Reed & Shows Meter Repair and
Supply Company, Inc. in the amount of $59,200 for testing, repair and recalibratiom of the large water
meters and backflow units. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment No. 4", follows these
minutes and is made an official part hereof.

STORMWATER MAINTENANCE AGREEMENTS:

3. Approval of the Board of Commissioners to enter into Maintenance Agreements for Stormwater
Management Controls for Edgewood, Waterlace, Stillbrook, Office Park 54, Mountbrook, Lordship of
Our Christ Christian Church, River Park, Ismaili JamatKhana and Center, Storage Xxtra Highway 85,
Fayetteville Church of God, and Ballard’s Terrace and authorization for the Chairman to execute said
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agreements. A copy of the request and Agreements, identified as “Attachment No. 5", follow these
minutes and are made an official part hereof.

Commissioner Frady asked if there were any controls included in these agreements regarding subdivisions
with possible financial trouble that might possibly go into bankruptcy.

Director of Public Works Phil Mallon replied that there was one provision for a required bond when a
subdivision was first constructed. He said this would ensure that the builder would be responsible for any
construction errors or anything of that nature. He said the bonding period would give the County some
protection but if a homeowners’ association were to be abandoned or disintegrate, the County’s option would
be to initiate enforcement action through the court system. He said if there was a problem in the subdivision
with any of the properties, then ultimately the County would have to go in and perform the corrective measures
that were needed.

Commissioner Frady made a motion and Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion to approve consent
agenda item no. 3 as presented. The motion carried 5-0.

MINUTES:
4, Approval of minutes for Board of Commissioners’ meetings held on November 7, 2007, December
5, 2007 and December 13, 2007.

OLD BUSINESS:

COUNTY JOB CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION STUDY:

B. Mr. Mark Knowles of the University of Georgia Institute of Government will present the results of the
County’s job classification and compensation study.

Assistant Director of Human Resources Lewis Patterson remarked that the County entered into a contract with
the University of Georgia in March of 2007 to conduct a full compensation and classification study for Fayette
County and actually got under way in August of 2007. He said there were two representatives present tonight
from the Carl Vincent Institute of Government at U.G.A. who would present their findings and
recommendations to the Board for consideration.

Mark Knowles and Carl McCoy of the University of Georgia Institute of Government presented the results of
the county’s job classification and compensation study for Fayette County. Mr. McCoy said the objectives of
the study were (1) to review and update the current position classification and pay plan; (2) to collect relevant
labor market data and produce a recommended pay plan based on job analysis, job evaluation and salary
survey information; and (3) to develop new job descriptions for the County. He noted that each County
employee completed a survey regarding their job duties and was interviewed for verification and clarification
of the information that was gathered. He said with this information they had developed three different pay
plans.
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Chairman Smith asked if the results of the study were typical of what Mr. McCoy and Mr. Knowles see when
they do a salary study or was Fayette County below or above the normal change required to bring Fayette
County in line.

Mr. Knowles replied that Fayette County’s classification change for Plan C would put the County a little behind
but noted that a study had not been done for seven years. Mr. McCoy said the figures that were being
reviewed tonight would be considered average.

Chairman Smith asked if lower, middle, or higher positions would see the most change and Mr. McCoy felt the
greatest salary changes would be from grade 12 and lower and was this probably was the largest part of the
County’s labor force.

Chairman Smith asked what policies and procedures the County could implement as an organization to
prevent getting into the position of five years from now that the County was faced with another 10% change.
Mr. Knowles replied that the first step would be to make sure that the County’s pay plan itself stayed with the
labor market and stayed competitive. Mr. Knowles remarked that there would also have to be a merit-based
system that would help retain the best employees and move them up higher in the plan. Mr. McCoy interjected
that when some of their clients made annual adjustments to their pay scales, they used the Consumer Price
Index as an indicator for inflation.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked Mr. Knowles and Mr.
McCoy for their presentation.

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT:

ISSUE OF POTENTIAL SALE OF COUNTY SURPLUS PROPERTIES: Interim County Administrator Jack
Krakeel remarked that this issue had been previously discussed during the Board'’s retreat and he asked for
direction from the Board.

There was a consensus of the Board for Mr. Krakeel to provide the Board with a list of all surplus County
properties together with a rationale for the property being declared surplus before obtaining appraisals on
these properties.

STAFF REPORTS:

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PETE FRISINA: Mr. Frisina updated the Board on a project
to find a vendor for a community development software for permitting automation. He said a notice for the RFP
had been sent out to fourteen companies of which six companies had responded. He said he would be
bringing a recommendation to the Board at the January 24, 2008 meeting and would ask consideration for the
funds to come out of the Contingency Fund. He noted that $100,000 had been set aside in the Capital
Improvements Plan for this software but now the cost was estimated at $160,000 to $540,000.

Commissioner Maxwell interjected that he would like to know what programs Henry County and Coweta
County were using as well as other surrounding counties.
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Chairman Smith raised the question of the County’s development rate being slow because of the building
industry slow down and the need to spend $200,000 to $300,000 on this software.

ATTORNEY’S REPORT:
There was none.

BOARD REPORTS:

COMMISSIONER HORGAN: Commissioner Horgan said he had been approached by a church expressing
interest in renting a building located in M-1 zoning which did not allow for churches. He asked for consideration
for staff to look into the pros and cons of adding churches to M-1 zoning.

There was a consensus of the Board for staff to look into the pros and cons of adding churches to M-1 zoning.
Mr. Krakeel said staff would provide that analysis to the Board.

COMMISSIONER HORGAN: Commissioner Horgan remarked that as a member of the Historic Main Street
Board, he had been asked by that Board if it would be possible for County staff to come up with some type of
landscaping redesign at the old courthouse.

Mr. Krakeel remarked that the county staff had taken action within the last two to three months to forego any
landscaping initiatives as a result of the drought situation but staff could certainly provide a fiscal analysis of
what that would entail. Chairman Smith interjected that the UGA Master Gardeners might provide some
suggestions.

EXECUTIVE SESSION:
There was none.

REDESIGNED COUNTY WEBSITE: Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel remarked on the County’s
redesigned website and he welcomed feedback from the Board as well as citizens.

ADJOURNMENT:
Commissioner Frady made a motion and Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion to adjourn the meeting
at 8:00 p.m. The motion carried 5-0.

Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk Jack R. Smith, Chairman

The foregoing minutes were duly approved at an official meeting of the Board of Commissioners of Fayette
County, Georgia, held on the 24" day of January, 2008.

Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk
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The Agenda

Board of Commissioners
January 24, 2008
7:00 P.M.

Call to Order, Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance.

Acceptance of Agenda.

PUBLIC HEARING:

A

Consideration of Petition No. 1204-07, Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa
E. Clemente, Owners, and Attorney Newton Galloway of Galloway &
Lyndall, LLP, Agent, request to rezone 9.70 acres from A-R to O-I to
develop a Medical Office Park. This property is located in Land Lots
7 and 8 of the 7" District and fronts on Huiet Road and Lester Road.
STAFF RECOMMENDED DENIAL. THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDED DENIAL 5-0.

Consideration of Petition No. RP-041-07, Case Estates Subdivision,
Wanda C. Case, Owner/Agent, request to revise the Final Plat to
subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) lots and to reduce the acreage of Lot 1.
This property is located in Land Lots 44 and 45 of the 7" District,
fronts on Sandy Creek Road, and is zoned R-70. STAFF
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL WITH FOUR (4) RECOMMENDED
CONDITIONS. THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED
APPROVAL 5-0.

Consideration of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning
Ordinance regarding Article VII. Conditional Uses, Exceptions, and
Modifications, Section 7-6. Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone, A.
S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards; B. S.R. 85
North Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards; and C. General State
Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards as presented by the
Planning and Zoning Department. THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 5-0.

Consideration of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning
Ordinance regarding Article IIl. Definitions and Article V. General
Provisions, Section 5-10. Accessory Structures and Section 5-11.
Guest House as presented by the Planning and Zoning Department.
THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 5-0.
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PUBLIC COMMENT:

CONSENT AGENDA:
1. Approval of contract with One Source Counseling and Employee Assistance Program Services as the
new Employee Assistance Plan provider effective January 1, 2008.

2. Acceptance of the letter of engagement with Cherry, Bekaert & Holland, L.L.P., the County’s auditing
firm, to determine the County’s compliance with Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Criteria of the Resource
Conservation Recovery Act, and authorization for the Chairman to execute said letter.

3. Approval of minutes for Board of Commissioners’ Special Called Budget Workshop held on May 24,
2007 and Board of Commissioners’ meetings held on January 2, 2008 and January 10, 2008.

OLD BUSINESS:
E. Approval of staff's recommendation to award contract to C & M Equipment, Inc. for fuel tank upgrades
at the Public Works/Fleet Maintenance Facility in the amount of $290,800.

F. Approval of staff's recommendation to transfer $133,450 from the Contingency Fund to Fleet
Maintenance Account#37540900-541210 (project code P7019) to complete the underground storage
tank upgrades at the Public Works/Fleet Maintenance Facility.

G. Approval of the Water Committee’s recommendation for approval of a drainage easement agreement
between Fayette County, PCH Investments, LLC, and Sequoia Golf Planterra Ridge, LLC., owners
of the Planterra Ridge Golf Course.

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
ATTORNEY’S REPORT
BOARD REPORTS

STAFF REPORTS
EXECUTIVE SESSION
ADJOURNMENT






The Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, Georgia met in a Special Called Budget Workshop on
Thursday, May 24, 2007, at 8:30 a.m. in the Commissioners’ Conference Room, Suite 100, at the Fayette
County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue, Fayetteville, Georgia.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Jack Smith, Chairman
Herb Frady, Vice Chairman
Robert Horgan
Eric Maxwell
Peter Pfeifer

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: Jack Krakeel, Interim County Administrator
Mary Holland, Director of Finance
Sergio Acevedo, Budget Officer
Carol Chandler, Executive Assistant
Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk

DISCUSSION OF THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008:

PERMITS AND INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT

Director of Permits and Inspections Derek Sorensen, Director of Community Development Pete Frisina and
Director of Engineering Phil Mallon were present to discuss this budget.

Mr. Sorensen discussed the community development software request in the amount of $100,000. He said
this fiscal year the department has a previously approved $73,600 for community development software. He
remarked that had been put on hold. He said there was an update in the estimate from Munis that came in
at $96,500 but in later conversations with Munis that price was going up.

Ms. Holland interjected that this was a capital improvement project and the software was for Permits and
Inspections Department. She noted that there was a 3.9% increase in the M & O budget for this department
over 2007. She suggested that Mr. Sorensen begin with the M & O funding request first and then proceed to
the capital improvement budget for this department.

Commissioner Horgan questioned the increase in funding for education and training.

Mr. Sorensen responded that there had been open positions and now those positions have been filled. He
said the education and training was for the new employees. He further remarked that all inspectors had to be
certified by the State of Georgia. He said these certifications are required every three years and he wanted
to stagger the training to prevent staff down time. He remarked that the community development software
would be used by the Planning and Zoning Department, Engineering as well as the Marshals Office.

Ms. Holland briefed the Board on the capital project regarding the community development software. She said
the current software being utilized within this department was actually being maintained by the County’s MIC
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system which was several years old and there was actually no support for that system any longer. She said
the intent was to move away from unsupported software to software that was supported. She said Permits
and Inspections had been charged with going out and seeking the software that would help bring this
department into compliance with this.

Chairman Smith clarified that this program was not Munis software and Mr. Sorensen replied yes, that was
correct.

Mr. Sorensen remarked that the Permits and Inspections Department would be using the majority of the
functions offered by the software and they were heading up the project. He said the software would be used
by the Planning and Zoning Department, Engineering Department, Fire Prevention and possibly the Marshal's
Office. He said just to simplify things, he was putting this request into his budget as a place holder. He said
he now had e-mail correspondence where Munis could not offer his department the functions and the abilities
that this department would like to offer to their customers including automation of inspection scheduling for
various departments. He said Munis had said they would need another twelve months to have those
capabilities and at a price that would exceed $96,000. He said they also had a demonstration from a local
company out of Duluth called Inter Gov software that was fully functional and their cost was approximately
$84,000 with some quarterly maintenance fees. He said with this cost the company would host the website
and offer a toll free number where with Munis it would be a problem because their would have to be a third
party vendor to integrate with the County’s phone system. He said this particular vendor would be able to go
live and have all of the support immediately. He said he had been working with the other departments in
drafting an RFP to send out and it should be ready to go out at the end of next week or the following week.
He felt the place holder for $100,000 would work for this project.

Chairman Smith asked if there was an integration feature between Munis and this software.

Ms. Holland replied yes. She said the finance requirement would be that it could integrate into the County’s
accounting system.

Mr. Sorensen remarked that was already included in the RFP as a requirement.

Chairman Smith said the hosting fee was listed for approximately $1,497 per quarter. He asked if the County
could host this. He said that fee was for measured minutes and if the County exceeded those minutes the cost
was uncertain. He said this was for the IBR software and then there was another hosting fee which was
another $850 per quarter for the citizen access. He said this would come to approximately $2,300 per month
just for hosting fees per quarter.

Mr. Sorensen said the web hosting feature would be the County’s option and this figure could be removed.
He said the County could choose to host the IBR system, however the current phone system would not support
that.
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Mr. Frisina remarked that Information Systems would need to make that decision as to what kind of hardware
would be required and so forth.

Ms. Holland clarified that there was no hardware cost built into the $100,000 and if the County went with the
self hosting then that would need to be considered.

Mr. Krakeel asked how much was currently included in the C.1.P. for this project and Ms. Holland responded
there it was recommended to defer this project to later years and it was not included in the C.I.P.

Mr. Krakeel remarked if the MIC system were to go down the cost repair would be significant and this was why
the MIC system had been phased out in several departments over the course of the last several years. He
said these departments included the Tax Commissioner and Tax Assessor.

Mr. Sorensen interjected that there would be a data conversion cost in the amount of $10,000.

Mr. Frisina remarked that the old system was mainly for building permits. He said the new system would allow
a lot of Planning and Zoning functions as well as Engineering functions to be automated.

Ms. Holland remarked that this was just a place holder and as this proceeded into the RFP process, this would
be brought to the Board for consideration.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked the department
representatives for their presentation.

Commissioner Maxwell exited the meeting at this time.

PUBLIC WORKS

Director of Engineering Phil Mallon and Zack Taylor of Public Works were present to discuss this budget.
Mr. Mallon commented on the administration portion of this budget regarding communication services.
Ms. Holland interjected that this item related to the new phone system at McDonough Road.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he suggested they move on to the
Road Department’s budget.

ROAD DEPARTMENT

Director of Engineering Phil Mallon and Zack Taylor of Public Works were present to discuss this budget.

Commissioner Pfeifer commented on the asphalt tac funding for the Road Department.
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Chairman Smith questioned if there was enough budgeted for this in lieu of the increase in oil and gasoline
and so forth.

Mr. Taylor replied that they had not wanted to increase this funding too much until they discussed this with the
Board. He said they had been concerned about this as well. He said the department would need the funds
for patching in order to meet the goals.

Chairman Smith remarked that all roads have a lifespan. He said in looking at the County’s road network there
should be some kind of a replacement schedule that stated which roads were anticipated to be paved and the
time frame for paving. He said he did not want the County to reduce its efforts in paving if it was going to
destroy the County’s overall time line so that the roads end up being the worst in the State instead of being
the best roads in the State.

Mr. Krakeel said this was part of Mr. Mallon’s task this year to prepare a comprehensive analysis of the
County’s road infrastructure and to develop a schedule that provides that kind of information to more accurately
predict on an annual basis what the County’s demands would be with respect to asphalt and tac, workloads
and distribution of workloads. He said the problem currently was that this year, because of increased pricing,
the current contract that the County has with C.W. Mathews comes out of the $2.1 million and this was a
$600,000 contract. He said that contract included milling, patching and paving work on certain roads. He said
staff believed that through the reallocation of resources that the County could actually reduce that contract to
a milling contract only and the County could do the rest of the work. He said this would increase the County’s
total available pool of funding for asphalt and tac.

Chairman Smith questioned the quality of the base that would support the weight of vehicles and trucks.

Mr. Taylor said he and his staff inspect the subcontract work being done for patching and if sub base failures
were found they go ahead and fix those.

Commissioner Pfeifer asked if the County should be in the paving business at all or should it contract all of this
out. He suggested a review of personnel and equipment for this department.

FAYETTE COUNSELING CENTER

Director of the Fayette Counseling Center Jane Fanslow appeared to discuss this budget commented on their
request for space for the center and it would need to be located in Fayette County. She said there was a staff
of six people with doctors coming in and out.

Chairman Smith asked if anything had been done to attract more fundraising functions.

Ms. Fanslow replied yes and she was also exploring the grant process to obtain funds.
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TAX ASSESSOR’S OFFICE

Chief Assessor Joel Benton was present to discuss this budget. He remarked that there had been many
problems with the MIC system. He noted that this was an inhouse program and there was only one employee
in the County who could write code and fix any problems with this system. He said it was his understanding
that the MIC box was currently unstable and needed new hardware. He said it was his recommendation that
the CLT package which was a subsidiary of Tyler Technologies would be a more seamless conversion
process. He said the cost was estimated at approximately $450,000.

Mr. Krakeel interjected if the current system crashed, the County would be in trouble and the new system was
critical.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked Mr. Benton for his
presentation.
SENIOR SERVICES

Andy Carden, Director of Fayette Senior Services, appeared to discuss this budget.

Andy Carden reviewed the budget that he had submitted to the Board in February. He discussed the cost of
meals for the seniors; discussed the possibility of the $25,000 that is set aside annually to be dedicated to go
to utilities. He said utilities could easily be $100,000 per year. He said they were also asking for some
adjustments to the letter of agreement. He also requested putting the walking trails back in their plan.

Chairman Smith asked, other than the county, what were the other revenue sources.

Mr. Carden replied United Way was a source and the Federal and State funding was running approximately
$326,000

Chairman Smith questioned the estimated A.R.C. amount and Mr. Carden replied it was estimated to be
$377,072 for Federal and State.

Mr. Carden remarked that currently there was a total budget of $841,831. He said included in this figure was
the Federal and State funds, the program income, and the United Way.

Mr. Krakeel asked if Senior Services tracked the number of seniors throughout the County and Mr. Carden
replied that they track this figure as close as they can. Mr. Carden remarked that they serve approximately
2,000 seniors annually and they could potentially serve 23,000 people.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked Mr. Carden for his
presentation.
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PROMISE PLACE

Sonya Strickland said she was representing Promise Place with the Fayette County Council on Domestic
Violence. She said the facility had been open since approximately 1987. She said last year they had done
100 protective orders through the Fayette County court system. She remarked that it did take money for their
doors to stay open and she had requested additional funding this year. She said last year they had received
$10,000 from the County and $10,000 from the 5% fund which was Victims Assistance Fund. She said they
deal with a lot of crime victims and they had received $10,000. She said she had also requested an additional
$5,000 which would total $15,000 from the County itself.

Chairman Smith asked where individuals came from to go to the shelter and Ms. Strickland replied that they
had some victims from surrounding counties including Spalding, Pike and Upson.

Ms. Strickland interjected that these counties did not have shelters and under the State guidelines, Fayette
County actually receives a small $25,000 per year grant to provide services to those three counties.

Mr. Krakeel asked if any of those three counties participates in any level of funding and if Ms. Strickland had
asked for assistance from these three counties.

Ms. Strickland replied yes and stated she had been working on obtaining funding from those counties as well.
She said at this point she had not received any funding from any of those three counties. She said Zebulon
actually offered them free office space. She noted that the majority of the services were located in Fayette
County. She said they had one person working in the Zebulon office and there were four people working in
the Fayette County office. She said her total budget was $175,000 but it would go up this year because they
had just opened a shelter on May 15" and they were looking for the budget to go to $300,000.

Chairman Smith asked what her major fund sources were and Ms. Strickland replied the Fayette County Thrift
Shop. She said she was also working on a D.H.R. grant this year which they hoped would be for $100,000.
Ms. Strickland also stated that they have a lot of fundraisors. She said they had received $36,000 from the
Thrift Shop, $7,500 from Peachtree City, and $7,000 from Fayetteville. She said they received funding from
other sources as well as from churches. She noted that Peachtree City Methodist Church gave her
organization funding last year in the amount of $20,000.

Chairman Smith asked Ms. Strickland if she received any other funds from the County directly or indirectly.

Ms. Strickland responded that last year they had received $10,000 from the District Attorney’s Office but had
not received anything this year. She said the D.A.’s office did have victim advocates but they do not assist with
temporary protective orders. She said they were the only people in the County who assist as a free agency
with temporary protective orders. She said if they have to hire an attorney to do it, they would charge between
$3,500 and $7,000 to do what this organization was doing for free.
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Chairman Smith asked if there were any other questions. Hearing none, he thanked Ms. Strickland for her
presentation.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Mr. Krakeel suggested a portion of the Board’s retreat be dedicated to C.I.P. issues.

Chairman Smith remarked that the C.1.P. was actually in two pieces with one being for capital and that would
include anything costing $50,000 or less and then the major project component of the C.I.P. which included
anything costing $50,000 or more. He said any projects listed in the C.I.P. would have to be attached to a
funding mechanism set aside for those projects.

Mr. Krakeel suggested the Board set aside some time in the next two weeks to review the C.1.P.

JAIL OPERATIONS

Major Robert Glaze and Captain Cowart appeared to discuss this budget.

Mr. Krakeel remarked that there was concern with medical expenses.

Major Glaze remarked that they were responsible for prisoner's medical expenses and these could include
cancer patients, pregnancies as well as births. He noted that they did not pay for anything on a child once it
was delivered. He noted that they had a very good group of medical vendors. He said this was bid out in 2003
and was for a three year contract. He remarked that there were also outside fees for x-rays and other tests.
Commissioner Maxwell entered the meeting at this time.

Major Glaze remarked that his department was eight people short in the jail area. He said the shift work was
a big issue as well as the salary. He noted that he had lost ten deputies to other counties after working at the
jail for a period of time.

Chairman Smith questioned the problems with plumbing and the money allocated for that.

Major Glaze agreed there had been problems and plumbing and Ms. Holland noted that $2,900 had been
spent on this to date.

Chairman Smith questioned the budget for uniforms and supplies and noted that this had increased to $5,000.

Major Glaze responded that up until last year they had received $650 for uniforms and last year this was cut
to $487 per officer.
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Mr. Krakeel remarked that there was a different cost for various uniforms county-wide and no single standard.
He noted that law enforcement did require additional items with the uniforms and there were several types of
uniforms.

Chairman Smith suggested staff look at a uniform replacement program county-wide.

Captain Cowart commented on the employee situation at the jail. He said they had lost 16 employees since
January.

Commissioner Maxwell remarked that from January to the current time this department had incurred 3,000
hours of comp time. He said then the employees taking the comp time off just increased the situation more
with less staff to do the work.

Mr. Krakeel said this was an issue that needed to be addressed.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none he thanked Major Glaze and Captain
Cowart for their presentation.

D.A.R.E. PROGRAM

Karen Spangler appeared to discuss this budget. She said they were desperately trying to maintain a level
of service. She said it continued to be a very difficult and delicate balancing act to try and provide resources
to help teach students the dangers of drugs. She noted that this was an educational program and funded
through Safe and Drug Free Schools. She said the original agreement was that she would operate with this
money the same way she did with Safe and Drug Free Schools. She said her goals were to reduce drug use
and help with behavioral issues that play into drug use.

Commissioner Maxwell asked what the revenue source was for this budget.

Ms. Spangler replied that she understood it was regulated by Federal regulations and the money had to be
spent on drug education.

Ms. Holland said the County had received $60,000 for the drug addiction and education program.

Commissioner Maxwell asked if there was a requirement for the County to fund this program and Ms. Spangler
replied that she did not believe this was a requirement. She said it was her understanding that the funding
came from fines imposed on drug offenders and through the Federal Government it must go toward drug
education. She said she would not be allowed to use Safe and Drug Free School money for the D.A.R.E.
program. She remarked that her budget shows up as a line item in Mr. Sweat’s budget.

Chairman Smith asked what the School Board contributed.
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Ms. Spangler replied that the School Board pays her salary, provides her office, her computer, and a secretary.
She said her position was designated specifically for this and she was certified in school counseling and school
social work.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked Ms. Spangler for her
presentation.

DISTRICT ATTORNEY

District Attorney Scott Ballard and Susan Harper appeared to discuss this budget.

Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel remarked that when the Board looked at the historical budget for
the District Attorney’s Office in 2006, the budget was revised to $364,000, decreased to $258,000 in 2007and
now this year the request was for $375,000. He asked for the reason of last year’s decreased amount.

Attorney Ballard replied that when he came into office he realized that Fayette County was paying the entire
salary for an ADA that he wanted to use circuit wide. He said he had taken that entire amount off of Fayette
County’s back and divided it among all four of the counties.

Mr. Krakeel asked Attorney Ballard if 25% represented the Juvenile Court caseload work in terms of staff hours
for Fayette County and Attorney Ballard replied that would be a good estimate. Mr. Krakeel felt this figure for
juvenile cases was high and this would make Fayette County having the highest juvenile delinquency and
Juvenile Court cases in the entire circuit. Attorney Ballard said these were the numbers they had received from
the Juvenile Court.

Attorney Ballard said he had a check to present the Board. He said the check was in the amount of $28,980
and was for the pretrial diversion program. Ms. Holland interjected that the D.A.’s Office had given the County
$35,000 last year for the pretrial diversion program.

Chairman Smith questioned the line item in this budget regarding rental of offsite storage facilities.

Attorney Ballard replied that this was a storage building located off New Hope Road where all of the felony files
were kept and must be kept for a period of twenty-five years

Chairman Smith asked if there were any other questions or comments.

Attorney Ballard responded that he had one item he would like to discuss with the Board. He said the
employees in this department fall under several different categories including the State, County and Circuit.
He said the Circuit employees were not really employees of any particular County but employees of his office
using money that the County contributes toward their salaries. He said in order for those employees to have
benefits, he must go out and purchase life, health and retirement policies. He said approximately two years
ago the State had come up with a method by which he could allow those Circuit paid employees to receive
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State benefits. He said this allows the Circuit paid employees dependent healthcare coverage. He said the
policy that they currently have costs the employee approximately $650 every month per dependent for
coverage whereas under the State there could be coverage for the entire family for $180. He said the Counties
included in the Circuit signed the required Resolution last year although Fayette County did not sign it. He
asked for the Board’s consideration to sign the Resolution this year so that the Fayette County Circuit paid
employees could receive this. Chairman Smith said this was an issue that the Board would need more
discussion on before making a decision.

Attorney Ballard further remarked that there were funds included in his budget for a copier. Mr. Krakeel stated
that the County was in the process of developing a standard for all County copiers.

Chairman Smith questioned the line item for the victims assistance fund.

Susan Harper of the D.A.’s Office replied that by statute they were required to have a victims assistance
program including mandatory training.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions. Hearing none, he thanked them for their
presentation.
ELECTIONS OFFICE

Elections Director Tom Sawyer and Marilyn Watts were present to discuss this budget. Mr. Sawyer remarked
that the new voting requirements for 2008 would require paper backup as well as recounts being hand
counted. He said this would require new voting equipment and there was no way the department could be
ready for this next year.

Chairman Smith asked Mr. Sawyer to prepare a sample resolution that the Board could consider showing
opposition to this requirement.

Mr. Sawyer said he wanted to readdress the position for the elections clerk. He said the recommendation was
for a promotion of an existing clerk but he interjected that the department would still be short by one clerk.

Commissioner Horgan questioned the request for a color printer and Mr. Sawyer replied that the department
had a lot of documents and brochures that needed to be in color and the color printer would help him in
presenting information from the Elections Office.

Mr. Sawyer discussed the maintenance on the voting machines and the possibility there would be new voting
machines. He said it was unclear as to whether or not there would be appropriations from the State or Federal
level to allow for these machines if House Bill 811 was passed. He noted that $39,000 had been budgeted
for the total maintenance contract on the voting machines.

Ms. Watts interjected that HB 811 was to oppose the new voting procedures that were being proposed. She
said the current voting machines could not be adapted to have a paper receipt which was being proposed.
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Mr. Sawyer said he would draft a Resolution if the Board wished that would show opposition to HB 811 and
bring it to the Board at a later meeting.

Mr. Sawyer discussed the proposed renovation for the Elections Office. He also discussed the request for new
furniture and noted that it was replacement furniture for the existing furniture.

Chairman Smith asked how many full time employees were currently in the Elections Office and Mr. Sawyer
replied that there were three employees including himself.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any further questions and there were none. He thanked Mr. Sawyer for
his presentation.

PUBLIC DEFENDER'’S OFFICE

Attorney Joe Saia was present to discuss this budget. He commented on his current case load and the
possibility of the State cutting positions.

Chairman Smith questioned the request for a 40% increase in this budget.

Attorney Saia remarked that last year he had asked for an increase and did not receive one. He said there
were currently four full time attorneys in Fayette County to handle this caseload and in order to maintain that
level, he would need an increase in this budget. He noted that there was one public defender dedicated to
Fayette County and that attorney was on call on weekends and holidays to handle cases.

Chairman Smith questioned the procedure to determine when a person would qualify for a public defender.
Attorney Saia replied that they requested pay stubs.

Mr. Krakeel asked how many full time positions were within the program that were serviced by the four
counties. Attorney Saia replied that there were 12 attorneys, seven administrative assistants and three
investigators. Attorney Saia remarked that four of the attorneys, two administrative assistants and one
investigator were funded by the State.

Mr. Krakeel said it appeared that Fayette County was paying for six full time positions of the fifteen positions
that were funded by counties. Attorney Saia remarked that Fayette County’s contribution also went toward
operating expenses. He said on top of the salary 42% for benefits had to be added.

Mr. Krakeel questioned the 7% fee listed on the budget spreadsheet. Attorney Saia replied that was an
administrative fee to pay for mileage costs for employees for traveling back and forth to jail and courts. He said
there was also mandated training and continuing legal education credits that the attorneys must have in
addition to the in-house training.
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Chairman Smith asked what supplement payroll was and Attorney Saia replied that last year the County had
not provided a supplement and he did not know if this would be included in this year’s budget.

Chairman Smith discussed a location for the public defender’s office. Attorney Saia said he preferred to be
located in the County Courthouse and the staff could walk or ride to the jail.

Mr. Krakeel asked if there were any further questions and there were none. He thanked Attorney Saia for his
presentation.

Chairman Smith called for a short recess.
Chairman Smith called the meeting back to order.

PHYSICAL HEALTH

Finance Director Mary Holland understood this budget to be a 3.3% increase or $341,000.

Mr. Krakeel remarked that it was his recommendation that the Board reconsider the fee structure for
Environmental Health which would be a revenue enhancement for them. He said this would be a followup

issue.
FAYETTE COUNSELING CENTER

Chairman Smith briefly discussed the issue of space for this center and remarked that there were a few
locations that were being looked at.

Ms. Holland said this budget was recommended at $133,270.

FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES

Ms. Holland said the funding request was for the same amount budgeted last year which was $44,300

FAYETTE COMMUNITY OPTIONS

Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel remarked that this request was for an additional $10,500 which
comes to $68,671. He said his only concern was that this increase was based on the number of anticipated
individuals. He said currently the program was averaging 40 individuals and he just could not agree with a 50%
increase. He said it was his recommendation to budget $63,000 for this organization.
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SENIOR SERVICES

Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel said it was his recommendation to fund this organization at the
current level.

The Board briefly discussed the change orders for the new facility that were being submitted.
Ms. Holland remarked that the budget recommendation for Senior Services was $110,000.

YOUTH PROTECTION HOME

Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel remarked that the recommendation for this organization was
$12,000.

Mr. Krakeel suggested that a policy be developed for the Board’s consideration with respect to non profit
entities.
PROMISE PLACE

Ms. Holland remarked this organization was budgeted with funds.

ELECTIONS OFFICE

Ms. Holland remarked that there were no changes in this budget.

TAX ASSESSORS OFFICE

Ms. Holland remarked that there were no changes in this budget.

BUILDING AND GROUNDS MAINTENANCE

Ms. Holland remarked that this budget had already been addressed.

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

Mr. Krakeel briefly discussed the overall personnel situation for Engineering and the impact on this department.

JUDGES AND COURT REPORTERS

The Board briefly discussed the issue of supplements for this department.





Minutes
May 24, 2007 Budget Meeting
Page 14

CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

Ms. Holland briefly discussed a budget issue involving overtime costs and the conversion of two part time
positions to two full time positions with benefits.

DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

After a brief discussion, there was a consensus that $300,000 be recommended for this budget.

STATE COURT JUDGES

After a brief discussion, Mr. Krakeel said staff could calculate the 90/90 figures and make a determination on
the supplement.

JUVENILE COURT

Ms. Holland briefly discussed this budget and there were no changes.

PUBLIC DEFENDER'’S OFFICE

Commissioner Frady said he would like to see the case load for this office and the screening of people who
would qualify.

Ms. Holland confirmed that this budget would be $490,000 as agreed by the Board.

VICTIMS ASSISTANCE

Ms. Holland remarked that with the 3.3% increase in this budget it would come to $360,000.

DRUG ABUSE AND TREATMENT

Mr. Krakeel said it was his recommendation to budget this at the same amount as last year. Ms. Holland said
the recommendation was for $53,265 which was a 1.65% increase over last year.

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

Chairman Smith remarked that the Development Authority, who leases the old courthouse building, had
presented him with a proposed renovation plan. He said the renovation was proposed for the third floor of the
courthouse for the primary purpose to spruce up the interior and to bring the two restrooms up to code and
functional. He said this would be for a relocation of one restroom and an expansion of the area that used to
be the judge’s chamber into a “warming kitchen” that a caterer could use for special events. He said the
Development Authority had to request these changes under the lease agreement before they could do
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anything. He said this would involve no funding on the County’s part. He said the Development Authority
would be entering into an agreement with the Chamber of Commerce to share the cost of this renovation. He
said at some time in the not so distant future the Development Authority would like the County to take action
on this request and give them permission to do the renovation.

EXECUTIVE SESSION: Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel requested an Executive Session to
discuss one real estate matter.

EXECUTIVE SESSION: On motion made by Commissioner Frady, seconded by Commissioner Horgan to
adjourn to Executive Session to discuss one real estate matter. The motion carried 5-0.

REAL ESTATE: Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel discussed a real estate matter with the Board.
It was the consensus of the Board for staff to proceed in this matter.

EXECUTIVE SESSION AFFIDAVIT:

On motion made by Commissioner Pfeifer, seconded by Commissioner Horgan to authorize the Chairman to
execute the Executive Session Affidavit affirming that one real estate matter was discussed in Executive
Session. The motion carried 5-0. A copy of the Affidavit, identified as “Attachment No. 1", follows these
minutes and is made an official part hereof.

On motion made by Commissioner Frady, seconded by Commissioner Horgan to adjourn back to open
session. The motion carried 5-0.

On motion made by Commissioner Maxwell, seconded by Commissioner Horgan to temporarily adjourn this
meeting at 5:00 p.m. and reconvene the budget meeting tomorrow morning May 25, 2007 at 8:30 p.m. The
motion carried 5-0.

Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk Jack R. Smith, Chairman

The foregoing minutes were duly approved at an official meeting of the Board of Commissioners of Fayette
County, Georgia, held on the 24" day of January, 2007

Karen Morley, Chief Deputy Clerk
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Public Works/Fleet Maintenance Department Head: ’Phil Mallon

Presenter, if needed: ’Bill Lackey Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Approve staff recommendation to allocate additional funding for underground storage tank upgrades at Public Works/Fleet
Maintenance.

Background/History/Details:

The Fleet Maintenance CIP Budget for FY 2008 included upgrades to the underground storage tanks located at the Public Works
facility. In addition to meeting upcoming Environmental Protection Division (EPD) requirements, the objective of this project was to
increase the storage capacity so that Fayette County would have a minimum two month supply of gasoline and diesel fuel in the
event of another fuel shortage. During the planning phase of this project it was determined that the best approach in achieving this
goal would be to install additional tanks to our existing site. The estimated cost for these upgrades was $160,000.00. During the
design phase of this project it was determined that the existing tanks did not contain extra flanges to install the level sensing
devices. In addition, the existing tanks do not provide for a containment sump where leak sensing equipment can be installed to
sense a slow leak. These components are mandated by EPD. Therefore, the project scope was modified to remove the existing tanks
and install new larger tanks to achieve the desired total capacity. The total estimated cost is now $333,450.00.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Transfer $133,450.00 from the contingency fund to 37540900 - 541210 (project code P7019) so that project can be completed.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Original amount budgeted = $200,000.00

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |No

STAFF USE ONLY

(e Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (e Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation Hearing (e Business C Business C Consent C Report ( Other
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Public Works/ Fleet Maintenance Department Head: ’Phil Mallon/Bill Lackey

Presenter, if needed: ’Bill Lackey Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Approve staff recommendation to award contract to C & M Equipment, Inc. for fuel tank upgrades at the Public Works/Fleet
Maintenance Facility in the amount of $290,800.

Background/History/Details:

The Fleet Maintenance CIP budget for FY 2008 included upgrades to the underground storage tanks located at Public Works.
Included in the upgrades are the installation of a leak detection system and an electronic inventory control system. These upgrades
are required in order for Fayette County to meet regulatory guidelines required by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division
(EPD) for underground storage tanks. In addition to these mandatory requirements this project will also increase the storage
capacity for gasoline and diesel fuel so that the County would have a minimum two month supply of both products. Sealed bids
were solicited by Mallett & Associates with the lowest bid coming in at $290,800.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Award Contract to C & M Equipment, Inc. in the amount of $290,800.00 for fuel tank upgrades at Public Works/Fleet Maintenance
shop on McDonough Rd.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

See additional agenda request for this meeting in regards to transfer of funds.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? [Thursday, November 9, 2006

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(e Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation Hearing (e Business C Business C Consent C Report ( Other





FUEL STORAGE CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS

AT PUBLIC WORKS

FOR FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA

BID TABULATION

BID DATE: OCTOBER 25, 2007

C & M EQUIPMENT, INC.

ATLANTA PETROLEUM
EQUIPMENT CO., INC.

EDS CONTRACTING, INC.

EST. UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL
ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY PRICE PRICE PRICE PRICE PRICE PRICE
1 Replacement of underground fuel storage tanks

complete. L.S. L.S. L.S. $ 248,000.00 L.S. 319,160.00 L.S. 372,400.00
2 Repainting of existing fuel dispensers & fuel island L.S. L.S. L.S. $ 4,800.00 L.S. 4,350.00 L.S. 1,500.00
3 Excavation of unsuitable or contaminated soils cYy 200 $ 90.00 $ 18,000.00 $ 193.75 38,750.00 $ 108.50 21,700.00
4 Allowances per Special Conditions L.S. L.S. L.S. $ 5,000.00 L.S. 5,000.00 L.S. 5,000.00
5  Allowance for Stage Il Vapor Recovery System L.S. L.S. L.S. $ 15,000.00 L.S. 15,000.00 L.S. 15,000.00
TOTAL BASE BID $ 290,800.00 382,260.00 415,600.00
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MALLETT CONSULTING, INC. APPROVED FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR UPGRADE OF FUEL TANKS
AT FLEET MAINTENANCE:

Public Works Director Lee Hearn remarked that he would like to discuss the upgrade of the fuel tanks at the Fleet
Maintenance facility. He reviewed a facts summary sheet with the Board regarding the fuel island upgrade.

Mr. Hearn remarked that in the summer of 2005 there were some critical fuel shortages. He said there was
approximately a two week period where there were some problems where the Fleet facility came close to running out
of fuel. He said as a result staff had put into the Fleet C.I.P. budget $200,000 for an upgrade in the fuel storage
category. He said the upgrade included 20,000 gallons of additional storage for unleaded and 20,000 gallons of
additional storage for diesel fuel. He said he had gotten a quote last October for $150,500 from Smith Equipment with
staff realizing that there would be some engineering and other items attached with this. He said staff had gotten some
additional engineering costs and some additional work had been done by some mechanical and electrical engineers
through David Jaeger’s office at Mallett Consulting. He said the revised estimate was $330,000. He said in order for
Fleet Maintenance to get the best price on fuel, a full tanker load of 7,500 gallons had to be ordered. He said when he
places an order the facility has approximately four days supply in order to have room for the 7,500 gallons. He said the
ordering time was very critical. He said if the Board approved the upgrade, the facility would have approximately a thirty-
five day supply of unleaded fuel and there would be a forty day supply of diesel fuel when the order was placed.

Mr. Hearn remarked that he was not unable to confirm the quote of $150,500 from the company and had not been able
to get in touch with them during the last couple of days. He said he felt confident that staff could help a lot with the
equipment and manpower to get the price down from $330,000. He said within the $150,000 quote that he had received
last October, $98,000 of that was installation. He said he estimated that half of that would be site work. He asked the
Board if there were any questions.

Commissioner Horgan asked if the 10,000 gallons of fuel that were already there now would be in addition to the 20,000
or would that tanker be removed.

Mr. Hearn responded that the tanker would run parallel with the new 20,000 gallons and this would make a total of
30,000 gallons capacity.

Commissioner Horgan asked if the tanks were below ground and Mr. Hearn replied yes they were.

Chairman Dunn clarified that the request tonight was for approval of the professional services portion of the contract and
Mr. Hearn agreed.

Chairman Dunn said the Board had already approved the cost for construction.
Mr. Hearn remarked that this was approved in the budget.

Chairman Dunn remarked that prices were continuing to escalate and the approved amount might have to be adjusted
later on.

On motion made by Commissioner Pfeifer, seconded by Commissioner Wells to approve the request by Public Works
Director Lee Hearn to authorize Mallett Consulting, Inc. to provide professional services for the upgrade of the fuel tanks
at Fleet Maintenance at a cost of $35,650. The motion carried 4-0. Commissioner Frady was absent for the vote.
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Human Resources Department Head: ’Connie Boehnke

Presenter, if needed: ’Connie Boehnke Preferred Meeting Date: ’January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Approval of contract with One Source Counseling and EAP Services as the new Employee Assistance Plan provider, effective January

1,2008.

Background/History/Details:
Newnan Hospital has been the county's EAP provider for many years, but due to their merger with the Piedmont Hospital Group,
they no longer offer this service as of January 1, 2008. This was brought before the Board for approval on December 5, 2007.

After further review by our attorney, the contract has been amended and needs approval by the Board to authorize the Chairman to
sign the contract.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

The Board awarded the contract on December 5. This request if to authorize the contract with One Source Counseling and EAP
Services.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

This expenditure is budgeted annually in the HR budget to include all county employees

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |December 5, 2008

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(e Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(e Legal Review Complete (e Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old N
g ew (¢ Consent C Report ( Other

Presentation Hearing C Business C Business
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Planning & Zoning/Community Dev. Department Head: ’Peter A. Frisina

Presenter, if needed: ’Dennis Dutton/Pete Frisina Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding Article lll. Definitions and Article V.
General Provisions, Section 5-10. Accessory structures and Section 5-11. Guest House.

Background/History/Details:

VC Herb Frady presented discussion before the B.O.C. on April 4, 2007, to review accessory structures. Proposed amendments
include: requirements for number/size of accessory structures; requirements for location/height of a detached garage in the front
yard; clarification of orientation of house and primary/secondary front yards; additional accessory uses/structures; exempt
recreational court from counting as accessory use; clarification how the upper level space is measured toward total square footage;
pull-down stairs vs. permanent; establishment of architectural standards; add covered patio or covered deck, detached and pool
screened enclosures as accessory structures; measure setbacks for pool/pool accessories.

Definitions: Amend definitions for cabana; add definition for covered patio or covered deck, detached and pool screened
enclosures.

On 12/05/07, the BOC instructed Staff to advertise the proposed amendments for the January Public Hearings.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

The proposed ordinance has been reviewed by the County Attorney.
Final Vote by the Board of Commissioners.

P.C. recommended approval (5-0).

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(" Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(¢ Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation 0 Hearing C Business C Business C Consent C Report ( Other
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January 3, 2008
PC Public Hearing

8. Consideration of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance
regarding Article IIl. Definitions and Article V. General Provisions, Section 5-10.
Accessory structures and Section 5-11, Guest House as presented by the Planning &
Zoning Department.

Dennis Dutton advised that Staff had been working on the proposed amendments since April, 2007.
He added that the proposed amendments had been reviewed by Attorney Don Comer and Attorney
Scott Bennett.

Chairman Powell asked if there were any public comments. Hearing none, he closed the floor from
public comments.

Jim Graw made a motion to approve the proposed amendments, Tim Thoms seconded the motion.
The motion unanimously passed 5-0.





STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

ORDINANCE NO. 2008 -

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE (1980),
AS AMENDED, SPECIFICALLY ARTICLE III (DEFINITIONS) SO AS TO AMEND AND ADD
TO CERTAIN DEFINITIONS SET FORTH THEREIN; TO AMEND SECTIONS 5-10 AND 5-11 OF
ARTICLE V (GENERAL PROVISIONS); TO PROVIDE FOR SEVERABILITY; TO REPEAL
CONFLICTING LAWS, ORDINANCES, AND RESOLUTIONS; TO PROVIDE AN EFFECTIVE
DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF FAYETTE COUNTY AND IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED AS FOLLOWS:

Section I.  The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance (1980), as amended, is hereby further
amended by deleting the definition of Cabana (Pool Cabana), and in lieu thereof, enacting a new
definition of Cabana, adding the definitions of Covered Patio or Covered Deck, detached and
Swimming Pool Screened Enclosure, amending the definition of Building Line, Front, and deleting the
definition of Building Line, Minimum to read as follows:

Building Line, Front. A line running between the side property lines as parallel as possible to

the street which touches the nearest point of the principal structure to the street.

Building Line, Minimum. Delete in its entirety.

Cabana. An open or partially enclosed structure used in conjunction with a pool or lake/pond

commonly containing a changing area, and/or seating area, and/or a restroom.





Covered Patio or Covered Deck, detached. An open or partially enclosed structure consisting

of a roof with supporting posts/columns commonly containing a seating/dining area, and/or outdoor

kitchen, and/or spa/hot tub.

Swimming Pool Screened Enclosure. A structure or part thereof, in whole or in part, self-

supporting and having walls of insect screening and a roof of insect screening, commonly made of
plastic, aluminum, or similar lightweight material.

Section II. The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance (1980), as amended, is hereby further
amended by deleting Section 5-10 (Accessory uses and structures) in its entirety, and in lieu thereof,
enacting a new Section 5-10 (Accessory structures) to read as follows:

5-10. Accessory structures and uses.

A. The following accessory structures and uses are permitted in A-R and all residential
zoning districts. Farm outbuildings and greenhouses are regulated as Conditional Uses
under Article VII. and shall be allowed in the A-R Zoning District only.

I. Well, well/pump house;

2 Guest house;

3 Greenhouse (for private use);

4. Swimming pool, pool deck, pool equipment enclosure, and pool screen
enclosure;

3, Garage;

6. Recreational court;

¥ Gazebo;

8. Cabana, covered patio, and covered deck;

g, Storage building; and

JLoA Carport.





Structure Limitations. Construction of an accessory structure shall occur concurrently
with or after the construction of the principal structure. Accessory structures shall not

be used as dwelling units or for lodging purposes, except a guest house.

Number and Size. The number and size of accessory structures shall conform to the
requirements described herein.
Ls Accessory structures shall be limited to one (1) of the following options:

a. Two (2) accessory structures, per individual lot, with each accessory
structure not to exceed 900 square feet of floor area. One (1) of these
accessory structures may include up to 700 square feet of heated and
finished floor area to be utilized as a guest house. An accessory
structure combined with a guest house, under this option, shall be
deemed as one (1) accessory structure; or

b. One (1) accessory structure, per individual lot, not to exceed 1,800
square feet of floor area, or the total square footage of the principal
structure, whichever is less. This accessory structure may include up to
700 square feet of heated and finished floor area to be utilized as a
guest house. An accessory structure combined with a guest house,
under this option, shall be deemed as one (1) accessory structure; or

g, Two (2) accessory structures per individual lot consisting of a
freestanding guest house (not to exceed 700 square feet of heated and
finished living space) and an accessory structure which may not

exceed 1,100 square feet of floor area.





At least fifty (50) percent of the square footage of an accessory structure shall
be fully enclosed, except as otherwise provided in Section 5-10. Said enclosed
area shall be surrounded by connecting adjacent walls constructed of solid
materials attached to the foundation and roof.

A well/pump house consisting of seventy (70) square feet or less, swimming
pool, recreational court, aircraft hangar (see Article VIL.), farm outbuilding (see
Article VIL.), greenhouse (see Article VIL.), and accessory structures incidental
to commercial and industrial uses shall not be included in determining the
number of accessory structures provided herein.

Total Square Footage. When both of the following criteria are met, the upper

level space shall be included in the total square footage of the structure: a) the
upper level space is accessed by permanent stairs and b) that portion of the
upper level space where the ceiling width, measured at least seven (7) feet in
height, is more than fifty percent (50%) of the ceiling width measured at least

five (5) feet in height.

Location on Lot. Accessory structures shall conform to the dimensional requirements

within each zoning district. No structure shall be located in the front yard except: a

detached garage (see 1. and 2. below for requirements); well/pump house consisting of

seventy (70) square feet or less; or farm outbuildings and greenhouses located in an

A-R Zoning District, where the lot consists of five (5) acres or more. On a single

frontage lot, the area between the street and the front building line shall be treated as a

front yard with regard to the location of accessory structures. On a corner lot, the area

between both of the streets and both of the front building lines shall be treated as a

primary front yard and a secondary front yard with regard to the location of accessory
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structures. On a through lot, the area between the street from which the lot is accessed

and the front building line shall be treated as a front yard with regard to the location of

accessory structures.

L

Detached Garage located in the Front Yard of a Single Frontage Lot and a

Through Lot. A detached garage located in the front yard shall meet the

following requirements:

a.

b.

Shall not exceed 900 square feet of floor area;

Located no more than thirty-five (35) feet from the principal structure;
Not exceed twenty-three (23) feet in height;

No more than fifty percent (50%) of the footprint of the garage may be
located beyond the front building line of the principal structure;

The width of the portion of the garage facing the street shall not exceed
sixty percent (60%) of the width of the principal structure; and

No portion of the garage may be located directly between the principal

structure and the street.

Detached Garage Located in the Front Yard of a Corner Lot.

a.

Primary front yard. The location of the front door of the principal

structure shall establish the primary front yard. The primary front yard
is the area between the street and the front building line in which an
accessory structure is prohibited, except in the case of a detached
garage which shall comply with the requirements of a Single Frontage

Lot; and





Secondary front yard. Consequently, the other frontage shall be the

secondary front yard. The secondary front yard is the area between the

street and the front building line in which an accessory structure is

prohibited, except in the case of a detached garage which shall comply

with the following requirements:

(1) Shall not exceed 900 square feet of floor area;

(2) Located no more than thirty-five (35) feet from the principal
structure; and

(3) Not exceed twenty-three (23) feet in height.

Architectural Standards for a Detached Garage located in all front yvards. The

garage shall maintain a residential character. Elevation drawings denoting

compliance with the following requirements must be submitted as part of the

building permit application:

a.

The design of the garage shall match with the general architectural style
inherent in the existing principal structure, including, but not limited to,
roof pitch, roof facade, facade, residential windows, and residential
doors.

The garage shall have at least one (1) opening for vehicular access.

A separate electrical meter is not permitted, unless otherwise required
by the power company providing service to the property.

The garage shall be connected to the principal structure by at least one

(1) of the following:





tenant space.

(1)

)

3)

living space.

An attached or detached breezeway. Said breezeway shall be a

minimum of six (6) feet in width and a minimum of eight (8)
feet in height (interior measurement). A detached breezeway
shall be constructed within six (6) inches of the principal
structure and the garage; or

An attached raised deck. Said attached raised deck shall be a

minimum height of fifteen (15) inches. The deck shall have a
minimum width of six (6) feet. Said deck shall have guard rails
measuring a minimum of three (3) feet in height; or

An attached or detached pergola. Said pergola shall consist of

parallel colonnades supporting an open roof of beams and
crossing rafters, shall be a minimum of six (6) feet in width and
a minimum of eight (8) feet in height (interior measurement). A
detached pergola shall be constructed within six (6) inches of

the principal structure and the garage.

Guest Houses. Only one (1) guest house is allowed per individual lot. Any living area

included in an accessory structure is a guest house. A guest house shall not be used as

Size. A guest house shall not exceed 700 square feet of heated and finished

Architectural Standards. All accessory structures of 200 square feet or greater, except a

detached garage located in the front yard, shall be constructed in a residential character
consisting of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof only, with a minimum pitch 0f4 1/2”in 127,

and a fagade of fiber-cement siding, wood siding, wood textured vinyl siding,
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brick/brick veneer, rock, stone, cast-stone, stucco, synthetic stucco, or finished/baked
enamel aluminum siding. Elevation drawing denoting compliance must be submitted
as part of the building permit application.

Temporary Accessory Storage. Portable on demand storage units are only allowed on a

temporary basis and only in conjunction with an ongoing a renovation project for the
purpose of storage of household items for a period not to exceed one year. Portable on
demand storage units are defined as any container, storage unit or other portable
structure, other than an accessory building or shed complying with all building codes
used to store household items. Only two (2) portable on demand storage units are
allowed per lot.

Carport. The carport shall be used to house motor vehicles and trailers only. Carports
shall be constructed of the same material or types of material as the principal structure
on the property, or of metal.

Cabana, covered patio, and covered deck. The cabana, covered patio, and covered deck

shall not be utilized as a carport, garage, storage building, open storage, or living area.
Said structures shall, at a minimum, consist of a roof with supporting posts/columns,
not exceed one (1) story, and comply with the Architectural Standards for an accessory
structure 200 square feet or greater.

Swimming pool, pool deck, pool equipment enclosure, and pool screened enclosure.

The pool deck, pool equipment enclosure, and pool screened enclosure shall comply
with the required setbacks. A pool screen enclosure shall be constructed with insect
screening commonly made of plastic, aluminum, or similar lightweight material.

Nonconformance. All accessory structures or uses which had a building permit issued

prior to January 24, 2008 (the adoption date) are legally non-conforming and shall be
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allowed to be maintained and rebuilt to current size and in the existing location. All
accessory structures or uses permitted after January 24, 2008 (the adoption date) must
comply with the current requirements,

Section III. The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance (1980), as amended, is hereby further
amended by deleting Section 5-11. (Guest House) in its entirety, and in lieu thereof, enacting a new
Section 5-11. (Reserved).

Section IV. If any part of this Ordinance shall be declared unconstitutional by the judgment of
any court of competent jurisdiction, such unconstitutionality shall not affect the remainder of this
enactment, and such remainder of this enactment shall remain in full force and effect.

Section V. All laws, ordinances, and resolutions, or parts thereof, which conflict with the
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section VI. This Ordinance shall become effective upon its approval by the Board of
Commissioners.

SO ORDAINED, this 24th day of January, 2008.

FAYETTE COUNTY BOARD
OF COMMISSIONERS

Jack Smith, Chairman

ATTEST:

Carol Chandler, Clerk
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Planning & Zoning/Community Dev. Department Head: ’Peter A. Frisina

Presenter, if needed: ’Dennis Dutton/Pete Frisina Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding Article VIl. Conditional Uses,
Exceptions, and Modifications, Section 7-6. Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone, A. S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural
Standards; B. S.R. 85 North Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards; and C. General State Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural

Background/History/Details:
Standards.

On June 6, 2007, the B.O.C. instructed Staff to begin review of the architectural standards within the Transportation Corridor Overlay
Zone. On September 6, 2007, the P.C. recommended approval (3-1) of the proposed amendments. On September 27, 2007, the
motion by the B.O.C. failed 1-4. On November 7, 2007, the B.O.C. instructed Staff to revisit the proposed amendments, but wanted
clarification, in particular in relation to the sunset provision. On December 5, 2007, the B.O.C. instructed Staff to advertise the
proposed amendments for the January Public Hearings.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

The proposed ordinance has been reviewed by the County Attorney.
Final Vote by the Board of Commissioners.

P.C. recommended approval (5-0).

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |Thursday, September 27, 2007

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(" Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New
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CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING
ORDINANCE REGARDING ARTICLE VIl. CONDITIONAL USES, EXCEPTIONS, AND MODIFICATIONS,
SECTION 7-6. TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR OVERLAY ZONE, A. S.R. 54 WEST OVERLAY ZONE, 4.
ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS; B. S.R. 85 NORTH OVERLAY ZONE, 4. ARCHITECTURAL
STANDARDS; AND C. GENERAL STATE ROUTE OVERLAY ZONE, 4. ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS
AS PRESENTED BY THE PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT:

Director of Community Development Pete Frisina asked for the Board's consideration for the proposed
amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding Article VII. Conditional Uses, Exceptions, and
Modifications, Section 7-6. Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone, A. S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4. Standards:
and C. General State Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards. He said Staff recommended approval
and the Planning Commission recommended approval (3-1).

Mr. Frisina further remarked that this was an issue that had been brought before the Board at its Workshop
meeting held in June. He said staff was given permission to work on this issue and brought back its findings
to the Board atits August Workshop meeting. He said the County currently had overlay zones on its highways
that require certain architectural characteristics to the buildings that would be built there for non-residential
development. He said there were also buildings in those corridors that were built prior to the overlays that were
putinto place so they did not meet the architectural requirements. He said the proposal would allow anyone
to get a one time expansion of those buildings as long as the expansion plus the additional part of the building
did not comprise more than 50% of the structure, it could maintain the same facade and design of the structure
there that was non-conforming. He said if the addition comprises more than 50% of the total structure, then
staff would require the entire structure to be brought into architectural compliance. He said this was for a one
time expansion. He said each of the overlays would then allow that. He said the overlays included the S.R.
54 West overlay, S.R. 85 North overlay and the general State Route Overlay that covers all of the other
highways.

Chairman Smith asked if the Board had any further questions. Hearing none, he asked if anyone wished to
speak in favor of these changes. Hearing none, he asked if anyone wished to speak in opposition to these





Minutes
September 27, 2007
Page 5

changes. Hearing none, he declared the public comment section closed. He asked for the Board's pleasure
in this matter.

Commissioner Frady felt this was a reasonable change for the overlay zones and a positive step for business
owners.

A motion was made by Commissioner Frady and seconded by Commissioner Horgan to approve the
Amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding Article VII. Conditional Uses, Exceptions and
Modifications, Section 7-6. Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone, A. S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4.
Architectural Standards, B. S.R. 85 North Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards, and C. General State
Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards, discussion followed.

Commissioner Horgan asked Mr. Frisina when somebody makes this addition and it uses up more space than
their parking lot would this be noted.

Mr. Frisina replied that any addition would have to go through a full site plan and staff review. He said staff
would have to make sure than in lieu of the expansion that the site would still meet all of the minimum
requirements.

Commissioner Horgan clarified that regardless of whether it was 50% or larger, they would still have to go to
the Planning Department for approval even if it was for a 25% increase.

Mr. Frisina remarked that was correct. He said any improvements made to a non-residential site would require
either an update or a site plan if there was not one.

Commissioner Horgan asked if this would apply to something as minimal as painting.

Mr. Frisina replied no, and remarked that it would not require a site plan unless there were enlargements being
made.

Chairman Smith said he would like to make three comments. He said (1) he did not really like the language.
He felt it was somewhat cumbersome. He asked if this item had been through legal review.

Interim County Attorney Don Comer indicated that it had not been through legal review.
Chairman Smith said (2) he wanted to be sure that everyone understood that where it stated that the addition

comprised 50% that referred to 50% of the total square footage which was considered a 100% addition to the
building. He said the building size could be doubled.
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Mr. Frisina said staff meant that based on the plans of the expansion taking both the addition and the existing
portion of the building together that the expansion could not comprise more than 50% of that total square
footage.

Chairman Smith asked if that would be 100% addition to the original structure.
Mr. Frisina replied yes it would be doubling the size of the structure.
Chairman Smith clarified that was the intent that the size of the structure could be doubled.

Mr. Frisina responded yes without having to bring it into architectural compliance. He said if the structure more
than doubled in size then the entire structure would have to be brought into compliance.

Chairman Smith said his (3) comment was that this appeared to be somewhat open ended. He expressed
concern that by not putting some kind of a sunset on this issue that once one of these corridors possibly the
S.R. 54 West corridor was predominantly developed in O-l, then would the County really want to be able to
double the size of a non-conforming structure. He questioned if staff should look at this issue from the
standpoint of whether there was a date certain in the future that stated this could be done. He questioned if
it would be possible to do that and put that type of restriction in this for sometime ten years from now when the
development on the corridor was substantially completed. He asked staff if this type of restriction could be put
in there.

Mr. Frisina replied that he had never done anything with sunset provisions in any previous ordinances. He said
this would allow a one time doubling of the size of a building that would be non-conforming right now in any
of the corridors.

Commissioner Frady said the only thing the County would get relief from was architectural design and Mr.
Frisina replied yes that was correct.

Mr. Frisina remarked that any brand new structures that were not part of an addition would have to meet the
architectural requirements.

Commissioner Frady remarked that most of the buildings on S.R. 54 West come under the new architectural
design requirement.

Mr. Frisina commented that S.R. 54 West did not have a predominance of non-residential development
between here and Peachtree City other than the area just before entering Peachtree City. He said some of
the County’s other corridors such as S.R. 85 North and S.R. 54 East were developed well before any kind of
architectural standards were put in place in the County. He said there were some areas especially on S.R.
54 East where there were some older buildings. He said what had prompted this issue was someone wanting
to expand a building which was an auto repair facility. He said the way the current ordinance read the owner
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would have to make the new part of the building look like a house and the old part would still be a metal
structure that looked totally different. He said this was the only option that staff had at that point.

Commissioner Maxwell said he just could not vote for this. He said he supported this in concept but if it had
not been reviewed by Attorney Comer then he just could not vote for it right now. He said he would rather have
Attorney Comer review this before the Board voted.

Chairman Smith asked Commissioner Frady if he wanted to withdraw his motion.

Commissioner Frady asked Attorney Comer if he had reviewed this ordinance and Attorney Comer replied no.

Commissioner Maxwell said the Attorney could address the three issues that Chairman Smith had when he
does his review.

Chairman Smith called for the vote on the motion before the Board.

The motion failed 1-4 with Commissioner Horgan, Commissioner Maxwell, Commissioner Pfeifer and Chairman
Smith voting in opposition.
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January 3, 2008
PC Public Hearing

7 Consideration of proposed amendments to the Favette County Zoning Ordinance
regarding Article VII. Conditional Uses, Exceptions, and Modifications, Section 7-6.
Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone, A. S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4.
Architectural Standards: B. S.R., 85 North Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards;
and C. General State Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards as presented by
the Planning & Zoning Department.

Dennis Dutton advised that the B.O.C. had concerns about the size of an addition which did not
require compliance with the architectural standards. He stated that they had also requested the sunset
provision be applied. He added that the proposed amendments had been reviewed by County
Attorney Scott Bennett.

Chairman Powell asked if there were any public comments. Hearing none, he closed the floor from
public comments.

Al Gilbert made a motion to approve the proposed amendments. Jim Graw seconded the motion.
The motion unanimously passed 5-0.





Planning Commission — 01/03/08
Board of Commissioners — 01/24/08

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE
FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

Staff’s enlargements to the current ordinance are indicated in bold, underline, and italics.

Strikethreugh indicates deletion.

Article VIL

Conditional Uses. Exceptions, and Modifications, Section 7-6. Transportation

Corridor Overlay Zone,

A. S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards

€.

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty percent (50%) or
less, the enlargement does not have to meet the aforementioned Architectural
Standards, but does have to match the architectural design of the existing
nonconforming structure. __This exemption shall only apply to the first
occurrence of any enlargement after the effective date of this amendment. Only
one (1) structure per parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an_existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by more than fifty
percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be brought into

compliance with the aforementioned Architectural Standards.

This_exemption_shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date of this
amendment, _After the expiration date, the entire nonconforming structiure
must _be brought into compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards when any enlargement is made. (Effective Date/Adopted 01/24/08)

B. S.R. 85 North Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards

)

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty percent (50%) or
less, the enlargement does not have to meet the aforementioned Architectural
Standards, but does have to match the architectural design of the existing
nonconforming structure. This exemption shall only apply to the first
occurrence of any enlargement after the effective date of this amendment. Only
one (1) structure per parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an_existing nonconforming structure is _enlarged by more than fifty
percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be brought into

compliance with the aforementioned Architectural Standards.

This exemption shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date of this
amendment. After the expiration date, the entire nonconforming structure
must_be brought into compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards when any enlargement is made. (Effective Date/Adopted 01/24/08)

L.





General State Route Overlay Zone, 4. Architectural Standards

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty percent (50%) or
less, the enlargement does not have to meet the aforementioned Architectural
Standards, but does have to match the architectural design of the existing
nonconforming structure. This exemption shall only apply to the first
occurrence of any enlargement after the effective date of this amendment. Only
one (1) structure per parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an_existing nonconforming structure is enlarsed by more than fifty
percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be brought into

compliance with the aforementioned Architectural Standards.

This exemption shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date of this
amendment. _After the expiration date, the entire nonconforming structure
must _be brought into _compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards when any enlargement is made. (Effective Date/Adopted 01/24/08)






STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

ORDINANCE NO. 2008-

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
(1980), AS AMENDED, SPECIFICALLY ARTICLE VII (CONDITIONAL USES, EXCEPTIONS,
AND MODIFICATIONS) SO AS TO AMEND THE ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS OF
SECTION 7-6. TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR OVERLAY ZONE TO ADD CERTAIN
ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS SET FORTH THEREIN; TO PROVIDE FOR
SEVERABILITY; TO REPEAL CONFLICTING LAWS, ORDINANCES, AND RESOLUTIONS;
TO PROVIDE AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF FAYETTE COUNTY AND IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED AS FOLLOWS:

Section I. The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance (1980), as amended, is hereby further
amended by adding provisions for enlargement to a nonconforming structure.

Section II. The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance (1980), as amended, is hereby further
amended by deleting Section 7-6. (Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone) in its entirety, and in lieu
thereof, enacting a new Section 7-6. (Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone) to read as follows:

7-6.  Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone

For the purposes of Section 7-6., a development shall be defined as the land where the
construction of improvements to support nonresidential uses is proposed including a petition
to rezone the land, the subdivision of property through a preliminary and/or final plat, and/or
the submittal of a site plan. (Adopted 03/22/07)





S.R. 54 West Overlay Zone. All property and/or development which have road
frontage and/or access on SR 54 West with nonresidential use or zoning shall be
subject to the following regulations, in addition to the zoning district requirements
and other development regulations which apply. The intent of the overlay is to set
standards specifically to Hwy 54 from Fayetteville to Peachtree City. (Amended
11/13/03) (Amended 06/07/06) (Amended 03/22/07)

L

The purpose of the SR 54 West Overlay Zone is to achieve the following:
(Amended 06/07/06) (Amended 03/22/07)

a.

To promote and maintain orderly development and an efficient traffic
flow in highway corridors;

To maintain a non-urban separation between Fayetteville and
Peachtree City along SR 54 West; and

To protect the aesthetics for existing and future residential areas in
this Highway Corridor. (Amended 03/22/07)

Access The following requirements shall apply to all nonresidential property
and/or development within the corridor: (Amended 03/22/07)

a.

Access to each nonresidential property and/or development shall be
from SR 54 West or an adjacent street designated as an Arterial or
Collector on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. All access points
shall be required to comply with Fayette County Development
Regulations. (Amended 06/07/06) (Amended 03/22/07)

Dimensional Requirements. Unless otherwise specified, these standards shall

apply to all non-residential zoning districts within the areas described above.

a,

All impervious surfaces, other than approved access drives, shall be
located at least fifty (50) feet from the State Route right-of-way.

Setbacks will be as follows:

(I)  Front yard setback on SR 54 West: 100 feet
(Amended 06/07/06) (Amended 03/22/07)

The impervious surface within nonresidential zoning districts is
limited to fifty (50) percent. The impervious surface must be
indicated on the Site Plan. (Amended 03/22/07)





Berms for nonresidential zoning districts: Berms when required as a
condition of zoning, shall be a minimum of four (4) feet in height,
and shall be placed to the inside of the applicable buffer. (Amended
03/22/07)

If the side yard abuts a nonresidential zoning district, all impervious
surfaces, other than approved access, shall be located a minimum of
ten (10) feet from the side property line.

Architectural Standards. These standards shall apply to all nonresidential
development within this Overlay Zone*

These structures shall maintain a residential character. Elevation drawings
denoting compliance with the following requirements must be submitted as
part of the Site Plan:

a.

A pitched peaked (gable or hip) roof with a minimum pitch of four
and one-half (4.5) inches in one (1) foot, including gasoline canopies
and accessory structures and shall be of a type and construction
complimentary to the fagade or a pitched mansard roof facade with a
minimum pitch of four and one-half (4.5) inches in one (1) foot and a
minimum height of eight (8) feet around the entire perimeter of the
structure can be used if the structure is two (2) stories or more or the
use of a pitched peaked roof would cause the structure to not meet the
applicable height limit requirements. Any mansard roof facade must
be of a residential character with the appearance of shingles, slate or
terra cotta; (Amended 06/07/06)

All buildings shall be constructed in a residential character of fiber-
cement siding, wood siding, wood textured vinyl siding, brick/brick

veneer, rock, stone, cast-stone, stucco, or synthetic stucco; (Amended
03/22/07)

Framed doors and windows of a residential character. To maintain a
residential character, large display windows shall give the appearance
of smaller individual panes and framing consistent with the standard

residential grid pattern for doors and windows; and (Amended
03/22/07)

The design of accessory/outparcel buildings shall be consistent with
and coordinate with the architectural style inherent in the primary
structure on the property. (Amended 03/22/07)





* (excluding the areas of the Hospital District which includes that area north of S.R. 54 West, east of
Tyrone Road, and west of Sandy Creek Road) (Amended 06/07/06)

c.

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty
percent (50%) or less, the enlargement does not have to meet the
aforementioned Architectural Standards, but does have to match the
architectural design of the existing nonconforming structure. This
exemption shall only apply to the first occurrence of any enlargement
after the effective date of this amendment. Only one (1) structure per
parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by more than
fifty percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be
brought into compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards.

This exemption shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date of
this amendment. After the expiration date, the entire nonconforming
structure must be brought into compliance with the aforementioned
Architectural Standards when any enlargement is made. (Effective
Date/Adopted 01/24/08)

5s Landscape Requirements. In addition to the standard requirements of the

landscape ordinance, the following landscape requirements shall apply to the
Overlay Zone:

a.

Street Frontage. Landscape area: fifty (50) feet along the right-of-way
of SR 54 West. The first 25 feet as measured from the right-of-way is
for required landscape planting only. The remaining 25 feet may be
used for septic system placement; underground stormwater detention
systems; and the following stormwater management facilities/
structures if designed in full accordance with the specifications
provided in the most current edition of the Georgia Stormwater
Management Manual; vegetated channels, overland flow
filtration/groundwater recharge zone, enhanced swales, filter strips,
and grass channels. Septic systems and stormwater structures shall be
exclusive of each other and the minimum distance of separation
between wastewater and stormwater structures shall be established by
the Environmental Health Department and the County Engineer.
(Amended 02/23/06) (Amended 06/07/07)

Side Yard Landscape Area: ten (10) feet in depth along side property
lines unless adjacent to a residential district where buffer
requirements will apply.

4





Use of Existing Structure: When property containing a lawfully existing
building and accessory structures is rezoned to O-1 or Commercial, to use the
existing buildings, the following requirements shall apply:

a. The setback requirements on the existing lot shall be reduced to the
extent of any encroachment by existing structures. Any new
construction shall comply with the setback requirements herein.

(Amended 03/22/07)

b. All additions to existing structures shall not encroach upon the
setback to a greater extent than the existing building line. (Amended
03/22/07)

Lighting. Lighting shall be designed in such a way as to meet the following
requirements:

a. Shielding standards. Lighting shall be placed in a manner to direct

light away from any adjacent roadways or nearby residential areas.
(Adopted 03/22/07)

Special Locational and Spatial Requirements. The following special
requirements shall be in addition to all district requirements. Where this
section contradicts any other requirement, the most restrictive shall apply.

a. No more than 50 percent of the required parking can be located in the
front yard along the State Route as established by the front building
line of any structure located on the site. (Adopted 03/22/07)

b. No outside storage allowed.

c. All roof top mechanical equipment and satellite dish antennas shall be
visually screened from roads and property zoned residential or A-R.
The screen shall extend to the full height of the objects being
screened. (Amended 03/22/07)

d. For all new construction, garage doors and bays associated with any
use within the district shall be located on the side or rear of the
principal building, and not facing SR54.





S.R. 85 North Overlay Zone. All property and/or development within 1,000 feet of

the right-of-way of SR 85 North shall be subject to the requirements of the SR 85
North Overlay Zone. The intent of the overlay is to set standards specific to SR 85
North from the city limits of the City of Fayetteville north to the Fayette-Clayton
county line. (Amended 03/22/07)

L.

The purpose of the SR 85 North Overlay Zone is to achieve the following:
(Amended 03/22/07)

To establish and maintain a scenic gateway into Fayette County,
which projects an image of our quality lifestyle. (Amended 03/22/07)

To promote and maintain orderly development and the efficient
movement of traftic on SR 85 North.

To protect the aesthetics for existing and future development in this
highway corridor. (Adopted 03/22/07)

Access. The following requirements shall apply to all nonresidential property
and/or development within the corridor: (Amended 03/22/07)

a.

Access to each nonresidential property and/or development shall be
from SR 85 North or an adjacent street designated as an Arterial or
Collector on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. All access points
shall be required to comply with Fayette County Development
Regulations. (Amended 03/22/07)

Dimensional Requirements. Unless otherwise specified, these standards shall

apply to all non-residential zoning districts within the areas described above.

a.

All impervious surfaces, other than approved access, shall be located
at least fifty (50) feet from the right-of-way of SR 85 North and a
minimum of ten (10) feet from the side property lines

Setbacks will be as follows:

(1) Front yard setback on State Route 85 North: 100 feet
(Amended 03/22/07)

(2) Gasoline Canopy: Front yard setback on State Route 85
North: 85 feet (Amended 03/22/07)

Impervious surface: Per zoning district (Amended 03/22/07)





Berms for nonresidential zoning districts: Berms when required as a
condition of zoning shall be a minimum of four (4) feet in height and
shall be placed to the inside of the applicable buffer. (Amended
03/22/07)

4, Architectural Standards: These standards shall apply to all nonresidential

development within this Overlay Zone.

a.

All buildings of which any portion of said building is constructed
within 1,000 feet of the right-of-way of S.R. 85 North shall be
constructed of brick/brick veneer, fiber-cement siding, rock, stone,
cast-stone, split-face concrete masonry unit (rough textured face
concrete block), stucco, synthetic stucco, and/or wood siding.
(Amended 03/22/07)

The design of accessory/outparcel buildings shall be consistent with
and coordinate with the architectural style inherent in the primary
structure on the property. (Amended 03/22/07)

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty
percent (50%) or less, the enlargement does not have to meet the
aforementioned Architectural Standards, but does have to match the
architectural design of the existing nonconforming structure. This
exemption shall apply only to the first occurrence of any enlargement
after the effective date of this amendment. Only one (1) structure per
parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by more than
fifty percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be
brought into compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards.

This exemption shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date
of this amendment. After this date, the entire nonconforming
structure must be brought into compliance with the aforementioned
Architectural Standards when any enlargement is made. (Effective
Date/Adopted 01/24/08)

3. Landscape Requirements: In addition to the standard requirements of the

Landscape Ordinance, the following landscape requirements shall apply to
the Overlay Zone:

a.

Street Frontage. Landscape area: fifty (50) feet along the right-of-way
of SR 85 North. The first 25 feet as measured from the right-of-way
is for required landscape planting only. The remaining 25 feet may
be used for septic system placement; underground stormwater
detention systems; and the following stormwater management





facilities/structures if designed in full accordance with the
specifications provided in the most current edition of the Georgia
Stormwater Management Manual; vegetated channels, overland flow
filtration/groundwater recharge zone, enhanced swales, filter strips,
and grass channels. Septic systems and stormwater structures shall be
exclusive of each other and the minimum distance of separation
between wastewater and stormwater structures shall be established by
the Environmental Health Department and the County Engineer.
(Amended 02/23/06)

b. Side Yard Landscape Area: ten (10) feet in depth along side property
lines unless adjacent to a residential district where buffer
requirements will apply.

Use of Existing Structure. When property containing a lawfully existing
building and accessory structures is rezoned to O-I or Commercial, to use the
existing buildings, the following requirements shall apply:

a. The setback requirements on the existing lot shall be reduced to the
extent of any encroachment by the existing structures. Any new
construction or improvements, shall comply with the setback
requirements herein. (Amended 03/22/07)

o} All additions to existing structures shall not encroach on the setback
to a greater extent than the existing building line. (Amended
03/22/07)

Lighting. Lighting shall be designed in such a way as to meet the following
requirements: (Amended 03/22/07)

a. Shielding standards. Light shall be placed in a manner to direct light
away from any adjacent roadways or nearby residential areas.
(Adopted 03/22/07)

Special Locational and Spatial Requirements. The following special
requirements shall be in addition to all district requirements. Where this
section contradicts any other requirement, the most restrictive shall apply.

2 Outside storage of merchandise or equipment and parts shall be
allowed in the rear yards only, subject to minimum screening, setback
and buffer requirements. Outside storage shall not exceed 25 percent
of the gross floor area of all structures per parcel.

b. All roof top mechanical equipment and satellite dish antennas shall be
visually screened from adjacent roads and property zoned residential
or A-R. The screen shall extend to the full height of the objects being
screened. (Amended 03/22/07)





C.

For all new construction, garage doors and bays associated with any
use within the district shall be located on the side or rear of the
principal building, and not facing SR 85.

General State Route Overlay Zone. All property and/or development which have

road frontage and/or access on State routes with nonresidential use or zoning shall be
subject to the following regulations, in addition to the zoning district requirements
and other development regulations which apply. This Overlay Zone specifically
excludes SR 54 West and SR 85 North for which other Overlay Zones have been
established herein. The Architectural Standards of this Overlay Zone Specifically
excludes the L-C zoning district, for which other architectural standards have been
established. (Amended 06/07/06) (Amended 03/22/07)

L

The purpose of the General State Route Overlay Zone is to achieve the
following: (Amended 03/22/07

a.

Access.

To promote and maintain orderly development and an efficient traffic
flow in highway corridors;

To protect existing and future residential areas near highway
corridors; and

To protect the aesthetics for existing and future residential areas in
this highway corridor. (Adopted 03/22/07)

The following requirements shall apply to all nonresidential

property and/or development within the corridor: (Amended 03/22/07)

a,

Access to each nonresidential property and/or development shall be
from a State Route or an adjacent street designated as an Arterial or
Collector on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. All access points
shall be required to comply with Fayette County Development
Regulations. (Amended 03/22/07)

Dimensional Requirements. Unless otherwise specified, these standards shall

apply to all non-residential zoning districts within the areas described above.

a.

All impervious surfaces, other than approved access drives, shall be
located at least fifty (50) feet from the State Route right-of-way.

Setbacks will be as follows:

(1) Front yard setbacks on all other State Routes: 100 feet
(Amended 03/22/07)





C. Impervious surface: The impervious surface within nonresidential
zoning districts is limited to fifty (50) percent. The impervious
surface must be indicated on the Site Plan. (Amended 03/22/07)

d. Berms for nonresidential zoning districts: Berms when required as a
condition of zoning shall be a minimum of four (4) feet in height, and
shall be placed to the inside of the applicable buffer. (Amended
03/22/07)

Architectural Standards. These standards shall apply to all nonresidential
property and/or development within this Overlay Zone. Structures shall
maintain a residential character. Elevation drawings denoting compliance
with the following must be submitted as part of the Site Plan. (Amended
03/22/07)

a. A pitched peaked (gable or hip) roof with a minimum pitch of four
and one-half (4.5) inches in one (1) foot including gasoline canopies
and accessory structures and shall be of a type and construction
complimentary to the fagade or a pitched mansard roof facade with a
minimum pitch of four and one-half (4.5) inches in one (1) foot and a
minimum height of eight (8) feet around the entire perimeter of the
structure can be used if the structure is two (2) stories or more or the
use of a pitched peaked roof would cause the structure to not meet the
applicable height limit requirements. Any mansard roof facade must
be of a residential character with the appearance of shingles, slate or
terra cotta. (Amended 06/07/06)

b. All buildings shall be constructed in a residential character of fiber-
cement siding, wood siding, wood textured vinyl siding, brick/brick

veneer, rock, stone, cast-stone, stucco, or synthetic stucco. (Amended
03/22/07)

g, Framed doors and windows of a residential character. To maintain a
residential character, large display windows shall give the appearance
of smaller individual panes and framing consistent with the standard
residential grid pattern for doors and windows. (Amended 03/22/07

d. The design of accessory/outparcel buildings shall reflect and
coordinate with the general architectural style inherent in the primary
structure on the property.

e. When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by fifty
percent (50%) or less, the enlargement does not have to meet the
aforementioned Architectural Standards, but does have to match the
architectural design of the existing nonconforming structure. This
exemption shall apply only to the first occurrence of any enlargement
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after the effective date of this amendment. Only one (1) structure per
parcel shall be entitled to the exemption.

When an existing nonconforming structure is enlarged by more than
fifty percent (50%), the entire nonconforming structure must be
brought into compliance with the aforementioned Architectural
Standards.

This exemption shall expire seven (7) years from the effective date
of this amendment.  After the expiration date, the entire
nonconforming structure must be brought into compliance with the
aforementioned Architectural Standards when any enlargement is
made. (Effective Date/Adopted 01/24/08)

Landscape Requirements. In addition to the standard requirements of the

landscape ordinance, the following landscape requirements shall apply to the
Overlay Zone:

Street Frontage. Landscape area: fifty (50) feet in depth along State
Route frontage. The first 25 feet as measured from the right-of-way
are for required landscape planting only. The remaining 25 feet may
be used for septic system placement; underground stormwater
detention systems; and the following stormwater management
facilities/structures if designed in full accordance with the
specifications provided in the most current edition of the Georgia
Stormwater Management Manual; vegetated channels, overland flow
filtration/groundwater recharge zone, enhanced swales, filter strips,
and grass channels. Septic systems and stormwater structures shall be
exclusive of each other and the minimum distance of separation
between wastewater and stormwater structures shall be established by
the Environmental Health Department and the County Engineer.
(Amended 02/23/06)

Side Yard Landscape Area: ten (10) feet in depth along side property
lines unless adjacent to a residential district where buffer
requirements will apply.

Use of Existing Structure When property containing a lawfully existing

building and accessory structures is rezoned to O-1 or Commercial, to use the
existing buildings, the following requirements shall apply:

a.

The dimensional requirements shall be reduced to the extent of, but
only at the location of, any encroachment by existing structures. Any
new construction or improvements, shall comply with the
dimensional requirements herein.
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b. All additions to existing structures shall not encroach on the setback
to a greater extent than the existing building line. (Amended

03/22/07)
78 Lighting. Lighting shall be designed in such a way as to meet the following
requirements:
a. Shielding standards. Lighting shall be placed in a manner to direct
light away from any adjacent roadways or nearby residential areas.
(Adopted 03/22/07)
8. Special Locational and Spatial Requirements. The following special

requirements shall be in addition to all district requirements. Where this
section contradicts any other requirement, the most restrictive shall apply.

a. No more than 50 percent of the required parking can be located in the
front yard along the State Route as established by the front building
line of any structure located on the site. (Amended 03/22/07)

b. Outside storage of merchandise or equipment and parts shall be
allowed in the rear yards only, subject to minimum screening, setback
and buffer requirements. Outside storage shall not exceed 25 percent
of the gross floor area of all structures per parcel.

€ All roof top mechanical equipment and satellite dish antennas shall be
visually screened from roads and property zoned residential or A-R.
The screen shall extend to the full height of the objects being
screened. (Amended 03/22/07)

d. For all new construction, garage doors and bays associated with any
use within the district shall be located on the side or rear of the
principal building, and not facing a State Route.,

Section III. If any part of this Ordinance shall be declared unconstitutional by the judgment
of any court of competent jurisdiction, such unconstitutionality shall not affect the remainder of this
enactment, and such remainder of this enactment shall remain in full force and effect.

Section IV. All laws, ordinances, and resolutions, or parts thereof, which conflict with the

provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed.

“ 17 ~





Section V. This Ordinance shall become effective upon its approval by the Board of
Commissioners.
SO ORDAINED, this 24" day of January, 2008.

FAYETTE COUNTY BOARD
OF COMMISSIONERS

Jack Smith, Chairman

ATTESI:

Carol Chandler, Clerk
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Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Planning & Zoning/Community Dev. Department Head: ’Peter A. Frisina

Presenter, if needed: ’Dennis Dutton/Pete Frisina Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of Petition No. 1204-07, Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clements, Owners, and Attorney Newton Galloway of
Galloway & Lyndall, LLP, Agent, request to rezone 9.70 acres from A-R to O-l to develop a Medical Office Park. This property is
located in Land Lots 7 and 8 of the 7th District and fronts on Huiet Road and Lester Road.

Background/History/Details:

On July 1, 1998, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial of Petition No. 990-98 to rezone the subject property
from A-R to O-l to develop a Medical Office Park. The applicants withdrew their request at the Board of Commissioners Public
Hearing on July 23, 1998.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Final Vote

Staff recommended denial.
P.C. recommended denial (5-0).

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |{Jjuly 23,1998

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |Yes Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(" Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation 0 Hearing C Business C Business C Consent C Report ( Other





Board of Commissioners Minutes
July 23, 1998
Page 2

PETITION NO. 990-98: Zoning Administrator Kathy Zeitler read the rezoning as follows:
Consideration of Petition No. 990-98, Dr. Roza Adamczyk and Dr. Rosa Clemente, Owners, and
Michael Lorber, Agent, request to rezone 9.7 acres from A-R to O-l to develop a Medical Office
Park consisting of approximately eight (8) lots. This property is located in Land Lots 7 and 8 of the
7" District and fronts on Huiet Road and Lester Road.

Dr. Adamczyk asked for a postponement for now. She submitted a letter requesting postponement
which follows these minutes and is identified as “Attachment No. 4",

Chairman Sprayberry confirmed that Dr. Adamczyk wished to withdraw her application.

Commissioner Gosa asked Dr. Adamczyk for clarification on the letter she submitted. He said her
letter states she would like to postpone her zoning application until the Land Use Plan has been
revised in the area of the hospital. He said what we were discussing here was a little different. He
asked if he was to understand that she wants it as it is written in her letter, after the Land Use Plan
has been reviewed.

Dr. Adamczyk stated yes.

Kathy Zeitler commented it may take several months to revise the Land Use Plan. She said it was
not clear if the applicant wants to withdraw and reapply, or postpone for several months.

Agent Michael Lorber explained that he and the applicant understood the county was in the process
of updating the Land Use Plan, not in this area, but in other areas of the county and it is probably
best if we hold off on this application, whether it is two months, six months, or whatever, just to give
the county time to study the area and then when that is completed, we will come back and resubmit
this proposal.

Commissioner Gosa asked Mr. Lorber if he wished to withdraw and reapply when and if the Land
Use Plan is revised and Mr. Lorber stated yes.

Commissioner Bost asked Mr. Lorber where he heard the county was reviewing the Land Use Plan

and Mr. Lorber said he heard from staff. Mr. Lorber added he heard comments made at the
Planning Commission meeting also.

County Attorney McNally suggested that with the indefiniteness of when this would be done that
this be treated as a withdrawal application.

A gentleman from the audience inquired as to whether there had to be a vote taken on a withdrawal
and Chairman Sprayberry confirmed there was no requirement for a vote.

A copy of the Ordinance and Resolution for withdrawal, identified as “Attachment No. 5", follows
these minutes and become an official part hereof.





PLANNING COMMISSION REZONING REPORT

PETITION NO.: 1204-07

APPLICANT: Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clemente
I

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DENY

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING: January 3, 2008

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: DENY (5-0)

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEARING:  January 24, 2008

COMMISSION DECISION:

REQUEST: Request to rezone 9.70 acres from A-R to O-I to develop a Medical Office
Park.

PARCEL SIZE: 9,70 acres
EXISTING USE: Vacant
PROPOSED USE: Medical Office Park

LOCATION: Land Lots 7 and 8 of the 7th District and fronts on Huiet Road and Lester
Road

ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTY: A-R, R-40, and C-H

LAND USE PATTERN: in the area of Low Density Residential (1 unit/1 to 2 acres)
and Office

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING NOTES:

See Attached Minutes.

MOTION AND VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION:

Tim Thoms made a motion to deny the petition. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion.
The motion for denial unanimously passed 5-0.

REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION:

Not in compliance with the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan.





PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

DATE: January 3, 2008
TO: Fayette County Commissioners
The Fayette County Planning Commission recommends that Petition No. 1204-07, the

application of Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clemente to rezone 9.70 acres from A-R

to O-1, be:
S=0
Approved Withdrawn Disapproved
Tabled until

This is forwarded to you for final action.
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DOUGLAS L. POWELL

AL GILBERT
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BILL, BECKWITH
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To: Fayette County Board of Commissioners

From: Dennis S. Dutton, Fayette County Planning & Zoning
Date: January &, 2008

Subject: Board of Commissioners Public Hearing, January 24, 2008

The attached report is submitted for your consideration and contains the Staff's and the Planning
Commission's Recommendations on a rezoning application and revised final plat scheduled for
public hearing on January 24, 2008.

PLANNING
PETITION LOCATION/ STAFF COMMISSION
PAGE NUMBER REQUEST RECOMMENDATION RECOMMENDATION
1-1 1204-07 Huiet Road and DENY DENY (5-0)
Lester Road/
Medical Office Park
2-1 RP-041-07 Sandy Creek Road/ APPROVE WITH APPROVE WITH
Subdividing Lot 2 FOUR CONDITIONS FOUR CONDITIONS
into 3 lots (5-0)

DSD/rsw

oL Peter A. Frisina, Director of Planning & Zoning
Tom Williams, Assistant Director of Planning & Zoning
Robyn S. Wilson, P.C. Secretary/Zoning Coordinator

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville GA 30214 Main Phone: 770-460-5730 Web Site: www.fayettecountyga.gov





PETITION NO: 1204-07

REQUESTED ACTION: A-R (Agricultural-Residential) to O-1 (Office-Institutional)
PROPOSED USE: Medical Office Park

EXISTING USE: Vacant

LOCATION: Huiet Road and Lester Road

DISTRICT/LAND LOT(S): 7th District, Land Lot(s) 7 and 8

OWNER: Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clemente

APPLICANT: Newton Galloway of Galloway & Lyndall, LLP

PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING: January 3, 2008

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC HEARING: January 24, 2008

APPLICANT'S INTENT

Applicant proposes to develop a Medical Office Park consisting of one (1) lot on 9.70 acres.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

DENY
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INVESTIGATION

PROPERTY SITE

The subject property is a 9.70 acre tract fronting on Huiet Road and Lester Road in Land
Lot(s) 7 and 8 of the 7th District. Huiet Road and Lester Road are classified as Minor
Arterial roads on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Plan. The subject property is
undeveloped and is currently zoned A-R.

History:

On July 1, 1998, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial of Petition
No. 990-98 to rezone the subject property from A-R to O-I to develop a Medical Office
Park. The applicants withdrew their request at the Board of Commissioners Public
Hearing on July 23, 1998,

SURROUNDING ZONING AND USES

The general situation is a 9.70 acre tract that is zoned A-R. In the vicinity of the subject
property is land which is zoned A-R, R-40, and C-H. See the following table and also the
attached Zoning Location Map.

The subject property is bound by the following adjacent zoning districts and uses:

Direction Acreage Zoning Use Comprehensive Plan

North 20 acres A-R Vacant Office

(estimated)
South WaterLace R-40 Single-Family Residential | Low Density Residential
(across Subdivision Subdivision (1 unit/1 to 2 acres)
Lester Road)
East 6.60 A-R Church Low Density Residential

(1 unit/1 to 2 acres)

West Heritage R-40 Single-Family Residential | Low Density Residential
(across Huiet Farms Subdivision (1 unit/1 to 2 acres)
Road) Subdivision

2.019 C-H Vacant Commercial

Postal

Commons

Subdivision
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The subject property lies in the area designated as Low Density Residential (1 unit/1 to 2
acres) and Office. However, the majority of the subject property is within the Low
Density Residential (1 unit/1 to 2 acres) land use designation (see attached Land Use Plan
map). This request does not conform to the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan.

D. ZONING/REGULATORY REVIEW
The applicant seeks to rezone from A-R to O-I for the purpose of developing Medical
Office Park.
Setbacks and Buffers
Zoning Zoning Setbacks Minimum Lot Minimum Lot Width at Buffer
District Size House Size | Building Line
0O-1 F - 75' Arterial 1 Acre¥ 125 30° buffer
(proposed F- 70' Collector 0.5 Acre** required
zoning district) F- 55 Minor adjacent to
S- 158 residential or
R- 15 A-R zoning
districts
A-R F - 100" Arterial 5 Acres 1,200 sq ft 250" N/A
(existing zoning | F - 100’ Collector
district) F- 75 Minor
S- 50 Side
R - 75'Rear

*%k

A minimum lot size of one (1) acre where a central water distribution system is provided.
One-half (.50) acre where a central sanitary sewage and central water distribution systems are provided.

Platting

Should this request be approved, the applicant is reminded that should the subject
property be subdivided that before any lots can be sold or building permits issued for the
proposed subdivision or if any new right of ways are proposed, a Preliminary Plat must
be approved by the Planning Commission. Once the Preliminary Plat is approved and the
proposed roads built, a Final Plat must be submitted to the Planning & Zoning
Department, approved by all applicable county departments, and recorded into public
record. If no Preliminary Plat is required and the property is proposed to be subdivided
into lots of less then five (5) acres, a Final Plat will still be required.
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West Fayetteville Bypass

The County is in the process of developing the West Fayetteville Bypass which will alter
the alignment of Huiet and Lester Roads in the area of the subject property. This phase
of the West Fayetteville Bypass will be a four-lane roadway running south from Sandy
Creek Road to the west of the hospital intersecting with Huiet Road at S.R. 54 West and
then proceeding south along a new alignment of Huiet and Lester Roads. The bypass is
planned to go through the subject property. Attorney Don Comer is in communication
with the applicant concerning the acquisition of property for the bypass.

Access

The Concept Plan submitted indicates one (1) access from Huiet Road and one (1) access
from Lester Road.

Site Plan

Should this petition be approved, the owner/developer must submit a Site Plan as
required by Section 8-26., c. of the Development Regulations. Access must comply with
the provisions of Section 8-53. of the Development Regulations and the Georgia D.O.T.,
as appropriate. The subject property must comply with Fayette County ordinances
including but not limited to: Section 5-18. Screening Required and Section 5-19.
Screening Standards of the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance and 8-159. Fayette County
Landscape and Buffer Requirements, Article VI. Tree Retention, Protection, and
Replacement, and Article VIII. Off-Street Parking and Service Requirements of the
Fayette County Development Regulations.

TRAFFIC AND TRIP GENERATION

Proposed Use: Medical Office Park
Size: 70,700 sf

Land Use Category — Medical-Dental Office Building
Weekday Saturday Sunday
Trip Gen. Rate 36.13 8.96 1.55
Total S.F./1,000 70.7 70.7 70.7
24 hr Trip Ends 2,554 633 110

Per the Engineering Department, this parcel is part of the West Fayetteville Bypass,
Phase I, right-of-way and slope area.

1204-07






REVIEW OF CONCEPT PLAN
The applicant is advised that the Concept Plan is for illustration purposes only. Any
deficiencies must be addressed at the time of submittal of the Preliminary Plat, Final Plat,

and/or Site Plan.

Deficiencies include, but not limited to: Lester Road and Huiet Road are classified as
arterials which require a seventy-five (75) foot setback.

DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS

Water System

Water is available; however, the developer is responsible for any adjustments to the water
line due to construction.

Engineering

Floodplain:

The property does not contain floodplain per FEMA FIRM panel 13113C0080D.
Wetlands:

The property does not contain wetlands per the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service 1994 National Wetland Inventory Map.

Watershed Protection:

Per the USGS Tyrone Quadrangle, there is an unnamed intermittent stream subject to the
County watershed protection buffers and setbacks. There is a 50 foot undisturbed buffer
and a 75 foot building setback from the streambank.

Groundwater Recharge Area:

The property is within the groundwater recharge area, as delineated on the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources” 1992 Ground-Water Pollution Susceptibility Map of
Georgia (Hydrologic Atlas 20). The minimum lot size requirements of the A-R and O-I
zoning districts meets the minimum lot size requirements of the Groundwater Recharge
Area Protection Ordinance.
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Stormwater:

A conceptual stormwater plan was provided but not reviewed as part of this rezoning
review, (Compliance with Development Regulations is not normally check at rezoning.)

Environmental Health Department

No comments regarding the rezoning application.

Fire and EMS

Fire Suppression and Fire Prevention: No issues.

Emergency Medical Services: No issues.

Emergency Management Agency: No issues.

Public Works

The proposed West Fayetteville Bypass runs through the center of this parcel.

Board of Education

If this application is approved, school system data shows it will not impact the school
system with additional students.

STAFF ANALYSIS

This request is based on the petitioner's intent to rezone said property from A-R to O-I for
the purpose of developing Medical Office Park. Per Section 11-10 of the Fayette County
Zoning Ordinance, Staff makes the following evaluations:

1. The request for rezoning from A-R to O-I is not consistent with the Fayette
County Land Use Plan. The subject property lies in the area designated as Low
Density Residential (1 unit/1 to 2 acres) and Office. However, the majority of the
subject property is within the Low Density Residential (1 unit/1 to 2 acres) land
use designation (see attached Land Use Plan map). The subject property is
located at an intersection formed by Huiet Road, Lester Road and Heritage Farm
Lane. The other corners of this intersection contain residential subdivisions
(Heritage Farms Subdivision and Waterlace Subdivision).
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2. The proposed rezoning could adversely affect the existing use or usability of
adjacent or nearby property within surrounding residential subdivisions.
Approval of this rezoning request could provide leverage for the rezoning of lots
within these subdivisions which occupy the other corners of this intersection.

3. The proposed rezoning will not result in a burdensome use of utilities, or schools.
The development of a Medical Office Park would produce approximately 2,554

additional vehicular trips on Huiet and Lester Roads.

4. Existing conditions and the area's development as a single-family residential
district to the west and south do not support this petition.

Based on the foregoing Investigation and Staff Analysis, Staff recommends DENIAL.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: January 15, 2008

To: Fayette County Board of Commissioners
From: Tom Williams

RE: Additional Staff Comments on Rezoning 1204-07, Huiet Road at Lester Road
Applicant’s Consultant Analysis

As requested I have reviewed the zoning analysis prepared for the applicants of proposed
rezoning (1204-07) at Huiet Road and Lester Road. The analysis was prepared by Strategic
Planning Initiatives, LLC, and was presented at the January 3, 2008 meeting of the Fayette
County Planning Commission. Due to this analysis not being available during the normal staff
review period, my comments as presented herein, will be transmitted directly to the Fayette
County BOC as additional staff comments.

Overview of Consultants Analysis

The consultant’s methodology was to review the site under three zoning categories: A-R (current
zoning), R-40 and O-1 (requested by applicant). “Uses-by-right” and “conditional uses” in each
zoning category are listed, with comments regarding the application to this site. Goals and
Objectives from the Land Use section of the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan were then
selected for a brief discussion as to applicability to the subject rezoning request to support the
applicant’s position (see Strategic Planning Initiatives” analysis included in the rezoning package)

A zoning analysis was then presented as a discussion of appropriateness for each of the zoning
districts (A-R, R-40 and O&I). A summary of the consultant’s comments are as follows:

A-R:  No A-R uses in the area, likely due to high land costs that are being forced
upwards by recent and on-going development in the area including upscale
residential, commercial and institutional. Concludes that houses in the

mid-$400’s will not occur in this area due to land costs and likewise that

land costs make 5-acre residential lots impractical.

R-40: The analysis presents residential and institutional uses as incompatible.
States that institutional uses, such as the place of worship that is adjacent

to the subject site, can introduce owner disputes and lower the quality of

life in the neighborhood.

O&I:  The consultants’ analysis presents the argument that the applicants’ site is
in a developing nonresidential node. Concludes that uses surrounding the site are
institutional in nature and that undeveloped land adjacent to the site is not deemed
desirable for single family residential development. Supports the O&I zoning.

Evaluation
The consultant’s analysis and recommendations are based on the premise that the subject site and

abutting institutional uses on Lester Road are part of the developing hospital/medical area on
SR54 and do not relate to the residential developments that comprise the surrounding area





including the other three corners of this intersection. The Land Use Plan does not recognize this
area as part of the hospital/medical area. The division of nonresidential and residential land uses
on the Land Use Plan is based on the configuration of parcels that front on SR 54 which are
designated Office and parcels which front Huiet and/or Lester Roads which are designated Low
Density residential. The institutional developments on Lester Road, including two Fayette
County schools (in the City of Fayetteville) and two churches (which are allowed in residential
and A-R zoning districts in the unincorporated County) are support uses for residential areas,
including the subject property and surrounding subdivisions.

It should be noted that this line of demarcation between residential and non-residential land uses
extends due west of Huiet Road along the alignment of Old Chapel Road. This line was
established based on established zoning north of Old Chapel Road and existing uses to the south
of Old Chapel Road, including the Heritage Farms subdivision.

The subject site in fact is a key piece of the land use plan for the intersection at Lester and Huiet.
Approval of this rezoning request could provide leverage for the rezoning of lots within these
subdivisions which occupy the other corners of this intersection,

Conclusion

The following Objective and Policies from the adopted 2004-2025 Comprehensive Plan represent
the most applicable official county policy statements on land use policy challenges.

Objective L-2: The County’s land use pattern protects, enhances and/or maintains
stability in established residential neighborhoods

Policy A. Protect and enhance existing neighborhoods by ensuring that infill
development is of compatible use, density/intensity, and that adverse
impacts on public facility and transportation systems, the environment,
and the surrounding area will not occur. Note: Infill development is the
development of new housing or other buildings on scattered vacant sites in
a built-up area.

Policy B. Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses, both residential and
nonresidential, into established or designated land use areas. Prohibit
access to nonresidential uses via residential areas.

Based on existing County policy, the requested non-residential land use and zoning should be
denied for this site.

cc: Jack Krakeel, Interim County Manager
Pete Frisina, Director of Planning and Zoning
Dennis Dutton, Zoning Administrator
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January 3, 2008
PC Public Hearing

Consideration of Petition No. 1204-07, Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clemente,
Owners, and Attorney Newton Galloway of Galloway & Lyndall, LL.P, Agent, request
to rezone 9.70 acres from A-R to O-I to develop a Medical Office Park. This property
is located in Land Lots 7 and 8 of the 7th District and fronts on Huiet Road and Lester
Road. Staff recommended denial.

Attorney Newton Galloway presented a plat indicating the master plan of the hospital area. He made
the following comments:

L.

CRINES
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13.
14,

Owners purchased the property in 1994,

Owners petitioned to rezone the property in 1998,

Significant changes since 1998, include: the construction of the hospital, no development on
S.R. 54 West, the development of WaterLace Subdivision, no development on the
commercial property, which now consists of the Post Office and Convenience Store, the
school was not constructed, and the churches had not been constructed or were just beginning
to be constructed.

December of 2006, the owners learned that the County was reviewing the Hospital Study
Area,

Request was made to meet with the study group to ask that the subject property be included
in the Hospital Study Area.

Neck of property goes into the Hospital Study Area.

Land Use Plan was modified and there is almost a reverse mirror image across S.R. 54 West,
There are not residential uses along the north side of Lester Road.

A-R requires a five (5) acre minimum lot size, which renders that use impractical.
Dwellings in the mid $400,000 range will not be built on such lots, as the cost of land renders
such lot sizes equally impractical; therefore, A-R is not a viable alternative for the reasonable
use of the property.

An Expert Planner was hired to review the policies and implementation of the policies. (See
report prepared by Strategic Planning Initiatives, LLC)

Expert Planner stated that the Lester Road right-of-way forms a definitive boundary
separating use classes and thereby buffering and creating a necessary transition that protects
the neighborhood. Assignment of an R-40 zoning district of this property, flanked by
potential commercial and existing institutional uses would be inconsistent with the viable
policies of the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan. The Hospital Study Area extends
further away from S.R. 54 West in the other direction than the Adamczyk and Clemente
property. O-11is an acceptable class on the property.

A-R is not an appropriate class on the property.

A subdivision on the property would not be of a character or caliper that Fayette County
wants to see or that would be consistent with what is at WaterLace Subdivision.
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January 3, 2008
PC Public Hearing

15.

16.

17

18.
19.
20.

21,

Land Use policies deal with transition and step-down from S.R. 54 West to the residential
properties located south of Lester Road and all of those factors support the rezoning.

The proposed landscaping and buffer requirements exceed the required requirements and the
design standards for office development. Elevations will be consistent with Fayette County
aesthetics.

Fayette County has an obligation to give the doctors reasonable use of property and economic
use of the property. A-R is not appropriate and would cause damage to the owners in
WaterLace Subdivision. R-40 does not provide the development that Fayette County wants
to see.

Can provide a development which limits ingress/egress by tying into the triangle area.
Property to the north will develop commercially, probably as office property.

For purposes of tonight, the property should be considered as not being subject to acquisition
for the West Fayetteville By-Pass. The zoning of the property will not impact the value of
the property, if it is condemned for a four-lane highway.

When the application was filed, owners did not have knowledge that the road was considered
to go through the tract.

Chairman Powell asked how much time was left.

Robyn Wilson replied that there was no time left.

Chairman Powell asked if there was anyone to speak in favor of the petition. Hearing none, he asked
if there was anyone to speak in opposition of the petition.

The following people spoke in opposition:

il ol o

Jack Miller of 200 Heritage Farm Lane.

Wayne Maycumber of Heritage Farm Subdivision.
Joe Peavy of 210 Heritage Farm Lane.

Raissa Chandler of 197 Huiet Road.

Chesley Hanshew of 152 WaterLace Way.

The following are points/concerns made by those in opposition:

-l ol o

Homeowners have lived in the area for 25 years. This is a stable area of well kept homes.
S.R. 54 West corridor provides for commercial.

When you purchase property zoned A-R, you take pot luck.

Intersection cannot afford another area of zoning.

Property sets less than 100 feet from homes and residences. There are 43 residences across
the street in one direction and there are residences in the other direction.
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19.

20.
2l

22.
23.

24.
23,
26.

Acceleration at the crossroad of churches, a school, and school buses.

Property is located approximately 0.25 miles from S.R. 54 West.

Post Office and Convenience Store were developed.

Use of tractor-trailers and postal vehicles which hinder the traffic flow.

Lights shining into houses 24 hours per day.

Area is seeing an explosion of residential and community expansion.

School children walk down the streets.

Adams Farm, which is agricultural, is located west of the property.

In the past, the panel has seen fit to keep the area residential and it is greatly appreciated.
Residential development with half a million dollar homes.

Community activity, but no retail.

You can call O-1 what you like, but it is retail.

Can make promises that it will be utilized for medical; however, it could be utilized for
biomedical waste, which will be put in dumpsters, which you hear at 2:00 A.M.

Property will not be a secluded quiet neighborhood, but one of activity which is not
conducive to schools, churches, or residences.

S.R. 54 West corridor has gone from agriculture to the hospital.

No need for development of property for medical offices. There are empty massive buildings
available around hospital.

Concern about increased traffic.

Long term improvements need to be mandated as follows: utilities should be in place,
including electrical, water, sewer, and telecommunications, plan for adequate storm sewer
and drainage, acceleration/deceleration lanes should be constructed from the intersection of
Lester Road and Huiet Road to S.R. 54 West, provide a turning radius for paved areas will
allow for an 18-wheeler to turn around on the property, install side walks along Huiet Road
and Lester Road, provide turning lanes, and install signalization at S.R. 54 and Huiet Road.
Runoff goes straight to Heritage Farm Subdivision.

Children in area who are autistic.

Has to be a better way to use the property.

Chairman Powell asked how rebuttal would be handled since the time has been exhausted with the
presentation.

Pete Frisina replied that according to the B.O.C.’s Policy, equal time is given for opposition and
rebuttal.

At this time, Chairman Powell closed the floor from the public.
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The P.C. made the following comments:

1. Churches and schools are permitted in the A-R zoning district.
Comprehensive Plan designates the property in the vicinity of Low Density Residential (1
unit/1 to 2 acres) and Office.

3. Area is residential not O-L

4. Spot zoning is illegal.

Bill Beckwith recognized Attorney Galloway in order to hear his rebuttal. He added that he did not
agree with the P.C.’s time limit but favored the B.0O.C.’s time limit,

Al Gilbert advised that in the past, the P.C. has given each side five (5) extra minutes; therefore, if
Attorney Galloway is given extra time, those in opposition should be given extra time.

In rebuttal, Attorney Galloway stated the Camp Creek South and the Camp Creek West. He said that
the reasons or the experiences which were conveyed to the P.C., by the opponents, show the reasons
this is not residential subdivision property.

At this time, Chairman Powell opened the floor for those in opposition.

The following spoke in opposition:

1. Wayne Maycumber of Heritage Farm Subdivision.

The following are points/concerns made by those in opposition:

The reasons stated before are every reason to keep the property residential.

It is residential. It is all residential.

The property is not located on S.R. 54 West. It is off S.R. 54 West.
Homes can be built there.

W=

At this time, Chairman Powell closed the floor from the public.
The P.C. made the following comments:

There are numerous uses under the A-R zoning district.

Property does not have to be developed as residential due to the other uses which are allowed.
Land Use Plan does not designate the property as O-I for this area.

O-Iis an improper zoning for the property.

Would R-40 be a more appropriate zoning for the property?

DR R
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Property is being considered for acquisition by the County to further increase the
infrastructure by routing traffic in and around the City of Fayetteville. West Fayetteville By-
Pass has been considered for many years.

Property has been looked at for acquisition for the by-pass and it may not be prudent, at this
point, to rezone the property in light of the fact that the County is looking at it for
acquisition.

Jim Graw asked the names of the members who served on the committee for the Hospital Study

Area.

Pete Frisina stated the members from the County consisted of: Chairman Greg Dunn, County
Administrator Chris Venice, and Planner Pete Frisina.

He said that the members from the City of Fayetteville consisted of: Mayor Ken Steele, City
Manager Joe Morton, and Planner Eldridge Gunn.

Mr. Frisina confirmed that the committee made a report to the Board of Commissioners and the City
Council on December of 2006.

The P.C. made the following comments:

[.
2.
3

Properties along the S.R. 54 West corridor have been rezoned to O-I.

Most of O-I along the corridor was in support to the hospital area.

It may be beneficial to rezone the property to R-40 to keep it consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood.

If the property is rezoned to R-40, some of the uses would be eliminated. There are uses
allowed in the A-R zoning district which are more conducive to keeping the integrity of the
community, which has been there 20 years or more.

Concerned about higher density.

Oppose O-I because it conflicts with the Land Use Plan.

There are future roads which are planned to tie into the bypass and the future school on the
property across from S.R. 54 West,

O-I would impact existing neighborhoods and lead to a higher density and use.

The infrastructure is not yet in place to support O-1.

Buildings could be up to 40 feet in height.

One of the intents of the Land Use Plan is to protect the integrity and character of the
established neighborhood.

A-R allows a church and a day care facility which tie into a neighborhood better than O-1.
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13. The uses allowed in the corridor minimize the impact to the neighborhood. It was not
intended for nonresidential development to extend toward Lester Road or down Huiet Road
and away from the corridor.

Tim Thoms made a motion to deny the petition. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion. The motion for
denial unanimously passed 5-0.

Al Gilbert asked Staff about the property being zoned R-40.

Pete Frisina advised that R-40 is in compliance with the Land Use Plan; however, final action had
been taken on a motion.

Al Gilbert made a motion to approve the petition as R-40 since R-40 is prevalent in the area. Jim
Graw seconded the motion.

Tim Thoms called for a point of order stating that action had been taken on the petition.
Mr. Frisina replied that action had been taken to deny the petition.

Motion died.





Roza K. Adamczyk and Rosa E. Clemente Property
9.7-acre Tract at Huiet Road and Lester Road

Background

A g.70-acre tract has been proposed for rezoning from A-R, Agricultural-Residential District to
O-I, Office-Institutional District. The property was used as a home site that has been
abandoned and is situated near Highway 54, a four-lane, with only one intervening tract. A
place of worship, an institutional use, lies immediately adjacent to the Adamczyk and Clemente
property. Surrounding uses are a combination of residential, commercial and institutional uses.
The institutional uses include a U.S. Post Office, two places of worship and a public school.
Significantly, no residential uses are found north of Lester Road which forms a definitive
boundary, separating present and planned neighborhoods from the institutional and commercial

uses.

Impacting the zoning application is a planned re-alignment of Huiet Road and Lester Road at
their intersection. The re-alignment would virtually bisect the tract, creating two irregularly
shaped tracts. The Adamczyk and Clemente property is located on the north frontage of Lester
Road.

Analysis

This report analyzes the appropriateness of the A-R zoning, a residential zoning district that
may be imposed by Fayette County and the proposed O-I zoning. The report considers these
three zoning districts in light of the present road network and the planned re-alignment of

Huiet Road and Lester Road. Significant characteristics of these districts are presented below:

A-R Agricultural-Residential District

The Agricultural-Residential District is “composed of certain lands and structures having a very
low density single-family residential and agricultural character and designed to protect against
the depreciating effects of small lot, residential development and those uses which are

incompatible with such a residential and agricultural environment.”
The following uses are allowed “by right” in the A-R Zoning District:

= Single-family dwellings
®  Recreation centers and similar institutions

® Accessory buildings and uses
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® Growing of crops and the on-premise sale of produce and agriculture
=  Plant nurseries and greenhouses

= Raising of livestock
The following uses are allowed as conditional uses:

B Aircraft Landing Area

" Animal Hospital, Kennel (Commercial or Non-commercial), or Veterinary Clinic
" Cemetery and Mausoleum

= Church, Temple or Place of Worship

®  Church or Religious Tent Meeting

® Commercial Driving Range

= Colleges and University

=  Day Care Facility

® Developed Residential Recreational/Amenity Area

& Farm Outbuildings and Greenhouse

= Golf Course

" Home Occupation

" Hospital

" Processing, packaging or handling of perishable agricultural products

= Rifle Range

= School (Private and Special), and Accessory Sports Arena, Stadium or Recreation Field
" Telephone, Electric or Gas Sub-Station or Other Public Utility Facility

" Temporary Carnival or Rodeo

Minimum lot size in the A-R district is 217,800 square feet or five acres.

R-40 Single-Family Residential District

The R-40 Single-Family Residential District is “composed of certain lands and structures
having a low density single-family residential character and designed to protect against the
depreciating effects of small lot development and those uses incompatible with such a

residential environment.”
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The following uses are allowed “by right” in the R-40 Zoning District:

= Single-family dwelling
B Accessory buildings and uses

" Growing crops, gardens
The following uses are allowed as conditional uses:

®  Church, Temple or Place of Worship

= Developed Residential Recreational/ Amemty Area

®* Home Occupation

" School (Private and Special), and Accessory Sports, Arena, Stadium or Recreation Field

o Telephone, Electric or Gas Sub-Station or other Public Utility Facility
Minimum lot size in the R-40 district is as follows:

" Where central sanitary sewage or central water distribution systems are provided, 43,560
square feet comprising one acre
8  Where neither a central sanitary sewage nor a central water distribution system is

provided, 65,340 square feet comprising one and one-half acres
O-I, Office-Institutional District

The Office-Institutional District is “composed of certain lands and structures having office and
institutional uses which are compatible with or provide a transition into low-intensity land

uses.”

The following uses are allowed “by right” in the O-I Zoning District:

8 Office

= Art Gallery

® Clinic (Human Treatment)
= College or University

= Dance Studio or School

= Financial Institution
®  Health Club or Fitness Center

u Insurance Carner, Agent or Broker
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# Laboratory, Medical or Dental
®  Legal Services

" Massage Therapy

B Museum

" Performing Arts Theater

®  Professional Services

®  Real Estate Agent or Broker

®  School, Private and Special

Use permitted in office parks having 100,000 square feet of floor area or greater include the

following:

B Beauty or Barber Shop

@  Blueprinting

®  Cafeteria

=  Commercial Art or Drafting Service
= Day Care Facility

¥ Delivery or Messenger Service
®  Drug Store

®  Florist

" Gift Shop

® Photocopying and Reproduction
= Restaurant

®  Stenographic or Typing Service
®  Teleconferencing Center

= Travel Agency or Ticket Office
The following uses are allowed as conditional uses:

®  Church, Temple or Other Place of Worship

®  Church or Religious Tent Meeting

®  Day Care Facility (Nursery School or Kindergarten)
" Hospital

= Hotel

= Single-Family Residence

= Care Home, Convalescent Center or Nursing Home

= Ammal Hospnal and/ or Vetermary Cllmc (no animal boardmg or outdoor runs)
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Minimum lot size in the O-I district is as follows:

" Where a central water distribution system is provided, 43,560 square feet comprising one
acre
" Where a central sanitary sewage and central water distribution systems are provided,

21,780 square feet comprising one-half acre

Buffer: If the rear or side yard abuts a residential or A-R zoning district, a minimum buffer of
30 feet adjacent to such lot line shall be provided in addition to the required setback, and the
setback shall be measured from the buffer. Additional buffer and setback requirements may be

established as a condition of zoning approval.
Height limit: 40 feet as defined in Article III, Sec. 3-14.

Lot coverage limit, including structure and parking area: 6o percent of total lot area.

Fayette County Comprehensive Plan, a Fundamental Guide to Zoning Decisions

The analysis is based on standards contained in Article 1, Sec. 11-10 of the Fayette County
Zoning Ordinance. These standards are used here to assess the appropriateness of the various
zoning districts to the Adamczyk and Clemente property. The first standard poses a
fundamental question governing land use and zoning, that is, “Whether the zoning proposal is
in conformity with the Land Use Plan and policies contained therein.” Sec. 11-10, in fact,
acknowledges a “special emphasis being placed on the relationship of the proposal to the Land
Use Plan and related development policies of Fayette County.” Excerpts from the Fayette

County Comprehensive Plan 2004-2025 are reprinted below:
The goal concerning Land Use in the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan 2004-2025 states:

“Growth and development should be consistent with the county’s land use plan,
which provides for the orderly, balanced and quality development of all land uses
consistent with the physical and economic limitations of the county. Growth should
take place in accordance with criteria and standards designed to preserve, enhance and

protect an orderly mix of residential, commercial and/or industrial facilities, and open

space without compromising existing residential development.”
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Objective L-1 of the Plan states: “The county’s land use plan should project a clear vision of an
attractive, prosperous, harmonious and efficient community.” An associated land use policy
states: “Direct growth and development to occur in locations and in a manner which enhances

community identity and can be supported by the availability of public facilities.”

A second land use policy highlights the importance of maintaining the individual character and
identity of established communities, neighborhoods and rural areas. A third policy seeks to
“Identify the location of nodes to accommodate nonresidential development and prevent the

sprawl of strip development.”

Objective L-2 of the Plan states: “The county’s land use pattern protects, enhances and/or
maintains stability in established residential neighborhoods.” An associated policy aims to
“Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses, both residential and nonresidential, into
established or designated land use areas. Prohibit access to nonresidential uses via residential

areas.”

The intensity of land use has a direct effect on the ability to provide adequate levels of service
for transportation and public facilities. The Comprehensive Plan is the primary mechanism
available to the county for establishing appropriate locations for various levels of land use
intensity. Through this mechanism, development occurs in accord with the Plan, at intensities
that can assist in achieving various county goals. For instance, higher intensity uses will be
located in areas of the county where public facilities can best accommodate the demands from

such uses, thereby efficiently using county resources.

Objective L-3 establishes that “The location and level of development intensity should be
utilized as a means to best accommodate the demands on county resources.” A policy
supporting this objective emphasizes a blending of uses with the surrounding context:
“Development in the unincorporated areas should be of less intensity than those in the
incorporated areas and blend in with the character of the surrounding area.” A related policy

focuses on the incremental impact of development on public infrastructure: “Limit development
intensity to that which can be accommodated at acceptable levels of service with consideration
of the cumulative, long-term impacts of development on the adequacy of public facilities and

transportation systems.
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Objective L-5 states: “The County seeks to achieve a harmonious and attractive development
pattern which minimizes undesirable visual, auditory, environmental, and other impacts created
by potentially incompatible uses.” A policy containing specific mechanisms for achieving this
objective is adopted in the Plan: “Achieve compatible transitions between adjoining land uses
through a step down of land use density and/or intensity and the use of appropriate
landscaping, buffering, berms, setbacks, a smooth transition in building height, and consistent

architectural design.

Additional mechanisms are contained in the following policy: “Stabilize residential
neighborhoods adjacent to nonresidential areas through the establishment of transitional land
uses, vegetated buffers and/or architectural screens, and the control of vehicular access.” A
policy found under Objective L-5 emphasizes supplemental site design standards to minimize
the impact of nonresidential uses: “Require additional site design standards when necessary to

minimize the affect of nonresidential uses both visually and environmentally.”

Finally, potentially adverse environmental impacts of nonresidential development are addressed
in the following Plan policy: “Promote nonresidential development which does not produce
excessive noise; smoke, dust, or other particulate matter; vibration; toxic or noxious waste
materials; odors; fire; and explosive hazards or other detrimental impacts to minimize impacts

on any nearby residential property.”

Zoning Analysis as Roads are now Configured

The following analysis considers the appropriateness of the A-R zoning, a residential zoning
and the proposed O-I zoning as Huiet Road and Lester Road are now configured. This analysis
focuses on the Article X1 standards of the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance.

Appropriateness of the A-R Agricultural-Residential District
As the current zoning of the Adamczyk and Clemente property is considered presumptively

valid with the burden of proof on the applicant, an analysis of the A-R zoning is included here.

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the Land Use Plan and policies contained
therein.

Objective L-1 of the Comprehensive Plan states: “The county’s land use plan should project a
clear vision of an attractive, prosperous, harmonious and efficient community.” An associated

land use policy highlights the importance of maintaining the individual character and identity

of established communities, neighborhoods and rural areas. Residential and institutional

development on the ground and pendlng has served to erode the character of tlus former
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agricultural area. The purpose of the A-R district illustrates this circumstance: “composed of
certain lands and structures having a very low density single-family residential and agricultural

character and designed to protect against the depreciating effects of small lot, residential

development and those uses which are incompatible with such a residential and agricultural

environment.” The designation of the property on the Future Land Use Map does not support
the current A-R district. Rather, the Adamczyk and Clemente property is designated as “Low
Density Residential” and “Office.” The A-R zoning is inconsistent with the county’s Future
Land Use Map.

Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or
nearby property.

The present A-R zoning permits certain uses “by right” that could be extremely injurious to the
use of nearby property. These include recreation centers and similar institutions as well as the
raising of livestock. Recreation centers could generate substantial noise and spillover lighting
that would affect quality of life in nearby subdivisions. Livestock is often the source of conflict
among new residents in rural areas and traditional agricultural uses. These conflicts are often

related to odor.

A broad range of conditional uses could also adversely affect the existing use or usability of
nearby property. These include aircraft landing area, commercial driving range and rifle range.

Adverse impacts of these uses include noise and spillover lighting.

Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive or
burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools.

While none of the permitted uses of the A-R district would cause such burdensome use, a
number of uses allowed as conditional uses could generate such excessive or burdensome use.
These include places of worship, colleges and universities, day care facilities, hospitals, schools,
accessory sports arenas, stadiums and temporary carnival or rodeo. The uses are associated

with peak traffic volumes, and can create a burdensome use of existing streets.
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Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and development of
the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning
proposal.

No agricultural uses are found in the vicinity of the Adamczyk and Clemente property. This is
likely based on the high land costs driven by upscale residential development and intense
commercial and institutional uses nearby and adjacent to the property. Residential use of the
property, permitted by the A-R zoning, requires a s-acre lot minimum, rendering that use
impractical. Dwellings in the mid-$400,000 range will not be built on such lots as the cost of
land renders such lot sizes equally impractical. Therefore, the A-R not a viable alternative for

the reasonable use of the property.

Appropriateness of the R-40 Single-Family Residential District

The applicant is challenging the recommendation by Planning Commission to the Board of
Commissioners. The following analysis applies the standards of the Fayette County Zoning
Ordinance to the Adamczyk and Clemente property.

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the Land Use Plan and policies contained
therein.

Objective L-2 of the Comprehensive Plan states: “The county’s land use pattern protects,
enhances and/or maintains stability in established residential neighborhoods.” An associated

policy aims to “Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses, both residential and

nonresidential, into established or designated land use areas.”

Development under an R-40 Single Family district would promote just such encroachment as
no residential uses are found along the north frontage of Lester Road, the location of the
Adamczyk and Clemente property. The Lester Road right-of-way forms a definitive boundary,
separating use classes and thereby buffering and creating a necessary transition that protects the
neighborhoods. ~ Assignment of an R-40 district to this property, flanked by potential
commercial and existing institutional uses, would be inconsistent with vital policies of the

Fayette County Comprehensive Plan.

Objective L-5 stresses the importance of land use compatibility: “The County seeks to achieve a
harmonious and attractive development pattern which minimizes undesirable visual, auditory,
environmental, an

d other impacts created by potentially incompatible uses.” A companion
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policy addresses transition among incompatible uses: “Achieve compatible transitions between
adjoining land uses through a step down of land use density and/or intensity and the use of
appropriate landscaping, buffering, berms, setbacks, a smooth transition in building height, and

consistent architectural design.”

Fostering residential development directly adjacent to institutional and well-situated property
that may well develop in commercial use would not advance this policy. Establishment of
commercial and institutional uses adjacent to residential uses does not achieve the “step down”

in land use intensity favored by the above land use policy.

Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent or
nearby property.

Placement of low density residential uses near existing institutional uses, such as the place of
worship that is adjacent to the property can introduce owner disputes and lower the quality of
life in the neighborhood. Similarly, the undeveloped property situated between the Adamczyk
and Clemente property and Highway 54 could introduce conflicts based on development of that
property. That property is flanked by a commercial use on Huiet Road and considering its
frontage on a four-lane and the gateway to a new subdivision, will likely develop in a

commercial use.

Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive or
burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools.

The staff report concludes that the O-I proposal would not burden streets or utilities,
presumably, an R-40 district would not create an excessive burden as well. School services
would be impacted by a residential zoning, however, given the magnitude of the potential

development, not in an inordinate manner.

Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and development of
the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning
proposal.

The R-40 Single-Family Residential District is described as being “composed of certain lands

and structures having a low density single-family residential character and designed to protect

against the depreciating effects of small lot development and those uses incompatible with such

n

a residential environment.” Establishment of institutional uses adjacent and near the property

diminishes its attractiveness as a residential site.
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None of the properties north of Lester Road, that is, on land lying between Highway 54 and
Lester Road, are developed in residential use. The development of nonresidential uses on these

properties has established a clear pattern of nonresidential use.

Appropriateness of the O-I Office-Institutional District

The applicant is seeking an O-I Office-Institutional District for the Adamczyk and Clemente
property. The following analysis applies the standards of the Fayette County Zoning
Ordinance to that property.

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformity with the Land Use Plan and policies contained
therein.

Objective L-1 of the Fayette County Comprehensive Plan states: “The county’s land use plan
should project a clear vision of an attractive, prosperous, harmonious and efficient community.”
An associated land use policy states: “Direct growth and development to occur in locations and
in a manner which enhances community identity and can be supported by the availability of

public facilities.”

Given the significant institutional uses established in the vicinity of the Adamczyk and
Clemente property, this location can be supported by the availability of public facilities.
Accordingly, the proposed O-I district is consistent with this land use policy.

Another land use policy under Objective L-1 seeks to “Identify the location of nodes to

accommuodate nonresidential development and prevent the sprawl of strip development.”

The Adamczyk and Clemente property is arguably within a developing node on Highway sa.
Rather than extend a nonresidential strip along Highway 54, office development on the property

would be within this nonresidential node.

Objective L-2 of the Plan states: “The county’s land use pattern protects, enhances and/or
maintains stability in established residential neighborhoods.,” An associated policy aims to
“Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses, both residential and nonresidential, into
established or designated land use areas. Prohibit access to nonresidential uses via residential

areas.”
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Encroachment represented by the proposed O-I district zoning would not be more than the
existing, nonresidential uses. Both the proposed offices and the institutional uses are located
north of Lester Road, away from neighborhoods further removed from the Highway 54 corridor.
Importantly, neighborhood “cut-through” traffic will not occur, as the primary route serving

the property would be Highway 54, located only several hundred feet to the north and providing
nearly direct access to the Adamczyk and Clemente property.

Objective L-5 of the Comprehensive Plan states: “The County seeks to achieve a harmonious
and attractive development pattern which minimizes undesirable visual, auditory,
environmental, and other impacts created by potentially incompatible uses.” A policy indicated
with this objective is to “Achieve compatible transitions between adjoining land uses through a
step down of land use density and/or intensity and the use of appropriate landscaping,
buffering, berms, setbacks, a smooth transition in building height, and consistent architectural

design.”

Office uses are typically considered just such a “step down” transition between residential and
higher intensity commercial. The proposed O-I zoning district will implement this land use
policy as the property is situated directly between institutional and commercial uses on
Highway 54 and existing and planned neighborhoods south of Lester Road. The description of
the O-I district is also consistent with this land use policy and the district is well suited to the
pattern of land use in this portion of Fayette County. As stated in the zoning ordinance, the
Office-Institutional District is “composed of certain lands and structures having office and
institutional uses which are compatible with or provide a transition into low-intensity land
uses.”

Buffers on the property enforced as a condition of zoning could implement the following policy:
“Stabilize residential neighborhoods adjacent to nonresidential areas through the establishment
of transitional land uses, vegetated buffers and/or architectural screens, and the control of
vehicular access.” Access controls, also enforced as a condition of zoning could also implement
the policy for office locations adjacent to nearby neighborhoods. For example, such controls
may limit vehicle access to Huiet Road.

A Plan initiative intended to implement the objective of minimizing “undesirable visual,
auditory, environmental, and other impacts created by potentially incompatible uses” is found
in the following policy: “Require additional site design standards when necessary to minimize
the affect of nonresidential uses both visually and environmentally.” Such standards as
berming, supplemental buffers, enhanced landscaping and architectural compatibility as can be
enforced as conditions of zoning approval are the type of standards that can minimize potential

ill effects of nonresidential development.
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A final Plan policy advanced by the proposed O-I district zoning application emphasizes
environmentally friendly development: “Promote nonresidential development which does not
produce excessive noise; smoke, dust, or other particulate matter; vibration; toxic or noxious
waste materials; odors; fire; and explosive hazards or other detrimental impacts to minimize
impacts on any nearby residential property.” The proposed office use is highly responsive to
this policy.

Hospital Study Area. Fayette County recently adopted a “Hospital Study Area” designating
properties appropriate for office and medical uses. These properties adjoin the Adamczyk and
Clemente property, and, in fact, the Study Area extends further away from Highway 54 than
the Adamczyk and Clemente property in other locations of the Study Area. Accordingly, the
Adamczyk and Clemente property is situated similarly to nearby properties that have been
designated for the office use being sought through rezoning.

Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of adjacent

or nearby property.

The permitted scale of development under the O-I zoning, including a maximum height of 40
feet, will tend to minimize the impact on nearby property. All property adjacent to the
Adamczyk and Clemente property has developed, or can be expected to develop, in an
institutional or commercial use. The proposed office use will have impacts consistent with

thOSE uses.

Required buffers and additional buffers that may be adopted as a condition of zoning can also
diminish the adverse impacts of office uses on nearby residential uses. The lot coverage limit,
effectively a 40 percent greenspace ratio, found in the O-I district will also protect nearby

residential property.

Finally, as concerns impact on nearby residential uses, office uses are primarily a 9:00 AM -s:00
PM, daytime activity with little or no nighttime or weekend use. This operating pattern
renders office uses, provided proper setbacks and buffering is enforced, that “step down” in use
intensity sought in the Comprehensive Plan. Such uses preserve the quiet evening and

weekend hours essential to quality neighborhoods.

e e e
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Whether the zoning prcposal will result in a use which will or could cause an excessive or

burdensome use of existing or planned streets, utilities, or schools.

Office development on a g.7-acre site will not cause a burdensome use of streets given the
proximity to a four-lane regional arterial offering tremendous capacity for handling traffic
volumes. Development restrictions contained in the O-I district, such as the lot coverage limit
of 60 percent, inclusive of structures and parking areas, and building height restrictions, tend to
limit the impact on utilities. Public facilities such as water and sewer and services such as
public safety are in place in this section of the county. Finally, the proposed O-I district will not
impact the County school system. The Fayette County Staff report concurs that “The proposed

rezoning will not result in a burdensome use of utilities or schools.”

Residential development will impact Fayette County schools while office development will

have no direct impact on the student population at these schools.

Whether there are other existing or changing conditions affecting the use and development of
the property which give supporting grounds for either approval or disapproval of the zoning

proposal.

Establishment of institutional uses adjacent and near the property diminishes its attractiveness
as a residential site. The location may be characterized as a transitional area from more intense
commercial and institutional uses on Highway 54 and on property north of Lester Road to
single family neighborhoods south of Lester Road. Land use surrounding this property is
institutional in nature and undeveloped land adjacent to the property is not deemed desirable for
single family residential development. The evolving land use pattern argues in favor of a low

intensity commercial zoning designation, such as the O-I district, rather than a single family

dwelling district.






AME: Roza K. Adamczyk & Rosa E. (Clemente
ADDRELSS:

PETITION NUMBER:
105 Casting Cove, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215

PETITION FOR REZONING CERTAIN PROPERTY IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF FAYETTE
COUNTY, GEORGIA.

Roza K, Adamczyk & Rosa E. Clemonte

affirms that he is the owner or the specifically
authorized agent of the property described below. Said property is located in a(n) _AR

Zoning District,
He/She respectfully petitions the County to rezone the property from its present classification and tenders
herewith the sum of §__ 390,00  to cover all expenses of public hearing. He/She petitions the above named to
change its classilication to ___ 0T

This property includes: (check onc of the following)

| | See attached legal description on recorded Warranty Deed for subject property or
[ X1 Legal description for subject property iy as follows

See Attached Exhibit “aA"
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%L day of @("“C , 20 OF] at 7:00 P.M.

UBLIC HEARING to be beld by the Board ¢f Commissioners
o +
QSduy of 0 {4

S5 s of Fayettc County on the
20N at 00 eM.

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME TTHIS

a

DAY OF

2

20

‘\“mmm;,

\e L8R ue “,

/-‘-" ”, ™
,_49 r_.-"‘ Y"OTA'E}-"-. %;% M
" Lofue o oo VE ' :
a GLORGIA E ((Wff\. €L M
NOTARY PUBLIC %“% 3], 20&:7 FEB.7,2010 § APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE
% "b Unm ]

)
&
\
-" \
"f \
" 4 W

"fllaum\“"

oLL RauUNo) 2a33RE 4 d2g:10 20 80 %ny





Petition No. 1204-07

Exhibit “A”

Legal Description of Subject Property:

All that 9.70 acre tract or parcel of land lying and being in landlots 7 & 8 of the 7"
land district, of Fayette County, Georgia and being more particularly described as
follows:

Beginning at an iron stake located at the intersection of the North margin of Lester
Road and the East margin of Huiet Road. Thence NOO 00'58"W 445.77" along the
East margin of Huiet Road to a point. Thence N02 13'21"W 155.79" along the East
margin of Huiet Road to an iron stake. Thence N89 03'13"E 274.91'to an iron stake;
Thence S00 23'58"W 135.00' to an iron stake located on the North boundary of
landlot 8; Thence N89 03'13"E 396.52' along the North boundary of landlot 8 to
an iron stake; Thence S00 00'51"E 669.39' to an iron stake located on the North
margin of Lester Road; Thence along the North margin of Lester Road an arc
distance 0of 692.93', said arc being subtended by a chord bearing of N73 53'36"W and
a chord distance of 691.55' to an iron stake and the point of beginning.

Property is bound as follows: North by Now or Formerly Sara A. Rivers East by Now
or Formerly Congregation of Jehovah, South by Lester Road, West by Huiet Road.





- AGREEMENT TO DEDICATE PROPERTY FOR FUTURE RIGHT-OF-WAY

I/'We, Roza K. Adamczyk & Rosa FE. Clemente s#id property owner(s) of subject property requested to he

rezoned, hereby agree to dedicute, at no cost {0 Fayetie County, q. C feet of

right-of-way along M—LL\_Q:&' QG {'*t‘ Gl r'fZ, oA 'ILQ__J\ (Y ﬂj as measured from

the centerline of the road.

Based on the Future Thoroughfare Plan Map streets have onc of the following designations apd the Fayette County
Development Regulations require a minimum street width as specified below:

Local Strect (Minor Thoroughfare) 60 foot right-of-way (30' measured trom cach side of road centerline)

Collector Strect (Major Thoroughfare) 80 foot right-of-way (40' measured from each side of road centerline)

Arterial Street (Major Thoroughfarc) 100 foot right-of-way (50’ measured from each side of road centerline)

Sworn to and subseribed before me this day of

M@@Q/,ﬂ P b 0ol

SIGNATURE OF PROPERTY_OWNFR SIGNATURE OF PROPERTY OWNER
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NOT APPLICABLE

DEVELOPMENTS OF REGIONAL JMPACT (DRI)

Rezoning Applicant:

A.

impact”.

Please review the attached "Thresholds: Developments of Regional Impact” established by
the State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) to determine if the proposed project meets
or exceeds these thresholds. If the proposed project does not meet the established
thresholds (is less than those listed) then skip to section C. below and complete.

If the project does meet or exceed the established thresholds for the type of development
proposed, the applicant is responsible for completing the Atlanta Regional Commission's
(ARC) "Developments of Regional Impact: Request for Review Form" prior to submittal of the
rezoning application. You may contact ARG at (404)463-3311 to request the form. A copy of
the completed form and documentation that the form has been submitted to ARC for review is

required to be included with this rezoning application.

| have reviewed and understand the aitached “Thresholds: Developments of Regional

[ XX] The proposed project related to this rezoning request DOES NOT meet or exceed the
established DRI thresholds

[ ] The proposed projeci related to this rezoning request DOES meet or exceed the
established DRI thresholds and documentation regarding the required ARC’s DRI Request for

Review Form is attached.

Signed this 2D day of Pospe oV , 20 07
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GALLOWAY & LYNDALL, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
THE LEWIS-MILLS HOUSE = 406 NORTH HILL STREET = GRIFFIN, GEORGIA 30223 = (770)233-6230 = TACSIMILE (770) 233-6231

NEWTON M. GALLOWAY
TERRI M. LYNDALL

BY HAND DELIVERY

August 1, 2007

Mr. Pete Frisina, Director

Fayette County Department of Planning & Zoning
140 Stonewall Avenue, West

Suite 202

Fayetteville, Georgia 30214

Re: Rezoning Application/Dr. Roza Adamczvk and Dr. Rosa Clemente
9.7 Acres Lester Road/A-R to O-1

Dear Pete: ‘

You will please find included herewith the following documents pertinent to the above
subject property:

a. Rezoning Application (and supporting documents including Constitutional Objection)
seeking to rezone the subject property from A-R to O-I;

b. Filing fee in the sum of $390.00; and

c. Concept Design plan (20 copies) (Prior plan submittal; new concept plan to be
supplied.).

Please stamp the duplicate copy with your filing information and date to confirm receipt and
filing.

The owners, Drs. Adamczyk and Clemente purchased the subject property years ago
anticipating its development with medical offices, including the relocation of their respective
practices. Given the significant confusion and frustration they experienced with the Hospital
Corridor Study Group process and the recent reference to possible road construction, the owners
feel that it is in their best interests to proceed with the rezoning application at this time. The
Concept plan included with this application is tendered for the purpose of complying with the
filing requirements of the zoning ordinance. However, the owners will submit a new Concept
plan to support this application in the future.

(continued on following page)





Mr. Pete Frisina
August 1, 2007
Page 2

We request that Staff review be held, pending receipt of the new Concept Plan. This should
place the application on the Planning Commission’s October, 2007 agenda. If this presents a
problem, please let me know.

[ appreciate your cooperation and assistance with this matter. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

GALLOWAY & LYNDALL, LLP

7 P, ottt

Newton M. Galloway

NMG/alf
Enclosures

o Dr. Roza Adamczyk
Dr. Rosa Clemente





CONSTITUTIONAL OBJECTION TO CURRENT ZONING

As applied to the property of Dr. Roza K. Adamczyk and Dr.
Rosa E. Clemente, subject of the attached Rezoning Application, the
zoning Ordinance of Fayette County as presently applied to the
subject property, zoned Agricultural-Residential (A-R), is
unconstitutional in that the owners’ property rights in and to the
property have been destroyed without first receiving fair, adeguate
and just compensation for such property rights. As applied to the
subject property, the Zoning Ordinance of Fayette County deprives
the owners of constitutionally protected rightslin violation of
Article I, Section I, Paragraph 1 of the Constitution of the State
of Georgia of 1983, Article I, Section III, Paragraph 1 of the
Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, and the Due Process
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States.

Application of the Zoning Ordinance of Fayette County to the
subject property is unconstituticnal, illegal, arbitrary,
capricious, null and void, constituting a taking of the subject
property in violation of the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth
Amendment and the Due Process Clause of the Feourteenth Amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, Article I, Section I,
Paragraph 1, and Article I, Section III, Paragraph 1 of the
Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, and the Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution

of the United States thereby denying the owner an economically





viable use of the land while not substantially advancing legitimate
state interests.

Inasmuch as it is impossible for the owner to use the land and
simultaneously comply with the Zoning Ordinance of Fayette County,
the Zoning Ordinance constitutes an arbitrary, capricious, and
unreasonable act by Fayette County without any rational basis
therefore and constitutes an abuse of discretion in violation of
Article I, Section I, Paragraph 1 of the Constitution of the State
of Georgia of 1983, Article I, Section III, Paragraph 1 of the
Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983, and the Due Process
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States.

Application of the Zoning Ordinance of Fayette County to the
subject property is unconstitutional and discriminates against the
cwner in an arbitrary, capricious, and unreascnable manner between
the owner and others similarly situated in vieclation of Article I,
Section I, Paragraph 2 of the Constitution of the State of Georgia
of 1983 and the Equal protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
to the Constitution of the United States.

WHEREFORE, Dr. Roza K. Adamczyk and Dr. Rosa E. Clemente
request that the Fayette County rezone the subject property to
Office-Institutional Use (O-1), as specified and designated in this

Application.





The Lewis Mills House
406 North Hill Street
Griffin, Georgia 30223
(770) 233-6230 telephons
(770) 233-6231 facsimile

GALLOWAY & LYNDALL, LLP

Newton M. Galloway
Georgia Bar No.: 283069

Counsel for Dr. Roza K.

and Dr.

Reosa E. Cleme
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PROPERTY SURVEY FOR
ROZA K. ADAMCZYK &
ROSA E. CLEMENTE

LOCATED IN LANDLOTS 78 &

OF THE 7TH LAND DISTRICT

FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORG/A
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ST AREA
s

EXISTING ZONNG: AR
i PROPOSED ZONNG o
PROPOSED UZE IS MERICAL OFFICE BULDING ﬂ
TOTAL AREA 410 ACRES
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RESIDENTIAL
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ROCLAD, LL G
105 CASTING COVE, FATETTEVILLE, GA 3025
TIO~634-1948

* THE DESIGN PROFESSICNAL:
DEVISTER LANGHAM, IHC.

ROSHELL €A 300°
+ THERE IS NO FLOOD PLAM ON THE
PROFERTY.
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OM THE PROPERTY,
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+ THERE ARE NG WETLANDS OH THE
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DATED: DECLMDER 20, 144
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Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Planning & Zoning/Community Dev. Department Head: ’Peter A. Frisina

Presenter, if needed: ’Dennis Dutton/Pete Frisina Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of Petition No. RP-041-07, Case Estates Subdivision, Wanda C. Case, Owner/Agent, request to revise the Final Plat to
subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) lots and to reduce the acreage of Lot 1. This property is located in Land Lots 44 and 45 of the 7th
District, fronts on Sandy Creek Road, and is zoned R-70.

Background/History/Details:

This request is to revise the recorded Final Plat for Case Estates Subdivision, to subdivide Lot 2, consisting of 7.6128 acres, into three
(3) lots. The proposed lot sizes are 3.42 acres and two (2) lots consisting of 2.00 acres each. The acreage of Lot 1 will be reduced
from 3.0076 acres to 2.75 acres. Lot 1 contains a single-family dwelling. The subject subdivision is zoned R-70.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Final Vote

Staff recommended approval with four (4) recommended conditions.
P.C. recommended approval (5-0) with four (4) recommended conditions.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(" Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation 0 Hearing C Business C Business C Consent C Report ( Other





PLANNING COMMISSION REZONING REPORT

PETITION NO.: RP-041-07

APPLICANT: Wanda C. Case
813 Sandy Creek Road
Fayetteville, GA 30214

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL WITH FOUR (4) RECOMMENDED
CONDITIONS

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING: January 3, 2008

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL WITH FOUR (4)
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS (5-0)

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEARING: January 24, 2008

COMMISSION DECISION:

REQUEST: Request revision of the recorded plat for Case Estates to subdivide Lot 2 into three
(3) single-family dwelling lots and reduction in the acre for Lot 1.

PARCEL SIZE: 10.17 acres
EXISTING USE: Two (2) Single-Family Dwelling Lots
PROPOSED USE: Four (4) Single-Family Dwelling Lots

LOCATION: Case EstatesSubdivision, Land Lot(s) 44 and 45 of the 7th District and fronts
on Sandy Creek Road.

ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTY: R-70
LAND USE PATTERN: Rural Residential (1 unit/2 to 3 acres)

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING NOTES:

See Attached Minutes.

MOTION AND VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION:

Al Gilbert made a motion to approve the petition subject to the following four (4) recommended
conditions:





1. The owner/developer shall dedicate, at no cost to Fayette County, twenty (20) feet of
additional right-of-way to create a total of fifty (50) feet of right-of-way as measured from
the centerline of Sandy Creek Road.

2. The newly established property lines shall not be located within five feet (5°) from the
individual sewage disposal system currently serving the property at 813 Sandy Creek Road.

3 A Letter of Confirmation signed by a-Celental Ripeline-efficial the owner of the pipeline
giving allowance for the curb cut and driveway within the Celenial Pipeline Easement

pipeline easement must be presented and noted at time of final plat.

4. Power lines shown on proposed Lot #1 shall be abandoned or established in an easement if
they are to remain. Contiguous area for this lot must be adjusted as needed for any easement.

Jim Graw seconded the motion. The motion unanimously passed 5-0.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION:

In compliance with the County's regulations and requirements, including availability of County water
service.

In compliance with the Land Use Plan,

Compatible with the surrounding area.





PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

DATE: January 3, 2008

TO: Fayette County Commissioners

The Fayette County Planning Commission recommends that Petition No. RP-041-07, the application

of Wanda C. Case to subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) single-family dwelling lots and reduction of the

acreage for Lot 1, be:
0
Approved Withdrawn Disapproved

Tabled until

This is forwarded to you for final action.
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To: Fayette County Board of Commissioners

From: Dennis S. Dutton, Fayette County Planning & Zoning
Date: January 8, 2008

Subject: Board of Commissioners Public Hearing, January 24, 2008

The attached report is submitted for your consideration and contains the Staff's and the Planning
Commission's Recommendations on a rezoning application and revised final plat scheduled for
public hearing on January 24, 2008.

PLANNING
PETITION LOCATION/ STAFF COMMISSION
PAGE NUMBER REQUEST RECOMMENDATION RECOMMENDATION
1-1 1204-07 Huiet Road and DENY DENY (5-0)
Lester Road/
Medical Office Park
2-1 RP-041-07 Sandy Creek Road/ APPROVE WITH APPROVE WITH
Subdividing Lot 2 FOUR CONDITIONS FOUR CONDITIONS
into 3 lots (5-0)

DSD/rsw

ge: Peter A. Frisina, Director of Planning & Zoning
Tom Williams, Assistant Director of Planning & Zoning
Robyn S. Wilson, P.C. Secretary/Zoning Coordinator

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville GA 30214 Main Phone: 770-460-5730 Web Site: www.fayettecountyga.gov





PETITION NUMBER: RP-041-07

REQUESTED ACTION: Revision to a Recorded Final Subdivision Plat for Case Estates
Subdivision to subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) single-family dwelling
lots and to reduce the acreage of Lot 1.

PROPOSED USE: Four (4) Single-Family Residential Subdivision Lots
EXISTING USE: Two (2) Single-Family Residential Subdivision Lots
ZONING DISTRICT: R-70

LOCATION: Sandy Creek Road

LAND LOT/DISTRICT: Land Lots 44 and 45/7th District
OWNER/APPLICANT: Wanda C. Case

INVESTIGATION
This request is to revise the recorded Final Plat for Case Estates Subdivision, to subdivide Lot 2,
consisting of 7.6128 acres, into three (3) lots. The proposed lots sizes are 3.42 acres and two (2) lots
consisting of 2.00 acres each. The acreage of Lot 1 will be reduced from 3.0076 acres to 2.75 acres.

Lot 1 contains a single-family dwelling. The subject subdivision is zoned R-70.

General Description

The subject property is adjacent to properties described as follows:

To the North:  An 8.3 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a single-family dwelling.

To the South: A 3.30 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a single-family dwelling.

To the East: A 7.28 acre vacant tract, zoned R-70; a 5.98 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a
single-family dwelling.

To the West:  Across Sandy Creek Road, a 3.00 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a single-family
dwelling; an 8.62 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a single-family dwelling; and a
2.80 acre tract, zoned R-70, containing a single-family dwelling.

Revision to a Recorded Plat

Effective October 26, 1995 the Fayette County Subdivision Regulations, Section 4-2.7 Revision to a
Recorded Plat, public hearing approval from the Board of Commissioners is required prior to any
substantial changes to a recorded final plat. Section 4-2.7 specifically states that ... “proposed
revisions to any existing residential or agricultural-residential subdivisions which add property to,

2-1. RP-041-07





increase the number of platted lots, or change the principal use on a lot within a residential
subdivision shall be considered in public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board of
Commissioners”.

Background
The original Final Plat for Case Estates Subdivision consisted of a total of two (2) single-family

dwelling lots and was platted in 1997. Lot 1 consisted of 3.0076 acres and Lot 2 consisted of 7.6128
acres.

Comprehensive Plan

The Land Use Plan designates this area as Rural Residential (1 unit/2 to 3 acres). The request
complies with this Land Use designation.

Access

The subject property has frontage on Sandy Creek Road. Sandy Creek Road is classified as a Minor
Arterial on the Fayette County Thoroughfare Map. All of the lots will access Sandy Creek Road.

Right-of-Way Dedication

The owner/developer shall dedicate, at no cost to Fayette County, twenty (20) feet of additional
right-of-way to create a total of fifty (50) feet of right-of-way as measured from the centerline of
Sandy Creek Road.

Final Plat

Should this request be approved, a Revised Final Plat of Case Estates Subdivision must be
submitted, approved, and recorded prior to the issuance of any building permits for said lots.

Department Comments

Water: No County water.

Engineering Department: The property does not contain FEMA FIRM panel 13113C0040D. The
property does not contain any wetlands per the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service 1994 National Wetland Inventory Map. Per the USGS Tyrone Quadrangle, there are no
water bodies subject to County watershed protection buffers and setbacks. The property is not within
a groundwater recharge area. Contiguous area requirements must be met on all lots. Confirmation
of the allowance for the curb cut and driveway within Colonial Pipeline Easement must be presented
and noted at time of final plat. Power lines shown on proposed Lot #1 shall be abandoned or
established in an easement if they are to remain. Contiguous area for this lot must be adjusted as

2-2. RP-041-07





needed for any easement. Sight distance is to be checked for all curb-cuts onto Sandy Creek Road
by the Engineering Department at the time of final plat. Locations for curb cuts will be determined
by the Engineering Department so that the minimum sight distance requirement of 500 feet is met for
all lots.

Environmental Health Dept.: The department will be in the position to approve the final plat for
recording purposes only. The newly established property lines shall not come within five feet (5) of
the individual sewage disposal system currently service the property at 813 Sandy Creek Road.

Board of Education: See attached letter from Dr. John DeCotis.

Fire Marshal: The Bureau of Fire Prevention will neither approve nor deny requests that fall
outside the scope of Fire Prevention Code requirements.

Public Works Director: No comments/issues.

STAFF ANALYSIS

Per the Fayette County Subdivision Regulations, adding lots to an existing platted residential
subdivision requires public hearing approval prior to the submittal of a Revised Final Plat. The
desires of other property owners should be considered.

Based on review by staff this request complies with all technical requirements of a final plat. Should
this request be approved, the following condition(s) should apply.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITION(S)

Ifthis revised final plat is approved by the Board of Commissioners, it should be approved subject to
the following condition:

L

The owner/developer shall dedicate, at no cost to Fayette County, twenty (20) feet of
additional right-of-way to create a total of fifty (50) feet of right-of-way as measured from
the centerline of Sandy Creek Road. (This condition is to ensure the provision of adequate
right-of-way for future road improvements per an established policy of the Fayette County
Comprehensive Plan and the Development Regulations which stipulate how much right-of-
way is needed for compliance.)

The newly established property lines shall not be located within five feet (5°) from the
individual sewage disposal system currently serving the property at 8§13 Sandy Creek Road.
(This condition is to ensure the proper distance between the property line and the existing
individual sewage disposal system.)

A Letter of Confirmation signed by a-Celental Ripeline-offieial the owner of the pipeline
giving allowance for the curb cut and driveway within the Colonial-Pipeline-Easement

pipeline easement must be presented and noted at time of final plat. (This condition is fo
ensure the property has access permission to cross a major utility easement.)

Power lines shown on proposed Lot #1 shall be abandoned or established in an easement if
they are to remain. Contiguous area for this lot must be adjusted as needed for any easement.
(This condition is to ensure the property meets the requirements of the Fayette County
Development Regulations for contiguous areas.)

The applicant agreed to the recommended conditions. The P.C. recommended approval
subject to the amended recommended conditions.

2-4. RP-041-07





FAYETTE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

210 Stonewall Avenue West
P.O. Box 879
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214-0879

Phone: 770-460-35635
Fax: 770-460-8191

Board Members
Terri Smith, Chair
Lee Wright, Vice Chair

Marion Key
Dr. John D. DeCotis, EdD Janet Smola
Superintendent “Where Excellence Counts” Dr. Bob Todd

December 10, 2007

Fayette County Zoning Department
Attn, Robyn Wilson

140 Stonewall Avenue West
Fayetteville, Ga. 30214

Subject: Request to revise a recorded subdivision (Case Estates) plat to add 2(two) lots in Land Lot(s) 44 and 45 of
the 7" District and fronts on Sandy Creek Road.

The Fayette County Board of Education Facilities Planning Division has reviewed the above listed request for
rezoning and is providing the information listed below.

If this application is approved, school system data shows it will impact the schools listed below as follows:

Building This
lots rezoning will Trailers
Facility Current now increase currently
School Capacity Enrollment available Students by on site
Burch Elementary 638 725 515 2 14
Flat Rock Middle 1137 854 2451 0 0
Sandy Creek High 1612 1345 2575 0 0

The Fayette County Board of Education expends an average of $8,317.86 annually educating each student in the
system, not including construction cost of new schools. If this application is approved it will result in an additional
cost of $16,635.72 to the school system. Previous rezoning requests for this attendance area will result in an
additional cost to the Fayette County School System of:

Elementary School Students
Middle School Students
High School Students

This rezoning request

Total additional funds needed for this attendance district

515 $ 4,283,697.90
613 $ 5,098,848.10
644 $ 5,356,701.80

2 $___16,635.72

$14,755,882.00

I hope this information will be beneficial in your deliberations for this rezoning request and I ask that you notify me

of the decision on this zoning request.

Sincerely,
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.4//7‘71 z"/;\/ -
rl Dr. John D. DeCotis
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www.fcboe.org





Page 1
January 3, 2008
PC Public Hearing

6. Consideration of Petition No. RP-041-07, Case Estates Subdivision, Wanda C. Case,
Owner/Agent, request to revise the Final Plat to subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) lots and
to reduce the acreage of Lot 1. This property is located in Land Lots 44 and 45 of the
7th District, fronts on Sandy Creek Road, and is zoned R-70. Staff recommended
approval with four (4) recommended conditions.

Wanda Case stated that she would like to subdivide Lot 2 into three (3) lots and to also reduce the
acreage of Lot 1. She said that she plans to construct her house on Lot 4. In regards to the
recommended conditions, she remarked that she agreed with the dedication of right-of-way and the
distance required for the individual sewage disposal system from the newly established property line.
She commented that the Williams/Transcontinental Pipeline has the easement going across the
proposed curb cut and not Colonial Pipeline. She confirmed that she has met with
Williams/Transcontinental Pipeline at the subject property and they do not have a problem with the
proposed curb cut; however, if heavy construction equipment crosses the easement then they will
advise how much dirt must be on top of the pipeline. She reported that the existing power line can
be relocated. She reiterated that she agreed to the recommended conditions. She added that the
existing power line stops on Lot 4.

Chairman Powell asked if there was anyone to speak in favor of the petition. Hearing none, he asked
if there was anyone to speak in opposition of the petition. Hearing none and with no rebuttal
required, he closed the floor from public comments.

The P.C. made the following comments:

Flag lot is not the best scenario.

Will approval set a precedent?

R-70 allows a two (2) acre minimum lot size.
Request complies with the Comprehensive Plan.

WD

Al Gilbert made a motion to approve the petition subject to the four (4) recommended conditions
with the owner’s name of the pipeline easement being changed from Colonial Pipeline to the owner
of the pipeline in Recommended Condition #3. Jim Graw seconded the motion.

Mr. Gilbert read the recommended conditions to the audience.

At this time, Chairman Powell called for the vote. The motion unanimously passed 5-0.





Georgia Department of Human Resources
/ ON-SITE SEWAGE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM INSPECTION REPORT

County Code Construction Permit Case Number (FHA, VA, etc.) Health Dist. Da Month Year
Q5|6 0 ‘K ][0 [2] OB
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 1B 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 18
Property Location Property Owner County

2\ Stu\,ﬁx\ Crenk 1A - Wardo. € Coag R‘LUK{M

Sewage Disposal Contractor

pody Wila W

ALL ITEMS: Blank = Not Applicable; 0 = Unknown *ITEMS: 1 =Yes; 2=No
SECTION A — GENERAL SECTION D — PRIMARY TREATMENT \
1. Sewage Disposal Method: b. Total Linear Feet | ' F ) [f)
1. Type Water Supply: (1) Septic Tank, (2) Construction

Privy, (3) Pit Privy, (4) Aerobic c. Length each Trench £5 66 67 68

(1) Public, (2) Community, (3) Indiv. Unit, (5) Other I feet)

2. Finanecial Assistance; i aalld.  Width of Trenches
(1) FHA, (2) VA, (3) Farmers 2. Septic Tank Capacity 2 h

Home, (4) Conventional, (5) Other {gallons): (inches)

3. House Structure; . 43 46 47 48

(1) New, {2) Existing < | year, ia :i::“.l Tank[CoZmpg;t’rrileAQO fIOlO[h e. Number of Trenches
(3) Existing 2 1 vear LAPACITY. 13 N f. Distance between

4. Sewage Dispossl Installation: 4. Septic Tank Inside Length . 49 50 31 32
(1) New, (2) Repair to existing sys. (feet):
S. I Repair of Existing System — 5. Septic Tank Inside Width
Years System Installed: (Teet):
(1) < lyear, (2) 1 =2, (3) 2-3, 6. Septic Tank Liquid Depth
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. . 7. Septic Tank Material:
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7. *ls Property Part of 2 in place, (3) Other

SuBGrty = 8. Dosing Tank Capacity
L)
SECTION B - FACILITY (gallons):

Trenches

g. Average Trench Depth
(inches)

LH{) h. * Aggregate Proper Size

i. * Aggregate Proper Depth
; j j. Distance from Building
33 || Foundation —f-n ‘]’\L

2 k. Nearest Property Line:

54 35 56| (1) Front, (2) Rear,
(3) R.Side, (4) L.Side
~57 38 §9]|!- Distance Nearest Property
Line

9. Grease Trap Capacity
{gallons):

10, Distance Septic Tank from
Well: g i - o T =
3. Number Bedrooms or Gallons: | IDJ i |[SECTION E= SECONDARY TREATMENT sk "g‘;r‘::i%‘];“ e
SECTION C — LOT SIZE q0 41 47 43]|1. Field Layout Method:

(1) Distribution Box, (2) Level SECTION F — HEALTH AGENCY TIME
Field, (3) Serial, (4) Mound,
(5) Other 1. Total Inclusive Time (min.):

;. » 60||SECTION G — SYSTEM APPRQVED 71 72 73
2. Lot Width (Average): _l l 2. Absorption Field;

1.“*Type Facility: See Code Below

2. Water Usage Determined by:
(1) No. Bedrooms, (2) No. Gallons

1. Lot Depth (Average): l J

1. *Yes
a. Total Square Feet 2 Lja 2. No

Y- e

Y.L S

3. Building Line (Feet)
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1 **Tvpe Facility
(1) Residence
(2) Apartment
(3) Institution 7 }
(4) Service Station
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(7} Tourist Accomrnodation {
(8) Launderette !
(9) Mobile Home Park
(10)Other
(Specify)
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Petition No. RP?041—07

LEGAL DISCRIPTION
CASE ESTATES

ALL THAT TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND LYING AND BEING IN LAND LOT 44 & 45 OF THE
7TH DISTRICT, FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA AND BEING MORE l"!5;.‘-35]?1CULARLIYl
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: E

BEGINNING AT A 1" OPEN TOP PIPE LOCATED ON THE NORTH LINE OF LANDLOT 44, sSAID
POINT BEING | 184 FEET WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OT LANDLOT 44 FROM THE
NORTHEAST CORNER OF LANDLOT 44, THENCE RUNNING S 21 06 32 W A DISTANCE OF
247831 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NEW R/W OF SANDY CREEK RD, SAID POINT BEING 50
FEET FROM THE CENTER LINE, THENCE RUNNING ALONG SAID R/W N 5250 15 W A
DISTANCE OF 168.24 FEET TO A POINT, CONTINUING ALONG THE R/W AND CURVING TO
THE RIGHT A CHORD BEARING OF N 5021 31 W, A CHORD DISTANCE OF 177.02 FEET,
BEING SUBTENDED BY AN ARC DISTANCE OF 177.07 FEET HAVING A RADIUS OF 2046.40
FEET TO A POINT, CONTINUING ALONG THE R/W AND CURVING TO THE RIGHT A CHORD
BEARING OF N 42 28 46 W, A CHORD DISTANCE OF 385.19 FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 385.76 FEET HAVING A RADIUS OF 2046.40 FEET TO A POINT, ‘
CONTINUING ALONG THE R/W N 34 59 01 W A DISTANCE OF 235 45 FEET TO A POINT, SAID
PODINT BEING 50 FEET FROM THE CENTER LINE, THENCE RUNNING N 65 55 22 T A DISTANCE
OF 834,98 FEET TO A 1/2” REBAR, THENCE RUNNING S 00 32 30 W A DISTANCE OF 801.06
FEET TO A 1” OPEN TOP PIPE AND ‘IHE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SATD TRACT CONTAINS 10.17 ACRES.
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Print Form I

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Fayette County Water System Department Head: ’Tony Parrott

Presenter, if needed: ’Tony Parrott Preferred Meeting Date: ’January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Water Committee recommendation to the Board of Commissioners for approval of the Drainage Easement Agreement between

Fayette County, PCH Investments, LLC, and Sequoia Golf Planterra Ridge, LLC

Background/History/Details:
Planterra Ridge golf course has concentrated run off that is in a pipe and they should have an easement for the runoff into the new

reservoir. Once Lake Mclntosh is completed, the run off from the golf course will go directly into the lake. Peachtree City has
requested that Planterra have an easement granted from Fayette County for this water flow.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the Drainage Easement Agreement.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(" Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete

(¢ Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete

Administrator's Approval Confirmed Meeting Date

Recognition/ Public Old New
Presentation Hearing ® Business Business O Consent O Report O Other





WATER COMMITTEE MINUTES
AUGUST 22, 2007

1IV. LAKE MCINTOSH UPDATE.

Mr. Jaeger reported that they have completed the aerial topographic mapping of
the reservoir, all the way up to elevation 800, and in some cases, beyond that, which
is inclusive of the golf course that abuts the lake. They recently overlayed the
original boundary information from when the property was purchased by the
County. He is in the process now of reviewing the perimeter boundary versus the
topo. The geotechnical work is begun, they have boring crews on site. They are
doing evaluation at the dam itself and the footprint of the dam to determine design
considerations, subsurface conditions and additionally they will be looking for
borrow sources within the lake bed for the earth fill to build the dam.

He went on to say that they met with Safe Dams Program, Tom Woosley at DNR
Safe Dams Program to basically have a kick off meeting with him to tell that this is
an active project now. He has talked with him about the project in the past over the
years, but wanted to let him know that it is active, that we have gotten the 404
permit, and we submitted to him the information as far as classification of the dam
which Safe Dams does on any major project. There is an understanding that this
dam will be designed as a Category 1 dam, because it is a drinking water supply
reservoir. Regardless of whether Safe Dams determines that there is potential for
loss of life downstream in the event of a failure of the dam, the dam will still be
classified as Category 1. Those are the standards that they are using in the design.

They also have the recovery phase of the archaeological work under way. The firm,
R. S. Webb had done previous reports and explorations within the lake footprint.
There is one last phase of their work, which is the recovery of one site. Thatisa
condition of the 404 permit they are required to come up with a plan for the
recovery, submit to the Corp of Engineers, also to the State Historic Preservation
office, get approval of that plan, and then proceed with the recovery phase. Itis
about a four acre section of the site within the reservoir and they will be picking and
choosing within that four acre perimeter to isolate areas to go in and look for
artifacts. Mr. Jaeger went on to say that he and Mr. Parrott have had discussion
with them about archiving the artifacts in a Georgia facility, rather than an
Alabama facility, which is where some of the past artifacts have been taken. There
are cost implications to having Georgia versus Alabama. There are some savings if
they are in Alabama. They are reviewing that and looking at it further.

They are prepared to advertise for a timbering contract to initiate timbering the
reservoir. Right now, the bid date is scheduled for September 25. They hope to
make a recommendation to the Water Committee the following day, Wednesday,
September 26 regarding award of the bid and having the Commissioners review and
approve that the following week at their Board meeting. He is trying to get
timbering activities started as soon as possible. Those activities would be limited to
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strictly timbering, not to grubbing or clearing of brush out of the reservoir or
getting into the buffer areas around the creeks. It would all be left for the final
clearing phase which they anticipate happening at the end of the construction of the
dam. If it were to all be cleared up front, you would have to re-clear it before you
filled it anyway, because of water quality issues and treatment. It makes it tough if
there are a lot of organics in the lakes. They felt that this would initiate the project,
get the timbering done quickly and then do the final clearing at the end when it
makes the most sense. Also, preserve the stream buffers as long as possible.

Mr. Krakeel asked about the limbs, will they grind them? Mr. Jaeger stated it
would be up to the timbering contractor to decide how he wants to dispose or utilize
what he takes out of the reservoir. He commented that he looked up the Horton
Creek project, and that was bid as part of the dam construction. The County had
an appraiser go out and appraise the timber value in the lake bed. That timber
value was written in as a credit to the owner on the bid form. It was around
$88,000.00. The clearing bid was just over $1,000,000.00. He truly believes if we
had not separated it, we would have seen the deduction in the bid price of the
clearing, so whatever value of timber is available to the contractor, he will be able to
take that timber and use it. Anything he doesn’t want to sell or use himself, it is up
to him to dispose of properly. Depending on the season, a burn permit could be a
potential or he could just haul it off. He commented that if there is further
discussion necessary before the bid documents are completed, they could talk about
it.

Mr. Parrott stated this is different from the two previous reservoirs, because the soil
and erosion control rules and regulations are different. When we did the other two,
we just cleared the whole site right off the bat and didn’t worry about it. Now, you
have to maintain double silt fence with the streams. But, you still have to clear the
areas that you will need your borrow sites for. You still have to timber the sites
away from the streams and it doesn’t flow as seamless as it did in the past.

Mr. Krakeel clarified that his question really goes to the issue of when they timber it
and they strip all the limbs off, do they just leave big piles of that until they come
back and do the grubbing? Or, are they going to go ahead and dig burn pits and
have air curtains or structure going the whole time they are out there to burn off the
limbs. Mr. Jaeger stated that he thinks we have the ability to dictate how we want it
done. He does not think it will matter if they leave them, because we will have more
activity in there later. In the end it all has to be out of there. Any floating debris
that we don’t want accumulating at the dam we want gone. He has had some
discussion with Phil Mallon about having the final clearing contractor use mulch or
grinding activity to create berms to help the silt containment, erosion prevention.
There is the likelihood that some of that mulch would be utilized during the clearing
until we are ready to fill. Then, at that point they would either need to burn it, haul
it off or till it into the soil so that it doesn’t create a problem with debris floating
down at the dam site.
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Mr. Jaeger stated that the last thing they have underway is staking of the clearing
limits. That actually was initiated yesterday and will be moving forward. In
coordination with that, they are going to be working for access to the lake for the
surveying crews at places other than where the County currently owns property.

He already has gotten good cooperation from Planterra Ridge Golf Course. They
have already been on the golf course more than once for some survey work. He feels
like he will have access there, and he has three people that they will be contacting on
the Coweta County side, private land owners that in the past have been cooperative.
He is hopeful they will be now.

Mr. Jaeger commented that he brought this item up at the last Water Committee
meeting. In meeting with the Golf Course, they had some requests of the County
with respect to the reconstruction of two of the golf holes near the runway clear
zone. He referenced a set of drawings showing the area. There is an existing dirt
road that runs down to Line Creek to the raw water pump station. He has verified
that Fayette County actually owns this right of way. He believes that prior to that
that Peachtree City owned it. Planterra Ridge Golf Course has asked for the ability
to have access off the right of way for a construction exit into their site to build these
two new golf holes. He stated that this is one issue.

Mr. Jaeger described the second issue. They have two locations where they will
have concentrated undetained storm water run off leaving the golf course to the
reservoir. It sounds worse than itis. They are very small areas; one of them is
coming out of a sand filter water quality improvement sand trap (for lack of a better
word). However, they are areas where it would have some type of a small pipe outlet
that would discharge directly towards the reservoir. He sees no problem with that.
There is no rational reason to require detention where it is going into a reservoir.
There is nothing it is going to affect from a runoff volume standpoint. With the
water quality improvement feature he does not think water quality is an issue. The
same condition is along the entire frontage of the lake with the golf course.

Mr. Conner asked if the sand filters would require maintenance over time. Mr.
Jaeger replied that we could request that the City make that a condition of the
permit. The sand filters are something the City would require as far as water
quality. If we want to, we could ask the City to make it a maintenance or a
replenishment condition to their permit. Mr. Jaeger said that the City has sent him
two easement documents showing the areas where they would like golf course
easements from the County.

Mr. Jaeger commented that he is bringing these issues, the easement issues and the
access issues to the Water Committee for discussion, and ultimately a
recommendation to the Board of Commissioners; then he could go back to them to
say whether the Board is in favor of this or not. His dealings so far, with the golf
course, have been very positive. He has worked with the general manager of
Cannongate to get access to the reservoir. In the construction phase and the design
phase it will need quite a bit of coordination along that shoreline. There are some
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features along the golf course that may be impacted by the reservoir that will need
modification. There are some water hazards that currently are being contained by
small berms, and he believes ultimately underneath the water and how we deal with
the location of those berms and the location of the golf cart paths that pass very
close in proximity to the reservoir or elevation, may need adjustments. From a
relationship standpoint he thinks that it is a positive that we can work with the golf
course and assist them when they need assistance and get them to assist us when we
need it.

Mr. Parrott commented that over the years we have used the road as public access
for both the Water System, the north end of the airport and the golf course. The
golf course is actually the one who installed the gate that we use at the entrance to
the dirt part of the road. Truck traffic will not cause any problem for the water
plant. The only reason that we have the two easements necessary is the fact that
they have concentrated the run off that is already out there in the pipe and once it is
in a pipe, with the new storm water rules they act like it has to have an easement.
Mr. Parrott questioned whether the county attorney should review the easements
before it is passed on to the Board. Mr. Krakeel stated it would be a good idea to let
Don Commer take a look at the legal description and make sure that it does not
create a problem for us.

Mr. Frisina asked how quickly they need the construction access. Mr. Jaeger stated
that he understood that they want to start work on these golf holes in November.
They have not asked for an easement of the entrance. They have basically asked for
permission. He believes the property abuts the right of way. It is right between the
green on the fourth hole and the tee box on the fifth hole. The request to have
permission to have a construction entrance came from the golf course and the need
for the easements was a request by Peachtree City.

Pete Frisina made a motion to recommend to the Board of Commissioners to grant
the construction access off the existing right of way. Chip Conner seconded and
there was no opposition.

Pete Frisina made a motion to recommend to the Board of Commissioners to allow
the two easements requested by City of Peachtree City with the condition that the
documents be reviewed by Attorney Don Commer. Chip Conner seconded and
there was no opposition.
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Department Head: ’CAROL CHANDLER

Presenter, if needed: ’JACK KRAKEEL Preferred Meeting Date: ’Thursday, January 24,2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Acceptance of the letter of engagement with Cherry, Bekaert & Holland, L.L.P., the County's auditing firm, to determine the County's
compliance with Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Criteria of the Resource Conservation Recovery Act, and authorization for the
Chairman to execute said letter.

Background/History/Details:

Cherry, Bekaert & Holland, LLP, is the County's auditing firm. The proposed work in in accordance with state requirements.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

(e Finance Review Complete (" Purchasing Review Complete
(" Legal Review Complete (¢ Administrative Staff Review Complete
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date [Thursday, January 24, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New

Presentation Hearing C Business C Business (¢ Consent C Report ( Other





		AuditorLetterofEngagementAgendaRequestFile

		AuditorBekaertAgreementBackup1

		AuditorBekaertBackup2







