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Workstot Hgenda

Board of Commissioners
November 5, 2008
3:30 P.M.

Call to Order by Chairman.

Acceptance of Agenda.

PRESENTATION/RECOGNITION:

A. Proclamation recognizing November 12, 2008 as Honor Flight Fayette Day
[l in Fayette County.

CONSENT AGENDA:

1. Approval of the Vehicle Replacement Committee’s recommendation to
replace five vehicles for the Sheriff's Department, for which funding is
included in the Fiscal Year 2009 budget.

OLD BUSINESS:

B. Continued discussion of the request by the Mclntosh Trail Historic
Preservation Society for a resolution supporting the effort to obtain “Georgia
Scenic Byway” designation from the Georgia Department of Transportation.

C. Discussion of Planning Commission’s recommendations regarding a request
from Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc., owner of Storage Xxtra on
SR 85 N, to either create a new zoning district to allow a broader variety of
uses or to augment the uses currently allowed in the M-1 zoning
classification.

NEW BUSINESS:

D. Discussion of amendments to the Fayette County Code Chapter 2, Article
V., Division 4., Section 2-162, regarding disposal of unserviceable property,
and Section 2-163., regarding the notice of transfer of disposal of property,
as presented by the Finance Department.

E. Discussion of proposed Athletic Association Policies and Procedures

Manual, as prepared by the Recreation Commission and presented by the
Parks and Recreation staff.

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
ATTORNEY'S REPORT
STAFF REPORTS

BOARD REPORTS
EXECUTIVE SESSION
ADJOURNMENT
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Board of Commissioners Department Head: ’Carol Chandler

Presenter, if needed: ’Carol Chandler Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Proclamation recognizing November 12, 2008 as Honor Flight Fayette Day lll in Fayette County.

Background/History/Details:

Mes. Gail Sparrow, President of the Honor Flight Fayette, has asked to be placed on the November 5, 2008 agenda, and would like to
invite the public to show their appreciation to the nation's World War Il veterans by seeing them off on their Honor Flight trip on
November 12, 2008. This will be the third Honor Flight for Fayette County veterans in 2008. The first flight departed on May 14 and

the second flight left on October 8, 2008. The third flight is scheduled for November 12.

The proclamations presented by the Board of Commissioners are framed and used as a part of a display for the "send off" events for
the veterans on the morning of the flights.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Present Proclamation.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

No funding is needed for this request.

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

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

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal?

“ =<
]
wv

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Recognition/ Public old New
® Presentation Hearing C Business C Business O Consent O Report O Other





Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

PROCLAMATION
“HONOR FLIGHT FAYETTE DAY"

Honor Flight Foundation of Fayette, Inc. is a non-profit organization created to recognize
and pay homage to our local World War Il Veterans in appreciation for their great
sacrifices and faithful service to our Country; and

Honor Flight Fayette is a part of the National Honor Flight Network founded in 2004 to
honor Veterans throughout America, with their primary goal to fly veterans to
Washington, D.C. to visit their war memorials, particularly World War I Veterans; and

Because Honor Flight recognizes that our nation is losing World War Il veterans at a rate
of 1200 per day and that sadly, most of them will never have had the opportunity to visit
their National Memorial in Washington because it was not built until 2004, Honor Flight
Fayette has taken on the urgent mission of honoring local World War Il Veterans by
providing them cost-free flights to visit their National Memorial; and

On November 12th, 2008, Honor Flight Fayette will host its third amazing flight to
Washington, providing yet more veterans with an opportunity to visit the National World
War Il Memorial and to spend the day as “Guests of Honor”, and to talk and share
memories of service and sacrifice for our Great Nation;

Now, therefore, we, the Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, are proud to proclaim November 12,

2008,

“HONOR FLIGHT FAYETTE DAY IlIl”

and in doing so we thank the founders of Honor Flight Fayette who selflessly initiated this effort that will
mean so much to so many in our community; and further, though words cannot adequately express the
gratitude, admiration and respect we hold for the Veterans who will participate in the third flight to
Washington on November 12, we wish this band of brothers and sisters a day of camaraderie, sharing,
and tribute in recognition of a willingness to serve and sacrifice those many years ago that protected our
Homeland, preserved our freedom, and reinforced America’s position as the Greatest Nation in the World.

So proclaimed this 5t day of November, 2008, by the

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA

Jack R. Smith, Chairman
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Board of Commissioners Department Head: ’Carol Chandler

Presenter, if needed: ’Carol Chandler Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Continued discussion of the request by the McIntosh Trail Historic Preservation Society for a resolution supporting the effort to
obtain "Georgia Scenic Byway" designation from Georgia Department of Transportation.

Background/History/Details:

At the September Workshop, staff presented a request from a group attempting to secure Scenic Byway status from the Georgia
Department of Transportation for a route that begins in Butts County, traverses five counties, including Fayette, and ends at the
burial place of Chief Mclntosh in Carroll County.

The Board had concerns about whether or not such a designation could adversely impact future improvements to SR 85 South.
Program officials responded that roadway improvement projects take priority over this program, thus this designation would not
impact future improvements. Also, during the "corridor management" phase of the project, sponsors work with local governments
and property owners to more carefully identify/forecast possible changes in traffic, etc. Until GDOT is satisfied will all aspects of the
planning process, the designation is not given.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

If the Board is willing to participate in the effort, the sponsors need a resolution of support from each governing body along the
route. Fayette County is the only entity that has not yet provided a resolution.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when? |Wednesday, September 3, 2008

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

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal?

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

|

Staff Notes
There is no cost to the County. Signage is provided by GDOT if the Byway is approved.

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2005

Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing ® Business Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other





State of Georgia;
County of Fayette

A RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR THE MCINTOSH TRAIL SCENIC BYWAY

Whereas, the Mcintosh Trail Historic Preservation Society, Inc. has identified a route that
traverses five counties, including Fayette County, which possesses significant scenic,
historic, and cultural qualities; and ‘

Whereas, the route identified by the sponsors enters Fayette County via Mcintosh Road,
continues along the Highway 85 Connector to State Route 85, where it continues south into
adjacent Coweta County; and

Whereas, the Mcintosh Trail Historic Preservation Society, Inc. is seeking to gain “Georgia |
Scenic Byway” designation for this route from the Georgia Department of Transportation; and

Whereas, designation as a “Georgia Scenic Byway” for this route will support the long-
standing desire of Fayette County to protect, promote, and enhance the quality of life for
those who work, live and visit our community; and

Whereas, the Georgia Scenic Byways Program” is a tool to encourage tourism and
responsible development in communities, bringing positive economic benefits and |
opportunities to Fayette County;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA, to support and endorse the efforts of the McIntosh Trail
Historic Preservation Society, Inc., in its application to the Georgia Department of
Transportation for a Georgia Scenic Byway Designation for the route described above.

So resolved this 5™ day of November, 2008, by the

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA

Jack R. Smith, Chairman

Attest:

Carol Chandler, Clerk
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STAFF REPORTS

Mclntosh Trail Scenic Byway Project: Executive Assistant Carol Chandler informed the Board that the Georgia
Department of Transportation has a program called “Scenic Byways” that allows for certain roads throughout Georgia
to be designated as scenic or special. She told the Commissioners that, i light of that information, there was an effort
to have a scenic byway, named the “McIntosh Trail Scenic Byway' established and that it would have its genesis at
Indian Springs State Park in Butts County, would traverse through five counties, and would terminate at the Mclntosh
Reserve in Carroll County where Chief McIntosh is buried. She continued saying that this scenic byway has been slated
to enter Fayette County at McIntosh Road, would travel through Brooks to State Route 85 Connector at Starr’s Mill, and
turn south onto State Route 85 where it would then exit the county. She explained that it was hoped that, by having a
scenic byway, historical sites would be identified and emphasized and communities would generate revenue from its
tourism and retail sales. She told the Board that the process required in order to have a road declared a scenic bypass
was “arduous and cumbersome” since it involves public hearings, talking to people who live along the roadway, engaging
local governments, and submitting a Corridor Management Plan that addresses the impact such a designation would
have on traffic, but she added that the McIntosh Trail Historic Preservation Society, who has begun this initiative, has
begun to take the steps needed for this designation. She concluded by saying that she was bringing this issue to the
Board's attention, and that if the Board should desire to support this effort, she had a canned resolution that was
provided by the Society for their consideration as well.

Chairman Smith asked if this effort would preclude Fayette County from doing any kind of significant improvement to
the road. Commissioner Frady replied that he thought it meant only signage was required, but Chairman Smith added
that there had to be at least some restrictions involved.

Interim County Administrator Jack Krakeel mentioned that the former State Aid programs were being converted to State
Grant programs that could be used for road assistance projects, and he explained that under the State Grant program
acounty able to select up to seven projects for funding consideration. He then asked this initiative would be considered
one of the seven projects and if that would limit Fayette County's ability to obtain additional grant funding for those
projects that the County would have that required actual road construction work. Chairman Smith replied that he did not
believe there was any money going to the project, and Ms. Chandler added that this project was not being called a grant.
She clarified that this project was being called a designation, and that meant, if the Department of Transportation
awarded this initiative, it would place the appropriate signage.

The Board directed Ms. Chandler to obtain clarification regarding what the impact would be of having Mcintosh Trail
designated a scenic byway, and to determine if such a designation would impact road funds, the County’s ability to
control, improve or expand the roadways, and to gain more information in general.
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Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Finance/ Building and Grounds Department Head: ’Mary S.Holland/ Greg Owenby

Presenter, if needed: ’Mary Holland/Greg Ownby Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Discussion of amendments to the Fayette County Code Chapter 2, Article V, Division 4, Section 2-162, regarding disposal of
unserviceable property, and Section 2-163, regarding the notice of transfer or disposal of property, as presented by the Finance
Department

Background/History/Details:

It is a long-standing practice that personal property owned by the county that is no longer usable is transported and stored until the
next annual county auction. Many of the items stored have virtually no value and are therefore not purchased during the auction,
due to the poor condition of those items. Those items are then transported to the county transfer station for disposal. Staff time
spent on transporting and storage costs of those items that are not saleable may not be the most efficient and feasible process for
the county.

The change in the Ordinance being proposed would allow certain items to be disposed of, once they are determined to be of no
value not only to the county but of no likely value as an auction item. Thus, these specified items would be taken directly to the
transfer station for disposal.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of changes to County Code Chapter 2, Art. V, Div. 4, Sec. 2-162 and Sec. 2-163.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

No funding is required for this request.

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?

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2005
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing Business Q Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Finance Department Head: ’Mary S. Holland

Presenter, if needed: ’Ted Burgess Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Approval of the Vehicle Replacement Committee's recommendation to replace five vehicles for the Sheriff's Department, for which
funding is included in the Fiscal Year 2009 budget.

Background/History/Details:

The Vehicle Replacement Committee met on October 21, 2008 to consider replacement of vehicles that were included for
replacement in the Fiscal Year 2008 budget, and which were inspected by Fleet Maintenance. The Committee considered five
vehicles that have been used by the Sheriff's Department. After consideration of the inspections and discussion with
representatives of the Sheriff's Department and Committee members, it was concluded that the five vehicles are all in poor
condition and beyond economical repair. It is recommended that the five units be replaced with similar vehicles, with necessary

equipment, appropriate for the intended use.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the Vehicle Replacement Committee's recommendation to replace the five vehicles.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Replacement vehicles have been accounted for in the FY 2009 budget. The Sheriff's Department's budget includes a "pool" of funds,
from which vehicles are purchased, once approval is given, since it is difficult when forecasting costs for budget purposes to know a

finite cost for vehicles at that point in time.

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

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes
Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes
Staff Notes
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2008
Recognition/ Public Old New
. (@ Consent ( Report ( Other

Presentation Hearing Business G Business
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Parks and Recreation Department Head: ’Anita Godbee, C.P.R.P.

Presenter, if needed: ’Staff Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:
Discussion of proposed Athletic Association Policies and Procedures Manual, as prepared by the Recreation Commission and
presented by Parks and Recreation staff.

Background/History/Details:

In June of 2007, the Parks and Recreation Commission began discussions regarding the need for standardized policies and
procedures by which the various youth athletic associations should operate. Once adopted, the manual's purpose will be to serve
as an agreement between the Youth Associations and the County and outlines certain requirements the Youth Associations should
fulfill if they wish to conduct their program in a county-owned Park. These requirements are necessary to assure public confidence
in the management and structure of these Youth Associations ,while ensuring the safety, health, and protection of the participating
members. The manual outlines the basic structure of the Youth Associations to ensure all programs are operated consistently with
department and national recreation program standards. Since the initial discussions were held by the Recreation Commission in
2007, the Recreation Commission has gathered data from various local and regional groups. The Recreation Commission has also
held several public meetings and workshops with the associations and the public to discuss the policies and procedures.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Discussion and subsequent adoption of the Fayette County Parks and Recreation Department's Athletic Association Policies and
Procedures Manual as prepared by the Recreation Commission. Once the Board has reviewed the document and any changes have
been made, the Manual should be adopted by the Board. It is staff's desire that the new standardized polices and procedures go
into effect on January 1, 2009.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

No funding is required for this request.

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

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal?

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2008
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing ® Business C Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other
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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: ’Wednesday, November 5, 2008

Wording for the Agenda:

Discussion of Planning Commission's recommendations regarding a request from Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc., owner
of Storage Xxtra on SR 85 N, to either create a new zoning district to allow a broader variety of uses or to augment the uses currently
allowed in the M-1 zoning classification.

Background/History/Details:

On 07/21/08, a letter was received from Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc. (Storage Xxtra on S.R. 85 North) requesting
additional uses in the M-1 zoning district. On 09/03/08, the BOC instructed Staff to research two potential alternatives: creating a
new zoning district or expansion of the uses in the M-1 zoning district and return within three months to discuss research.

The PC held a Workshop on 09/18/08 to discuss the request. The Planning Commission was not in favor creating a new zoning
district.

On 10/02/08, a second letter was received from Mr. Norman requesting general office uses in the M-1 zoning district limiting the
size to no more than 450 sf or no more than 700 sf. On 10/16/08, the PC held a Workshop and made a motion to propose no
amendments to the M-1 zoning district at this time stating that the Planning Commission had thoroughly reviewed the M-1 uses
and made modifications on 02/22/07. The motion unanimously passed.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Direction from BOC concerning the request of Mr. Richard Norman to create a new zoning district or augmenting the allowed uses
in the M-1 zoning district.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

N/A

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |Wednesday, September 3, 2008

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

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, November 5, 2005
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing ® Business C Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other
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C. Discussion of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance
regarding the creation of a new zoning district which would permit a broad variety
of uses or would augment the allowed uses with the M-1 zoning district, as
requested by Mr. Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc. (Storage Xxtra on
State Route 85 North).

Community Development Director Pete Frisina introduced Mr. Richard Norman to the Board and
said that both he and Mr. Norman had come to the Board seeking either permission or
guidance, and then turned the discussion over to Mr. Norman.

Mr. Norman said he has a dilemma where the product that he offers does not fall comfortably
within any zoning category, and explained that ten years ago, he started a self-storage company
that has evolved into more of a business center with a large number of tenants, office
complexes, self-storage buildings, and even a small conference room. He stated that in
February 2007, the Board of Commissioners “generously consented” to amend some of the
allowed uses under the M-1 zoning category and that their consent had been very helpful to
him, but since that time a number of other uses have arisen that he also wanted to have
permitted under M-1 zoning. He summarized that he was requesting a series of specific uses to
be added to the M-1 zoning districts, reminded the Board that the uses he was requesting were
detailed in the letter he provided them earlier, and mentioned that the bulk of the uses he was
requesting was for professional type services.

Mr. Frisina resumed the conversation by reminding the Board that the County had been through
this type of exercise with M-1 zoning a number of times in the past, and gave a brief history of
past efforts and studies undertaken by the Board of Commissioners in relation to M-1 zoning.
He stated that after looking at Mr. Norman's request, he noticed Mr. Norman did not desire the
type of businesses that are “heavily used” in M-1 zoning and he did not want the retail uses
found in commercial zoning, but did desire businesses that are service oriented, and that he
desired to have a mixture of professional services. He explained that in short, Mr. Norman
wanted to “cherry-pick” uses from Fayette County’s three main nonresidential zoning categories
and essentially wanted to create something that was a combination of all those categories. Mr.
Frisina stated that the problem is that Fayette County does not have a mechanism in place to
allow for situations that Mr. Norman presents since the County’s zoning is very specific and the
permitted uses are also separated uses. As a result, he said staff would like to explore what
options are available and to explore creating either a new zoning district or something that
allows for some flexibility as opposed to “just trying to fit a square peg into a square hole”. He
recalled that a few years ago Fayette County had a Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning
category that allowed for a mixture of nonresidential uses, but it was “deleted” from the zoning
ordinance around 1998 when Fayette County enacted a “wholesale kind of amendment of the
zoning ordinance”. He suggested that what was once deleted would now have fo be
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readdressed. He added that a PUD is a zoning classification that allows a developer to set
standards for a development before bringing those standards to the County for the County’s
evaluation to determine if those standards met the County's expectations.

Commissioner Maxwell asked if Mr. Frisina was suggesting an increase to the number of uses
in M-1 zoning or if his suggestion was to write a new ordinance to create a new zoning category.
Mr. Frisina answered that he did not think that any one zoning category could address
everything Mr. Norman was looking for, but reiterated that he would like to explore options in
order to see if there is some way the County could create something that allows a business
person or developer to create a mixture of uses within nonresidential zoning. Chairman Smith
asked Mr. Frisina if he was thinking of a new zoning category, and Mr. Frisina replied that he
was interested in reviewing the old PUD zoning for mixed-use businesses and wanted to see if
they could be resurrected in order to meet these types of issues.

Commissioner Frady asked if nonresidential PUDs were similar in nature to residential PUDs,
and Mr. Frisina replied that while they are similar there are exceptions. He said with a
residential PUD, developers are allowed to set standards for different types of lot sizes and
setbacks and the County would determine whether or not those standards are acceptable, but
with a nonresidential PUD, the developers are also allowed to set their own standards and to
supply to the County the types of uses they desire in the PUD district for the County’s evaluation
and approval.

Further discussion occurred in regard to the nature and safety concerns of nonresidential PUDs.
Mr. Norman interjected that while he was open to the concept of a PUD, his original request was
to allow some uses to be either directly or conditionally permitted in the M-1 category, and he
thought that could be done rather quickly.

Chairman Smith said the problem he had with the request was with the safety issues that are
inherent with businesses located in an M-1 zoning district, and that he was not comfortable with
having forklifts and trucks in the same proximity where children may be present. He added that
it was unfortunate the Board could not authorize an exception for this particular piece of
property while it excluded all other properties located in M-1 zoning. He sympathized with Mr.
Norman but said this was a safety issue, and he did not see any other way around the problem
without developing some type of different zoning category for this type of unique use. Mr.
Norman agreed that safety was an issue but added the types of businesses he wanted were
professional services such as building contractors, engineering firms, insurance businesses,
and real estate brokerages. Chairman Smith responded that while he did not object to those
uses, he did object to permitting blanket professional services uses in an M-1 zoning since part
of professional services includes child psychologists with the result that children and their safety
are brought back into the equation.
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Commissioners Frady and Horgan also were concerned that by creating a new zoning category
or enacting nonresidential PUDs, Fayette County would take tenants away from people who
constructed their buildings in properly zoned areas.

Chairman Smith said it was obvious that there were some problems with the issue and
suggested that the Board allow Mr. Frisina to research two possible alternatives. He suggested
the first alternative would be a long, drawn-out process of trying to design a new zoning district,
and that the second alternative would be for Mr. Frisina to pick a few selected uses in order to
review and determine if Fayette County should expand the allowable uses that are listed in the
M-1 designation. Commissioner Peter Pfeifer added he would like to see some examples of
nonresidential PUDs, and Commissioner Maxwell added that he wanted to have a report on this
topic provided within three months.

The Board directed Community Development Director Pete Frisina to research two potential
alternatives to the proposed amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance. The first
alternative that the Board directed Mr. Frisina to research was the possibility of creating a new
zoning district. The second alternative was to research some of the selected uses, as listed in
the documentation provided with this request, in order to determine if there should be an
expansion of the permitted uses in an M-1 zoning district. The Board further directed Mr. Frisina
to return within three months to discuss his research. A copy of the request, identified as
“Attachment 5", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.
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P.C. Workshop/Public Meeting

1. Discussion of proposed amendments to the Favette County Zoning Ordinance
regarding the creation of a new zoning district which would permit a broad variety of
uses or would augment the allowed uses within the M-1 Zoning District, as requested
by Mr. Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc. (Storage Xxtra on S.R. 85 North).
Instructed by the BOC on 09/03/08 to proceed forward.

Dennis Dutton explained that Mr. Richard Norman had appeared before the B.O.C. and requested
additional uses for his business. He confirmed that the B.O.C. had instructed Staff to have the
proposed amendments ready for presentation at the December B.O.C. Workshop. He advised that
there are basically two (2) ways to approach the request; 1) Revise the C-H Zoning District; or 2)
Develop a Planned Unit Development-Planned Business Park Zoning District. He reported that Staff
is not recommending amendments to the M-1 Zoning District. He also pointed out that there are
some existing businesses which would not be allowed within the C-H Zoning District. He added that
a PUD would allow a planned, mixed use of office, commercial, and industrial.

Chairman Powell stated that he had asked Mr, Dutton to bring copies of the L.-B Limited Business
Zoning District which was adopted in 1989, but deleted in its entirety years later due to the lack of
usage of the zoning district.

Mr. Dutton introduced Mr. Norman to the P.C.

Mr. Norman thanked the P.C. for their help in amending the M-1 Zoning District previously. He
stated that he had received numerous requests from office tenants; however, they were not able to
locate in the development due to the use restrictions of the M-1 Zoning District. He said that Storage
Xxtra is a nontraditional product in that there is a substantial amount of self-storage and professional
offices which have evolved into a business park. He remarked that at the time of the development,
the M-1 Zoning District was the only zoning district which allowed self-storage, which is the bulk of
the project; however, self-storage has since been added to the C-H Zoning District. He added that he
would like to be able to offer his development to more businesses which would not be inconsistent
with the development and not be detrimental to the county. He provided a copy of his list of tenants.

Mr, Norman stated that he owns this type development in Columbus, Macon, Warner Robins,
Paulding County, McDonough, LaGrange, and other markets. He said that his development was
“turn key” since the tenants are provided everything except a telephone. He commented that it has
been a great way to get new businesses up and running. He stated that his development had a lot of
“satellite offices” for tenants who have a main office but need a small office in a particular area with
basically a desk, telephone, and fax machine.
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Mr, Norman remarked that to fast track the situation would be to add uses to the M-1 Zoning
District. He stated that should he rezone a portion of his 19 acres there would be problems with

complying with setbacks, etc. He added that should he rezone the entire tract to C-H there would be
some uses eliminated.

Mr. Dutton advised that the City of Peachtree City has a General Industry (GI) Zoning District which
allows what Mr. Norman is proposing.

Jim Graw stated that he was not in favor of amending the C-H Zoning District or creating a PUD.

Chairman Powell stated that he wanted to see the O-I Zoning District kept “pure”. He said that the
development is not as attractive as some of the existing office parks; however, it is not designed as
an office park but it is ideal for start-up businesses. He noted that some of the uses in the M-1
Zoning District are not authorized in the C-H Zoning District. He reported that the M-1 Zoning
District was recently amended for additional uses.

Al Gilbert commented that he was not in favor of rezoning the property from M-1 to C-H; however,
he could support additional uses to the M-1 Zoning District.

Tim Thoms asked if each tenant has their own restroom facilities.

Mr. Norman replied that each unit has its own restroom.

Chairman Powell pointed out that a barber shop, beauty shop, dance studio, music teaching studio
are not appropriate uses because some of the clients could be children and there should be no uses

involving children in the M-1 Zoning District due to safety issues.

Mr. Norman replied that this point has already been stressed by Chairman Jack Smith and it is a
point well taken.

Chairman Powell asked the P.C. how they would like to proceed since they did not want to create a
new zoning district such as a PUD-PBP or L-B; however, he suggested that Staff continue
development of a PUD.

Mr. Thoms replied that he was willing to look at additional uses for the M-1 Zoning District;
however, he has not heard any tonight that are a good fit.

Mr. Graw concurred, He added that the development of'a PUD would only provide additional uses.
He said that the PUD should not be developed based on Mr. Norman’s development.
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Mr. Dutton noted that a PUD would provide for mixed uses such as office, commercial, and

industrial. He reported that the applicant would present the intended uses with their Development
Plan.

Chairman Powell asked Mr. Dutton to review the average cost per square foot for O-I vs. M-1, how
much O-I property remains vacant, and the size. He said that the P.C. is not interested in amending
the C-H Zoning District. He commented that he was interested in the Staff’s idea and would like to
see what they propose. He requested that the request be placed on the October P.C. Workshop.

Mr. Norman remarked that he was at the County’s mercy and thanked the P.C. for their time. He
said he would like to see the M-1 Zoning District revised with a limitation on size and additional

USsCs.

The P.C. thanked Mr. Norman for attending the Workshop.
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2 Discussion of proposed amendments to the Favette County Zoning Ordinance
regarding the creation of a new zoning district which would permit a broad variety of
uses or would augment the allowed uses within the M-1 Zoning District, as requested
by Mr. Richard Norman of Artisan Properties, Inc. (Storage Xxtra on S.R. 85 North).
Instructed by the BOC on 09/03/08 to proceed forward. Discussed by P.C. on 09/18/08.

Dennis Dutton stated that he had researched vacant O-I space along the S.R. 54 West Corridor;
however, it appears that when property is rezoned to O-1, when it is developed it 1s usually occupied
by a single tenant. He pointed out that there is one (1) lot on Sandy Creek Road containing a single-
family dwelling, one (1) lot on Old Sandy Creek Road containing a single-family dwelling, two (2)
lots on S.R. 54 West both containing a single-family dwelling, one (1) vacant lot, and four (4)
subdivisions containing a total of 18 lots. He remarked that Mr. Richard Norman of Storage Xxtra
had submitted a letter requesting permitting general office use within the M-1 zoning district
provided that any such offices are limited in size to no more than 450 square feet or 700 square feet.
He advised the PC that they have three (3) options: 1) Amend the M-1 zoning district; 2) Create a
new Zoning District; or 3) Propose no amendments,

Chairman Powell recognized Mr. Richard Norman.
Mr. Norman asked if vacant lots meant not occupied or no structure on the property.

Mr. Dutton replied no structure on the property. He added that the majority of the O-I property
contained one (1) structure and not a strip type development even though a structure may be
occupied by more than one (1) tenant,

Chairman Powell advised that the M-1 zoning district had been revised in February 2007. He
stressed that the PC wanted to keep M-1 and O-I as distinct different zonings. He said that the PC
had reviewed the M-1 zoning district specifically for Storage Xxtra and he did not see any
motivation by any of the PC members to develop a PUD or any motivation to increase the uses in the
M-1 zoning district. He stated that the PC wanted to keep M-1 as currently written and because of
this, the discussion is over. He added that the PC did not want to continue in the direction of further
diluting the O-1.

Mr. Norman stated that the size of the unit, being as small as they are, has no impact.

Chairman Powell replied that it has to do with the uses as opposed to the size of the unit. He stated
that size is not the overbearing factor, use is the factor. He added that he did not know what kind of
energy development we will have in the next ten (10) years. He said we may find a new solar wind
powered device which may fit in M-1 and we would need every bit of the property zoned M-1.





Page 2
October 16, 2008
PC Workshop/Public Meeting

Mr, Norman commented that to a large extent, the development satisfies office needs; however,
some office uses are allowed and some aren’t.

Chairman Powell noted that the M-1 had been reviewed extensively in the past and several uses were
added at that time; however, the PC is not ready to do anything further.

Mr. Graw remarked that there would probably be better usage of the facility if economics were
better.

Chairman Powell remarked that the PC did not want to create something now because of the current
economic conditions that, in the future, we may look back and ask why we did that.

Mr. Norman stated that he was getting foreclosure companies setting up temporary offices at his
other locations due to economics.

Tim Thoms made a motion to propose no amendments to the M-1 zoning district at this time. He
stated that the PC had thoroughly reviewed the M-1 uses and made modifications in 2007, Bill
Beckwith seconded the motion. The motion unanimously passed 5-0.

Mr. Norman thanked the PC for their consideration. He added that the P&Z Staff had been one of
the best groups that he had worked with and that they were very professional.

Al Gilbert advised Mr. Norman that the PC is not the final vote and that he could appear before the
BOC.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2007-02 - CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE REGARDING ARTICLE VI.
DISTRICT USE REQUIREMENTS, SECTION 6-21. M-1 LIGHT MANUFACTURING
DISTRICT APPROVED:

Chairman Smith remarked that the Planning Commission recommended approval 5-0.

Zoning Director Dennis Dutton remarked that the Planning and Zoning staff was
requesting the Board of Commissioners to approve the zoning amendment to the
Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding the permitted uses to the M-1 zoning
district. He said these updated permitted uses would give more precise uses as well as
adding more uses that could be supported by other businesses which were not retail

and in which today's businesses could be incorporated into the warehousing distribution
uses.

Chairman Smith asked if anyone wished to speak in favor of this amendment request.

Hearing none, he asked if anyone wished to speak in opposition. Hearing none, he
asked for the Board's pleasure in this matter.

On motion made by Commissioner Pfeifer, seconded by Commissioner Horgan to
approve the amendments to the Fayette County Zoning Ordinance regarding Article V1.

District Use Requirements, Section 6-21. M-1 Light Manufacturing District, discussion
followed.

Commissioner Frady questioned Section D. 1-B referring to half acre lots with sewage
and central water. He recalled this had been removed from the ordinance for residential

but could not remember if it had been removed in this particular section or not. He
asked for clarification.

Attorney McNally interjected that this had been removed from residential but not taken
out of the commercial.

Commissioner Pfeifer remarked that the staff and the Planning Commission had

reviewed this many times and he wanted to thank them for all of their hard work on this
item.
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Commissioner Frady asked if a central sewer system was the same thing as a central
sanitary system.

Attorney McNally replied that a central sanitary sewer system would be a bonafide
sewer system.

Commissioner Maxwell said he had a question regarding the M-1 zoning district. He
asked what was trying to be accomplished with the M-1 district.

Mr. Dutton replied in discussions with the Planning Commission it was very vague in
how permitted uses were being interpreted in the M-1 zoning district. He said the M-1
zoning district was for light industry and not for major heavy industry with air pollution or
a lot of noise. He said staff had come up with a list of things that go together. He said
engineering firms were not listed in this but engineering firms would have the equipment
and probably would be a good fit for something like this because general contractors
were allowed in those type uses. He said it was specific in that the Planning
Commission wanted to make sure that there was no retail in this but they wanted to put

things in that would work together. He said they wanted to do away with the vagueness
and put more permitted uses in.

Commissioner Maxwell asked Mr. Dutton to give him an idea of an area of the county
that has M-1 so he could get a picture in his mind of this zoning district.

Mr. Dutton replied that S.R. 85 North was predominantly M-1. He remarked that the

Lee Center was a large M-1 facility. He said there was also some M-2 along the S.R.
314 corridor and S.R. 85 as well.

Commissioner Maxwell said he had seen some of the paperwork regarding self-storage

facilities. He asked if the county was allowing businesses to operate out of self-storage
facilities.

Mr. Dutton replied that there was a new trend with some of the self-storage buildings
where they were developing not only storage but handling certain types of office space
within the facility. He said staff wanted to make sure that these types of businesses had
the same sense of community although staff did not want an office park.
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Commissioner Maxwell asked for clarification regarding self-storage facilities having
several small businesses located there with relatively inexpensive office space.

Chairman Smith responded that generally with the new self-storage facilities what they
had done in effect was take one of the self-storage units and the other unit would be an
office. He said sometimes these units were side by side and sometimes they were part

of the self-storage unit as a storefront and the other part was the doorway to get to the
storage area.

Commissioner Maxwell said he was not aware of this kind of situation. He questioned if
there were restrooms in these kinds of places.

Chairman Smith replied that he did not know.

Mr. Dutton interjected that there should be restrooms in these facilities. He said these
would be required by code.

Commissioner Maxwell said if this was a business then a restroom would be a
requirement. He asked if the Fire Marshal inspected these kinds of businesses.

Mr. Dutton replied yes and stated before these businesses could get a business license
there would have to be an inspection by the Fire Marshal.

Commissioner Maxwell asked if this was something new that was being discussed
tonight or had this been going on.

Mr. Dutton replied that this was something that had been in discussion with the Planning
Commission for the last two to three months.

Commissioner Maxwell remarked on the self-storage facility located on S.R. 85 North
across from Dixie Land Amusement Park and asked if there was a zoning for this type
of business that would allow these small businesses to be located all the way up and

down S.R. 85. He thought the intent was to keep Fayette County from looking like the
Riverdale area.

Mr. Dutton responded the answer to Commissioner Maxwell's question was yes. He
said if a general contractor wanted to locate in this business these would not be denied
in the M-1 zoning district because certain types of joint development such as multi-
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tenant buildings were allowed. He said staff had cleaned up the language and included

more uses that were permitted and staff had tried to make these uses ones that would
not include retail, walk-in or heavy parking.

Chairman Smith interjected that this was not an enabling ordinance because this was

already allowed. He said this ordinance would include additional things that could not
be done.

Commissioner Maxwell said he was not sure that he agreed with the overall concept of
the M-1 zoning district but this was not an issue before the Board tonight. He said he

was not sure how this zoning district got approved in Fayette County but it was certainly
not something that he would have approved.

Commissioner Frady asked if there was a lot of walk-in retail business located there.

Mr. Dutton remarked that if a business owner wanted to locate a business selling
handbags in that district they were now told no. He said in a wholesale operation it was
defined as selling in mass quantities and distributing it out then they can do that, but the
Planning Commission and staff were specific that they wanted to keep the retail out.

Commissioner Maxwell said in looking at this there was farm equipment sales, feed
sales, fertilizer sales, tire sales, and shrubbery sales. He felt these sounded like retail

sales but he questioned if it stated somewhere in the body of the ordinance where it
was restricted to only being commercial.

Mr. Dutton replied that these were already in the ordinance.

Commissioner Maxwell said airports, hotels and trade schools were also listed and
would be permitted.

Commissioner Frady suggested this be addressed at some point.
Commissioner Maxwell said he had a problem with the overall scheme of this zoning

district and he just could not support this and allow more businesses to be located on
North S.R. 85.
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Commissioner Frady questioned Section C. conditional uses. He said it stated that
animal hospital/kennel commercial or noncommercial. He felt this needed review at
some point to see if there was anything that might need changing.

Commissioner Maxwell felt this zoning district was a dumping place for obnoxious
things. He said there were experimental labs, feed lots, recycling centers and so forth
and it just looked like a dumping ground. He said he was not sure of what the intent
was for this kind of zoning but he did not know why there would be a zoning for “eye
sore” type things that everybody wanted to keep out of Fayette County.

Attorney McNally remarked for many years M-1 zoning had been located in these areas.
He remarked that M-1 was a use where things that would not be located in an office
park or retail center would be located. He noted that M-2 zoning was even more
intense. He said each community had to have some of that use in it and for many years
this was where it had been located in Fayette County. He said it was up to the county
to either aesthetically or in other ways make it as acceptable as possible. He said staff
was recommending adding some uses and those uses have a little bit more sales flavor

than there had been in the past. He said the county gets more calls for that rather than
heavy duty manufacturing.

Chairman Smith asked if the Board had any further comments. Hearing none, he called
for the vote.

The motion carried 4-1 with Commissioner Maxwell voting in opposition. A copy of

Ordinance No. 2007-02, identified as “Attachment No. 5", follows these minutes and is
made an official part hereof.
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