THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEAL S met on March 25, 2002 at 7:00
P.M. in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall AvenueWest, Public Meeting
Room, First Floor, Fayetteville, Georgia.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Beckwith, Chairman
David Bartosh, Vice-Chairman
Tom Mahon
Ron Mabra
Larry Blanks

MEMBERSABSENT: None
STAFF PRESENT: Kathy Zeitler, Director of Zoning/Zoning Administrator
Bill McNally, County Attorney

Delores Harrison, Zoning Technician
Robyn S. Wilson, ZBA Secretary/Zoning Coordinator

Welcome and Call to Order:

Chairman Beckwith called the meeting to order and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Heintroduced the
Board Members and Staff and confirmed there was a quorum present.
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1. Election of a Chairman for 2002.

Tom Mahon nominated Bill Beckwith as Chairman. David Bartosh seconded the motion.
Larry Blanks madethemotionto closethefloor for nominations. Tom M ahon seconded the motion.

The motion to elect Bill Beckwith as Chairman for 2002 was passed 4-0-1 with Bill Beckwith
abstaining from the vote.
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2. Election of a Vice-Chairman for 2002.

Larry Blanks nominated David Bartosh as Vice-Chairman. Ron Mabra seconded the motion.
Tom Mahon madethe motionto closethefloor for nominations. Ron Mabra seconded the motion.

Themotionto elect David Bartosh as Vice-Chairman for 2002 was passed 4-0-1 with David Bartosh
abstaining from the vote.
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3. Election of a Secretary for 2002.

Tom Mahon nominated Robyn Wilson as Secretary. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion.

Larry Blanks made the motion to close the floor for nominations. Bill Beckwith seconded the
motion.

The motion to elect Robyn Wilson as Secretary for 2002 was unanimously passed 5-0.
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4. Consideration of the Minutes of the meeting held on December 17, 2001.

David Bartosh made the motion to approvethe Minutesas circulated. Larry Blanks seconded the
motion. The motion unanimously passed 5-0.

* k kK k k k k x x %

Kathy Zeitler read the procedures that would be followed including the fifteen (15) minute time
limitation for presentation and opposition for petitions.

5. Consideration _of Petition No. A-518-02, Grid Towers, LLC, Owners, and U.S.
Broadcasting/ American Towers, Inc., Agent, request a 25foot Varianceto exceed the
500 foot maximum height allowed for a communications tower, by increasing an
existing communications tower from 500 feet (490 foot tower structureplus a 10 foot
lightning rod) to525 feet (515 feet plusa10foot lightningrod). Thispropertyislocated
in Land L ots 84 and 109 of the 7*" District, fronts on Swanson Road, and is zoned A-R.

Hugh Durham, agent for U.S. Broadcasting/American Towers, requested a 25 foot variance to an
existing 500 foot tower. Heexplained that WHTA currently transmitsfrom a490 foot tower |ocated
on Swanson Road in Tyrone. He pointed out that its antennas are currently positioned at a height
of 430 feet on the tower. In order to minimize interference, he said the antennas need to be
positioned 85 feet higher at a height of 515 feet. He stated that thiswould benefit two-fold: 1) it
will allow them to reduce the power output necessary for the coverage required by the F.C.C.
licensingand 2)itwill eliminate the re-energizing fromthe signal itself. He confirmed that WHTA
currently operates in compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal licensing requirements
and regulations. He added that WHTA seeksto beagood neighbor by eliminating theinterference
issues and has extended considerable resources toward that end.

Mr. Durham addressed the six (6) criteriafor approval of avariance asfollows:

1 There are extraordinary and exceptiona conditions pertaining to the particular piece of
property in question because of its size, shape, or topography; and,

DeKab County vs. Wapensky, Georgia law isclear that thegranting of avariance should be
based on the property as a whole and not just the unique aspects of the land. The
extraordinary and exceptional condition pertaining to this particular property isthefact that
a490foot tower islocated on the property. The applicant needsto moveits antennas higher
up on the tower to avoid the interference problems which are currently existing in the
surrounding areas.

2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and,

Theapplicant andthecommunity will suffer unnecessary hardshipsif thisvarianceisdenied.
WHTA's only aternative will be to deal with the interference on a case by case basis or to
construct a new broadcast tower somewhere in the surrounding area of the County.

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and,

Theconditions at issue- the existence of aradio tower on thesubject property - isinherently
unique to this property.

4, Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair the
purposesand intent of these regul ations; provided, however, no variance may be granted for
ause of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; and,
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In fact, relief if granted, would substantially benefit the public good. Thevariancewill alow
the applicant to minimize interference experienced by the surrounding communities.

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinancewould deprivetheapplicant of any rightsthat others
in the same District are allowed; and,

A literal interpretation of the ordinance would deprive theapplicant of itsright to broadcast
signal that is freefrom interference. The only way for the applicant to avoid interferenceis
to positionits antennas higher on thetower. Theonly way to position itsantennashigher on
the tower isto extend the height of thetower. Thus, the height variance must be approved.

6. Provided that the Board may impose or require such additional restrictions and standards as
may benecessary to protect thehealth and saf ety of workersand residentsin thecommunity,
and to protect the valueand use of property inthegeneral neighborhoods; and provided that
wherever the Board shall find, in the case of any permit granted pursuant to the provisions
of theseregulations, that any of theterms, conditions, or restrictionsupon which such permit
was granted are not being complied with, said Board shall rescind and revoke such permit
after giving due notice to all parties concerned and granting full opportunity for a hearing.
In exercising the above powers, the Board shall not consider any nonconforming use of
neighboringlands, structuresor buildingsinthesameDistrict, and no permitted use of lands,
structures or buildingsin other districts as grounds for the issuance of a Variance.

In summary, dl conditions of Section 9-6.,B. exist. Therefore, approval of the application
IS requested.

Attorney Thomas Anderson presented handouts to the P.C. and Staff. He explained that he
represented American Towersand the applicant in this request. He said that hewould be addressing
both Georgialegal issues and Federal legal issues.

In regard to Georgialaw, Attorney Anderson advised that denia of the variance will violate the due
process and the protection provisions of both the Georgia and the United States Constitution. He
stated that thiswasnot said asathreat, but asapredicateto further lega relief if necessary. He stated
that the more pressingissueisthe set of F.C.C. guidelineswhich dictatethe complianceby theradio
station regarding radio frequency interference (R.F.1.). He remarked that there are a considerable
number of residents suffering interference with their devices, including the nearby schools. He
stressed that rules which dictate and govern radio compliance regarding these complaints are very
specific. Hecommented that they suggest that thisvariance be approved becausethese requirements
arevery specific in thekinds of devicesthat theradio station is obligated to satisfy and address. He
added that testimonial would be provided about what the radio station has done to date to attempt
to elevate theseinterference complaints on acase by case basis. He noted that the variance request
is the best, most certain, and most sweeping measure which can be taken to cure the interference
problem. He went on to say that thereis no other secondary or hidden goal behind requesting the
height increase other than to eliminate this interference.

Attorney Anderson advised that the deviceswhich Radio Oneisrequired to address and attempt to
satisfy from theinterference perspective arethose deviceswhich generaly haveantennas. He noted
that this does not includewal k-around phones or mobile tel ephones, other kinds of speakerswithout
antennas such as computer speakers, or no other device which does not have an antenna. He said
that by raising the antennas from 430 feet to 515 feet will not just eliminatetheinterferenceon those
devicesthat Radio Oneis obligated to satisfy, but will liminatetheinterferenceon dl of thedevices
or reduce the interference to a manageable few. He pointed out that the alternative to the variance
would beto address dl of these devices on a case by case basis. He went on to say that Radio One
would begin with those devices which the F.C.C. mandates and the devices not mandated by the
F.C.C. will fal to the back of thelist. He stressed that thisis where the request for the variance is
justified. He reported that by relocating the antennas higher it would allow most if not all of the
R.F.l. concerns of the community and the schools.
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Consulting Engineer Bob du Trell of du Treil, Lundin & Rackley, Inc. stated he had been doing
consulting work with U.S. Broadcasting for anumber of years. He said that his experience expands
approximately 40 years. He commented that he participated in the design for this station, and
believed that when an antennais|ocated on atower where thereisavery complex environment, that
the antenna is sometimes affected in adverseways. Heremarked that under normal circumstances
this antennashould not becausingany interference. He added that there is some mechanisminthis
complex environment which caused the interference problem. He confirmed that testswere made
prior to the placement of theantennato show that it would operate properly. Hewent on to say that
if theantennacould be elevated and placed in an environment which iscleaner and thereareno other
antennas and transmissions lines, nothing to disturb the pattern of this antenna, the interference
problem should disappear entirely.

Mr. DeTrell explained that by increasing the height there aretwo (2) factors: reducethe power with
the increased height to maintain safe coverage which is an F.C.C. requirement, but the height is
extremely important because the power density on the ground has asguare function, so that every
foot up was the benefit of a square function, so it really does help to get the height. He added that
moving the antennato a higher elevation will clean up the problem.

Vic Jester, Chief Engineer for Radio One, advised that testing had been performed to verify that the
resultscould actually bedoneinthefield. He confirmed that power wasreduced temporarily for two
(2) minutes at atimeto see what effect it would have in the homes of the people who are having
interference problems. He noted that thisdid elevate most of theinterference problems. Hefurther
advised that testing was also performed in the three (3) nearby schools but it did not have as much
effect in the schools as the nearby homes. Hereported that this proved the theory that by reducing
the power the interference will be reduced drasticaly, but it will not completely eliminate the
interference without the increase in height and placing the antenna on a section of tower that does
not have as many transmission lines or as many other antennas on it as does the proposed section
of tower. He said that this particular antennais mounted in the best location it could be mounted in
for the given limitations of this particular tower. He went on to say that it was modeled on a test
range in Indiana and did the best testing prior to installation but it still has problems. He requested
approval of thevariancewhich isthevery best option and they had |ooked into many, many different
options.

Chairman Beckwith asked if there was anyone to speak in favor of the petition and asked those to
stand in order to get a count.

Mark Trail, 130 Roscommon Court, requested relief from the interference. He said he was getting
interferenceon smaller radios and thetelevision. He stated that he could not turn off the devices but
had to unplug them which is not a particularly pleasing aternative. He commented that he had a
conversation with these gentlemen and he believed it isworth atry to raise the antenna and lower
thepower. Headded that anumber of property ownersweretroubled by this, particularly thosewith
smaller children because they have to unplug the devices at night to sleep. He said that it was his
understanding that the school received interference during the play “ Guysand Dolls’ over theloud
speakers. He stressed that relief is needed.

Chairman Beckwith asked if therewasanyoneto speak in opposition of thepetition and asked those
tostandinorder to get acount. He asked for ashow of hands of those wishing to speak. With three
(3) people raising their hands, he gave each a maximum of five (5) minutes each for atotal of 15
minutes.

Janet Smola, 310 Pendleton Trail, said she is both aresident and parent of children and a member
of theFayette County Board of Education, who hasreceived countless calsfrom concerned parents.
She stated that shewas an elected official charged with safeguarding the children of the community
and a parent dealing with this personal interference. She commented that it was important to note
that many of her constituentsidentify thisinterferenceasbeing, intheir perception, inappropriatefor
children as young as kindergarten. She confirmed that the station’s content clearly would be
regulated at home, but as a school system it wasimpossibleto turn it off. She askedthe Z.B.A. to
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expeditethisissue. Shewent on to say that she had met with these gentlemen who share the same
goals as theschool to resolvethisissue. She stressed that she was concerned about the dangerous
precedent being set by Fayette County to exceed their established limit for the height of thetower.
Shereported that shemet with American Tower representati vesbut wasunabl eto get an answer with
reasonabl e certainty that raising the tower to 525 feet would solve the problem. She said that she
asked if the radio station could trade places with another carrier located at a higher elevation. She
stated that she did not get an answer asto whether or not an attempt had been madeto do that. She
commented that shewastold that this resolution would take several months, to approximately July
and there are two (2) more months of school left. She stressed that the children need to berelieved
of this issue as soon as possible. She expressed concern, when asking questions and requesting
reasonable assurance that raising to this height, of how much higher they would have to go to
accomplish the same goal without raising the height of thetower. She also expressed concern that
the school only received minimal impact from reducing thetransmission. She asked if it would be
guicker and what would the impact of reviewing devices on acase by case basis versus waiting the
90days. Sheasked if the tower would have to be increased even higher if the current request does
not work. She also asked what would they do if this does not solve the problem.

Wes Wilkins, 150 Gadlic Way, said he had two (2) daughters who attend Burch Elementary. He
stated that he was having radio frequency interference coming over his computer, telephone, and
television. Heremarked that the broadcast contains* foul mouth” diskjockeysand musicwith sexual
overtones. He commented that he could not allow his daughters on the computer anymore without
unpluggingthespeakers. Hewent on to say that hundreds of children are being exposed to this. He
advised that he hasthefilteringin hishome but it hasn’ t hel ped. He noted that grounding the tower
has not helped. He advised that they did come out and experiment in his house approximately one
(2) week ago. He confirmed that they reduced the wattage to 31 kilowatts and it did make some
improvements but no one can guarantee that the rest of the interference can be made to go away.
He stressed that he should not experience any interference. He went on to say that aesthetically he
had no problem with the tower being raised but no matter what the Z.B.A. decides, everyonewants
theradio frequency interferencetotally resolved even if it meansthat WHTA hasto seek somewhere
else to broadcast. He stressed that thisis a problem that no one should have to live with and it has
been said that wemay “haveto livewithit”. Headded that thiswas unacceptable. Hefurther added
that schoolsand homes should be a safe haven for young children and youth. Hereported hearing
acondom commercial on Saturday at 2:00 P.M. and his children could have been listening. Hesaid
that even the adults should not have to listen to the interference.

Sharon Dewberry, 250 Galway Bend, said that shelived directly infront of thetower. Sheexpressed
concern about the tower being structurally sound and possibly falling and electrocuting her. She
added that she also had young children affected by the interference.

Inrebuttal, Mr. Durham said that they had extensively looked into trading user spaces on thetower,
infact, thiswasthefirst areaof recourse pursued. He advised that there are six (6) existing tenants
abovethecurrent location of theU.S. Broadcastingantenna. He stated that thiswould besix (6) long
term contracts to be reworked with companies with varying degrees of willingness to do so. He
commented that recoursewould take aconsiderable amount of timeand negotiation, however there
has been no successto date. Heemphasized that both U.S. Broadcasting and American Tower were
very sympathetic toward the problems being experienced in the community and considerable
resources had been taken to clear these problems up. He added that if thisbecamethe last recourse
it would be pursued, however the time frame would be extensive.

Inregard to thestructural viability of thetower itself, Mr. Durham said that the Building Department
will have to approve any additionsto the tower. He stated that their engineers have modeled this
addition and it is by far within the safety ranges. He explained that thistype of tower would not fall
straight down but would fold in on itself. He added that the addition is fully within the ranges of
structural capacities of the foundation and the steel itself.

At thistime, Chairman Beckwith closed the floor from public comments.
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Larry Blanks asked if the station was Class A or Class C.
Mr. du Treil replied C2.
Mr. Blanks asked when the frequency search was performed for this station.

Mr. du Treil replied that the frequency had been on the air since the early 60's and was re-licensed
and moved in September, 2001. He added that a frequency search had not be performed.

Mr. Blanks said that hehad paid for afrequency search for aClass C station approximately 15 years
ago and none were available since there can be no over lapse of frequency.

Mr. du Treil remarked that 15 years ago the F.C.C. rules did not allow re-licensing of the existing
stations to other locations, however Document 8090 allows for re-classification, re-licensing, and
relocation. Headvised that this station was previousy licensed in Macon, Georgia. He explained
that each station hasan areawhereit can locate and meet the separation requirements. Heconfirmed
that this station had alarge enough areaso it could relocate and still meet al of the requirements as
aClass C2. He added that it was very unusual for a station to have such alarge range in which it
could move around in because most stations are very restricted.

Mr. Blanks asked what type filtering had been used within the transmitter.

Mr. du Treil replied that the harmonics are not the problem but rather the fundamental frequency
beingtoo strong and overloading the equipment causing blanketinginterference. He explained that
thetransmitter isdesigned to limit the admission mask. He pointed out that the RF signal should be
within the mask. He said that within awalkman receiver, the set is being overloaded because there
istoo much signal. Hestated that theinterference being generated from the higher fields should not
be there, and he was unsure as to why they were occurring, other than because of the complex
environment. He noted that the signal is fine but the equipment is receiving too much signal and
generating internal interference. He added that the station is operating properly within the F.C.C.
rules.

Mr. Blanks asked if a high granite content would have anything to do with the problem sincethere
are quarriesin the area.

Mr. du Treil replied no.

Chairman Beckwith asked if the antennawas directional or omni-directional.

Mr. du Trell replied that it was omni-directional. He explained that when an antennais mounted on
astructure, thestructureitself regenerates some of the energy so it isadirectiona antenna. Hesaid
that this could affect the pattern. He stated that in a sense the antenna is directional, but it is
unintentionally directional. He added that you want the signal to emit horizontally.

Mr. Blanks asked when the antenna was mounted on the tower.

Mr. Jester replied September, 2001.

Mr. Blanks asked when the interference began.

Mr. Jester said that they began receiving calls September, 2001.

Mr. Blanks asked how much work was put into rel ocating theantennafor the past seven (7) months.
Mr. Jester commented that they approached thisfrom the standpoint that there was interference but

it was unknown at what level. He said that they started addressing theissues at thedevicelevel by
installing filters on individual devices and trying to eliminate theproblem. He remarked that when
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thisal onewasnot sufficient they began to explore options such asrel ocatingtheantenna, try another
form of filtering, or the best option, increase the height of the tower and rel ocate theantennahigher,
which isthe quickest way.

David Bartosh reiterated that thereason for the interference is entirely unknown even with testing.
He also reiterated that the tower was existing with multiple users when the radio antenna was
installed. Heasked if the remedy would beto find another tower rather than to overload the existing
tower since it could not handle the radio station properly without being a detriment to the
community. He expressed concern about granting the variance which fully exceeds the limitations
established by the County since it was not known if this would work, and they only assumed or
hoped that it would work, however there are not guarantees.

Mr. du Trell replied that he firmly believed that this would solve most of the problems. He said that
they should not have the problem now, and was at aloss as to why the problem was occurring. He
added that he did not have the answer and that it was a complex situation. He stated that he had
been involved with similar facilities and they did not have thiskind of problem.

Mr. Bartosh asked Mr. du Trell asavery knowledgeable engineer if heshould admit that thistower
isunsuitable for this particular station in this particular area due to the unknowns.

Mr. du Treil commented that this caseis not that unusual because antennas are mounted on towers
with complex environments, and do not have any problems. He said that this particular tower has
some particular problem which has not be identified.

Mr. Bartosh asked if atechnicality is allowed to break the law to elevate the tower and it does no
good then what is the remedy at that point.

Mr. du Trell replied that hedid not care to specul ate because he did not think that they would have
aproblem.

Mr. Bartosh remarked that nothing would be solved by alowingavariance on thetower. He asked
what would be done if relocating the antenna does not work.

Mr. du Trell stated that as a person in thisfield for 40 years that he believed it would work.
Mr. Bartosh asked again what would be done if relocating the antenna did not work.
Mr. du Treil said that they would find a solution.

Mr. Durham stated that they, in general terms, recognized what the issues, the re-radiation and
interferenceissuesare which aretwo-fold. He explained that there was a power output which could
be diminished by increasing the antenna height on thetower. He pointed out that a signal coming
fromtheantennahit other objects such asthe steel of thetower itself, or other antennaswhich made
them send asignal. Hesaid that if the height wasincreased that first they gain decreasing power and
get beyond the clutter of antennas.

Again, Mr. Bartosh asked what would be done if this did not work.

Mr. Durham replied that U.S. Broadcasting and American Tower would be glad to do atria period
with approval of the variance for a six (6) month tria period. He said the construction would be
done, the antenna mounted, consult with the citizens and if there are issues at certain homes or
schools, then an at thesource solution would be explored. He stated that after thistimeif theZ.B.A.
does not feel that it has been a successful endeavor then they will pull the addition down, dl at their
cost. He stressed that they were here tonight to solve the problem.

Mr. Bartosh asked Attorney McNally if this was an option which the Z.B.A. can look at.
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Attorney McNally replied that the Z.B.A. should either grant thevariance or not grant the variance.
Ron Mabraasked if theantennawas rel ocated to another tower if the same problems could happen.

Mr. Durham replied that there is one (1) available 500 foot high tower which is 1.2 miles away,
however the tower was not structurally capable to handling another antenna.

Chairman Beckwith asked when the antenna could be relocated if the variance was approved.

Mr. Durham stated 45 to 60 days, however they will push and go like* gang busters’. He stressed
that American Tower has nothing to gain because no other carriers would be located up there.

Mr. Blanks asked how much timetheF.C.C. would alow them to resol vethe problem if thevariance
was denied.

Mr. Durham said that they would be required to follow certain steps to correct the problem. He
stated that certain types of equipment would fall into the range to be addressed, however some do
not. He commented that problemswould be addressed case by case by compiling alist of wherethe
interference problems are, what are the problems, rank the problems, and deal with them as they
arise. Heremarked that the time frame would be on-going and constant.

Attorney Anderson advised that a one (1) year time limit isrequired from the date of complaint to
satisfy the covered devices.

Mr. Bartosh asked what was the radius of the coverage.

Mr. du Treil replied approximately 35 kilometers or 20 miles.
Mr. Bartosh asked if thiswas a primary tower.

Mr. du Trell advised that thiswas asingle tower.

At thistime, Chairman Beckwith called for a motion.

Ron Mabra made a motion to approve the petition. David Bartosh seconded the motion for
discussion purposes.

Tom Mahon asked Attorney McNally what was the time limit for compliance should the variance
be granted.

Attorney McNally advised that the Z.B.A.’sjurisdiction isto either grant or not grant the variance
to increase the height of the tower, not to solve the radio station problems.

Mr. Mahon asked if there were other models or similar occurrences anywhere in the country.
Mr. Jester replied yes. He said that they have raised other antennas and had success.

Mr. Mahon commented that the goal isto provide relief to the homeowners as quickly aspossible.
He remarked that they said that they could resolve the problem in 45 to 60 days, their goal isto
satisfy the citizens, and if the height increase did not work that the addition to the tower would be
removed, and the F.C.C. allowed them one (1) year to remedy the problem.

Mr. Bartosh stressed that Attorney McNally had made it clear that approval cannot be conditional.
He said that they are not bound to remove the addition if the problem is not solved. He noted that
he had not heard anything to guarantee that the problem would be solved or even help the problem.
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Chairman Beckwith stated that this was an opportunity to do something positive for the
neighborhood. He said the tower company had made an effort and are willing to try to resolve the
problem. He added that they should be given a chance and that he supported the motion.

Mr. Blanks remarked that he concurred with Mr. Bartosh in that no guarantees had been made. He
referenced al etter dated March 20, 2002 to Commissioner VanLandingham fromVictor Jester which
basically stated that thiswasthe quickest remedy, and that anything el sewould takealot longer. He
said it was amost like “either you grant the variance or we are going to take a lot longer to get
somethingdone”. He pointed out that they had been working on the problem for the past seven (7)
months, but he felt that enough work had not been put into resolving the problem.

At thistime, Chairman Beckwith called for the vote.

The motion passed 3-2 with David Bartosh and Larry Blanks voting in opposition.

* k kK k k k k k x %

Chairman Beckwith called for abreak at 8:15 P.M. He reconvened the meeting at 8:25 P.M.

* k k k k k k k x %

6. Consideration of Petition No. A-519-02, Wayne Dalland, Owner/Agent, request an 8.4
foot Variancetoreducethefront yard setback from aminimum of 50 feet toaminimum
of 41.6 feet to allow an encroachment of the existing single-family dwelling to remain.
Thispropertyislocated in Land L ot 38 of the 5" District, fronts Greenfield Circleand
Seay Road, and is zoned R-40.

Wayne Dalland advised that he was planning an addition to his house and had a survey of his
property prepared in February. He confirmed that he discovered thefront yard encroachment along
Seay Road at that time. He pointed out that hishouseislocated on acorner ot and the setback from
Seay Road is 50 feet, however hishouseis currently 41.6 feet. He said he was unsure about what
to do when he discovered the encroachment so he went to the Zoning Department and the Staff
advised him that he needed to request avariance.

Chairman Beckwith asked if there was anyone to speak in favor of the petition. Hearing none, he
asked if therewasanyoneto speak in opposition of the petition. Hearing none and with no rebuttal,
he closed the floor from public comments.

Larry Blanks made the motion to approve the petition. Tom Mahon seconded the motion.

Chairman Beckwith asked Attorney McNally if thevariance was approved if the proposed addition
would be required to meet the current 50 foot setback or the existing 41.6 foot setback.

Attorney McNally replied that if thevariancewasapproved that thefront yard setback would change
from 50 feet to the 41.6 feet established by the approval of the variance.

Mr. Blanks asked if the subject property was not a double frontage lot would Mr. Dalland be
reguesting a variance.

Mrs. Zeitler indicated no.
At thistime, Chairman Beckwith called for the vote.

The motion unanimously passed 5-0.

* k kK k k k k k x %
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7. Consderation of Petition No. A-520-02, Landrum Family Limited Partnership,
Owners, and Integrated Scienceand Endineering, Agent, request to deletearequired
50 foot buffer for the first 300 feet along the south property line to allow a proposed
detention pond to be constructed in the buffer area. This property is located in Land
Lot 70 of the 5" District, fronts on Highway 85 South, and is zoned C-H Conditional.
John Stover of Integrated Science and Engineering stated that the subject property was zoned C-H
Conditional and was located between Ramah Road and Price Road on S.R. 85 South. He advised
that the south property line abuts property which is zoned residential which required the subject
property to have a50 foot undisturbed buffer. He said he was now proposing to reduce the 50 foot
buffer to a 20 foot landscape area. He presented photographs of the adjacent residential property
which isbeing marketed for commercial development. He noted that should the adjacent residential
property berezoned to commercial that the 50 foot buffer would betotally eliminated, however his
client did not want to berequired to wait until the property isrezoned. He confirmed that Condition
#4. states that storage bay doors may face abutting residential property to the south provided that
a 15 foot undisturbed buffer is maintained along the entire length of the south property line. He
pointed out that hewasonly askingfor avarianceon thefirst 300 feet of the 541 feet along the south
property line. Heindicated that the existing hardwoods were the tree save area. He added that a
great deal of vegetation would be planted in the 20 foot landscape areawhich currently consisted of
very few trees. He presented a photograph of another site planted with wax myrtles and Elaeagnus.
Henoted that the Elaeagnus had only been planted five (5) years ago and was already 12feet tall and
20 feet thick. He added that this was what they are proposing to plant along S.R. 85.

Chairman Beckwith pointed out that the concept plan submitted with the application was not the
same plan submitted to the P.C. tonight.

Mr. Stover replied that the concept plan submitted tonight wasfor clarificationand showed theinside
of the proposed detention areainstead of theoutsidelimits, and showed thelimitsof grading for the
detention pond.

Chairman Beckwith 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.

SandraHarp, real estate agent for Dorothy Pricewho ownstheadjacent property, stated that shewas
not in opposition to the petition but did have some questions for the applicant.

Chairman Beckwith asked if there were any plans for the abutting residential property.
Ms. Harp replied that her client planned to rezone the property to acommercial zoning.

David Bartosh asked if thetwo (2) propertieswere both zoned commercial then thebuffer would not
be an issue.

Kathy Zeitler replied that if both propertieswere zoned nonresidential then the50foot buffer would
not be required, only a six (6) foot planted landscape strip. She advised that there was a big
difference between a buffer and alandscape strip. She pointed out that a planted landscape strip
requiresonly one (1) treeevery 20to 40feet with shrubs, however abuffer was required to provide
avisual screen at least four (4) feet in height which consisted of more densely wooded trees and
shrubs.

Dorothy Price asked if the proposed detention pond would damage her property.

Chairman Beckwith stated that he would allow Mr. Stover to respond to her comments should he
chose to do so during his rebuttal.

Kevin Fannin representingRoyal RidgeHomeowners Association consisting of 72homes expressed
concern about theview from S.R. 85. He suggested that perhapsthere were some other alternatives.
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Hepointed out that 25% to 30% of thefrontage along S.R. 85 would consist of detention ponds. He
also expressed concern about the landscape strip. He asked that the applicant reconsider having the
detention ponds so close to the front of the property.

In rebuttal, Mr. Stover commented that his client was willing to change the 20 foot landscape strip
to a20foot undisturbed buffer alongthe south property line. He advised that detention pondswere
planned to belocated along S.R. 85 dueto theridge in the property and the 24 inch pipeunder S.R.
85.

At thistime, Chairman Beckwith closed the floor from public comments.

David Bartosh madeamotion to deny thepetition for the sake of discussion. Larry Blanksseconded
the motion.

Mr. Bartosh stated that he understood the hardship as far as the location of the detention pond but
eliminating a building may be aremedy.

Mr. Stover replied that eliminating a building was found not to work from a standpoint of
development. Hesaid his client was trying to avoid the limitation and time involved in waiting for
the adjacent property to be rezoned. He pointed out that if Mrs. Price sells the property and it is
rezoned then the buffer will no longer be required.

Mr. Bartosh replied that if abuildingwas eliminated and the pond rel ocated, even with the adjacent
property zoned residential, then this application would not be necessary.

Mr. Stover replied that the elimination of one (1) building may not generate the area necessary for
the detention pond. He said the property would not be devel oped should the reduction be required.

Mr. Blanks stressed that the adjacent property was zoned residential and that theZ.B.A. should only
consider itscurrent zoning. Hesaid hewasnot infavor of eliminating or reducing arequired buffer
between commercial and residential property.

Chairman Beckwith added that there is no guarantee that the adjacent property will be rezoned.
Mr. Bartosh asked if the buffer is a dense vegetative natural buffer.

Kathy Zeitler replied that a buffer is required to be a minimum height of four (4) feet and must
provide a complete screen with dense plantings. She added that additional plants, a privacy fence

or berms could also be utilized to supplement the existing plants in a buffer.

Chairman Beckwith asked Mr. Stover if the surface around the buildings would be impervious or
gravel.

Mr. Stover replied asphalt.

Chairman Beckwith asked if any consideration had been given to how much lessof adetention pond
may be required if the surface around the buildings were gravel.

Mr. Stover replied no, because gravel parkinglots over timeare almost asimpervious asasphalt due
to compaction, and maintenance was also greater for gravel.

Chairman Beckwith added that runoff isalso aconcern. He said that there may be other optionsto
be investigated.

Mr. Blanks asked how many feet were left after the first 300 feet.

Mr. Stover replied 241 feet which is the tree save area where the existing hardwoods are | ocated.
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Hearing no further comments, Chairman Beckwith called for the vote.

The motion for denial unanimously passed 5-0.

* k k k k k k k x %

NEW BUSINESS:

8. Consider ation of apublichearingdatefor theMay publichearing. ThePublic M eeting
Room is available on Monday, M ay 20, 2002 or Tuesday, M ay 28, 2002.

Tom Mahon made amotion to hold the May public hearing on Tuesday, May 28, 2002 due to the
Memorial Day holiday. Larry Blanks seconded the motion. The motion unanimously passed.

* k k k k k k k x %

Chairman Beckwithasked if therewasany further business. He advised that the April Public Hearing
had been canceled due to the lack of applications.

Larry Blanks requested that lots with double front yards be reviewed and discussed.

Attorney McNally explained that if the current ordinance was amended that houses with double
frontage would be allowed to be constructed as close as 15 feet to the street under some zoning
districts. He stated that he did not know away that it could be set up to be administered. He added
that for thefew timestheZ.B.A. getsthis problem, versusthefact that on every corner ahouse could
possibly belocated 15 feet from the right-of-way. He noted that there is a choice, either you have
the setbacks asyou now have it where dl the houses are setback aminimum of 40 feet from aright-
of-way or they would be aminimum of 15feet fromtheright-of-way, smilar to aNew Y ork corner.
Therebeing no further business, David Bartosh madethemotionto adjournthemeeting. RonMabra
seconded the motion. The motion unanimously passed (5-0). The meeting adjourned at 9:00 P.M.
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