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Board of Commissioners
March 24, 2011
7:00 P.M.

Notice: A complete audio recording of this meeting can be heard by accessing Fayette
County’s Website at www.fayettecountyga.gov. Click on “Board of Commissioners”, then
“County Commission Meetings”, and follow the instructions. The entire meeting or a single
topic can be heard.

The Board of Commissioners of Fayette County, Georgia, met in Official Session on Thursday, March 24,2011, at 7:00
p.m. in the Public Meeting Room of the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue, Fayetteville,
Georgia.

Commissioners Present: Herb Frady, Chairman
Robert Horgan, Vice Chairman
Steve Brown
Lee Hearn
Allen McCarty

Staff Present: Jack Krakeel, County Administrator
Carol Chandler, Executive Assistant
Floyd L. Jones, Deputy Clerk

Staff Absent: Scott Bennett, County Attorney

Call to Order, Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance.

Chairman Frady called the March 24, 2011 Board of Commissioners meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
Commissioner Hearn gave the Invocation and led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Acceptance of Agenda.

Commissioner Brown moved to amend the Agenda by adding an Agenda Item under New Business: Authorization for
county staff to restore transportation priorities due to severe budget constraints, restricting spending on lower priority
projects, ensuring completion of the number one priority T-SPLOST project (East Fayetteville Bypass). Commissioner
Brown commented that these issues had been discussed in previous meetings. Commissioner McCarty seconded the
motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Hearn moved to accept the Agenda as published. Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion. No
discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.
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PRESENTATION/RECOGNITION:

1. Presentation of Resolution recognizing the birthday of the American Legion.

Commissioner Horgan read information about the American Legion concerning its founding and purpose, before
he presented a resolution to American Legion Posts 50 and 105 recognizing the 92 birthday of the American
Legion. A copy of the request and resolution, identified as “Attachment 1", follow these minutes and are made
an official part hereof.

2, Presentation of Proclamation for Healthcare Decisions Day on April 16, 2011.

Ms. Pam Young explained that National Healthcare Decision Day is a day when an effort is made to educate
the community about placing their advance directives in order so that one day when an emergency or medical
crisis comes, a person will have already made decisions that will not be left up to the family. Commissioner
Horgan presented the proclamation for Healthcare Decisions Day on April 16, 2011. A copy of the request and
proclamation, identified as “Attachment 2", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Dennis Chase: Mr. Dennis Chase spoke about how both the East and West Fayetteville Bypasses are not consistent
with Fayette County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan, about his concerns about the environmental impacts caused by
the bypasses, and how he continued to be opposed to the bypasses in their current projection. He ended his comments
saying both the East and West Fayetteville Bypasses have “clear alternatives” that will not have impact the environment
as severely.

Stephen Costello: Mr. Stephen Costello asked for the Board to help him get a couple of commercial properties cleaned
that are in a residential neighborhood. He said the properties were originally zoned Commercial in approximately 1978,
and he had lived in the area since 1985. He explained that there have been no issues until recently when the current
property owners have forgotten about County ordinances. He told the Board that he has been trying for about two years
to get help to get the properties cleaned, and that the problems have only grown worse. He provided pictures to the
Board of the properties under discussion. He informed the Board that the problem areas were detracting from the value
of his home. Commissioner Brown suggested that Mr. Costello write a letter to each of the Commissioners and to
provide details.

Ginga Smithfield: Mrs. Ginger Smithfield spoke about how the County shifted its priority from the construction of the
East Fayetteville Bypass to the West Fayetteville Bypass. She said that former Chairman Jack Smith, in 2008, informed
citizens that the West Fayetteville Bypass was approved in the 2004 SPLOST referendum and that was why it was being
constructed. She noted that the East Fayetteville Bypass was also voted upon by the citizens in the 2004 SPLOST
referendum as the number one priority project. She continued that Commissioners Frady, Hearn and Brown, as
members of the Association of Fayette County Governments (AFCG), designated the East Fayetteville Bypass as the
number one priority project, at the October 28, 2003 AFCG meeting. She said she is asked by a number of citizens if
the reprioritization of the bypasses could be a misappropriation of County funds since Fayette County’s taxpayers are
not getting what they paid for. She requested that the Board stop spending all SPLOST funds currently designated for
the West Fayetteville Bypass and reallocate the funds to the East Fayetteville Bypass.
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Steve Smithfield: Mr. Steve Smithfield said he wanted his comments to be primarily directed to Chairman Frady and
Commissioners Hearn and Horgan who support the construction of the West Fayetteville Bypass recently named
“Veterans Parkway”. He said the citizens are now being told that the bypass was never intended to be a bypass but a
parkway. He reminded the Board that for over two years the Commissioners have heard negative comments and read
negative articles about the West Fayetteville Bypass, and that while there have not been any positive comments and
there is no proof is available justifying the bypass, the Board continues to support its construction. He told the Board
that the platforms that defeated the two previous commissioners were stopping the West Fayetteville Bypass, the defeat
of the SPLOST referendum, and mass transit issues. He said commissioners were to work for the people and when a
majority of the people vote against issues the Board supports they show they do not approve of the way “things are
going”, and yet the citizens are getting more of the same results. He said the Board was essentially telling the voters
that they were wrong and that the West Fayetteville Bypass will not be stopped. He then spoke about how the priorities
shifted from the East Fayetteville Bypass to the West Fayetteville Bypass. He said justice would be served to the voters
of the 2004 SPLOST if the Board suspended work on Phase Il of the West Fayetteville Bypass and transferred the
bypass funding to the East Fayetteville Bypass where it rightfully should be.

Mrs. Stuart Barnes: Mrs. Stuart Barnes stated she was against three items: 1) the West Fayetteville Bypass, 2) Mass
Transit, and 3) Fayette County’s participation in the City of Fayetteville’s Tax Allocation District (TAD). She explained
her third item first, saying she was opposed to it since the two downtown areas that want to be developed by the City
of Fayetteville have one area that is vacant where taxes are not being paid. She said that vacant area can be rented.
She continued that there are many places for senior citizens to go to without providing more areas. She did not feel tax
funds should be utilized for redevelopment purposes. She closed speaking briefly about her opposition to mass transit
and said the best solution is to get out of the regional mass transit plan.

Denise Ogino: Ms. Denise Ogino told the Board she had questions related to Old Business 9 listed on the Agenda. She
asked if the public was provided full information on the item. She asked why the public was not given full information.
She understood that there are ten-counties in the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC), and if six of them vote for Fayette
County to have rail service, then Fayette County will have rail service. She asked for clarification on that issue. She
further asked that the Commission would ensure that the East Fayetteville Bypass is fully funded before construction
on Phase Il of the West Fayetteville Bypass or before any other 2004 SPLOST projects begin.

Andrea Lyle: Ms. Andrea Lyle informed the Board that last time she spoke to it she had announced she found a new
job at Goodwill, however, since then she left her employment due to a nepotism conflict. She suggested that the Board
reserve funding in its Fiscal Year 2012 budget to hire her to work in the Office of the Board of Commissioners. She
further spoke against the East and West Fayetteville Bypasses and requested that the current roads be maintained.

Tom Halpin: Mr. Tom Halpin first spoke about the school bus accident at the intersection of Harp and Redwine Roads,
and that there will not be a traffic light installed there should Phase Ill of the West Fayetteville Bypass be constructed.
He mentioned that a school resource officer had been recently struck by a vehicle in front of Whitewater Middle School,
and again suggested that if the West Fayetteville Bypass is constructed there would be no traffic light available to control
traffic while funneling “much more traffic in front of our schools which is already a dangerous situation.” He then stated
that the main reason he was speaking was because “actions will speak louder than your words”, that he heard “a bunch
of words” coming from different Commissioners about how they are not for mass transportation in Fayette County, but
when it came time “for action they voted for it.” He said the situation now exists where there is a possibility for mass
transit in Fayette County and numerous Board members have expressed in various ways that it is not going to happen
since they are against it, but when the time comes to vote they vote in favor of mass transit. He next spoke about the
naming of Veterans Parkway, and referenced the February 24, 2011 minutes and Chairman Frady’s comments and
actions regarding the name “Veterans Parkway.”
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David Hall: Mr. David Hall said the citizens at tonight's meeting were well spoken, and he reminded the Board that the
citizens were there to help the Board perform its job even better. He said the citizens have been supplying arguments
on many issues that are “overwhelming”, and it is known to both the Board and the citizens that the West Fayetteville
Bypass is a faulty idea since it “does not work.” He said he was pleased with Mr. Halpin’s comments that actions speak
far more than words. He said the people in Fayette County are largely informed. He continued that he is happy with
what has been happening in the past several months since people have been brought to the “cause of liberty because
many things have been happening which have not been happening in a way they are happening properly.” He said
some of the “judgment seats” in the room had not been operating properly “which the people of the county have
bestowed upon them, trusting them to bring this county to a better tomorrow.” He mentioned that the media was a fourth
“‘check-and-balance” and he said he was thankful for the involvement they have had in seeing truth being published.
He said he trusted in God, and that God would see the county turn to a better direction. He concluded that the East
Fayetteville Bypass should “be an agenda item that should be funded before the West Fayetteville Bypass”, and that
the West Fayetteville Bypass should never be funded. He said the West Fayetteville Bypass leads to nowhere and crime
will increase.

Tom Waller: Mr. Tom Waller began by saying he is not an impacted property owner for the West Fayetteville Bypass.
He said he has attended Board meetings for the approximately 1'% years, in order to learn what the Board is doing. He
said he was recently surprised to learn that the County had shifted funding from the East Fayetteville Bypass, which was
first priority, to the West Fayetteville Bypass. He continued that in all of the meetings he attended, there was nothing
presented that the shifting of funds would be executed and why the funds would be shifted. He explained that previously
he had asked to see the demand data telling why the West Fayetteville Bypass was needed, but the information was
never supplied. He said if the County’s treasure would be spent on “roads to nowhere”, then the Board is in the wrong
business since it is “misconstruing what the taxpayers’ want.” He spoke about his property that he and his family have
been living on since after the Civil War, and have been paying taxes on it “since taxes were due.” He said he did not
expect his elected Commissioners to spend the County’s treasure “in such a wanton and wasteful manner as funding
of the West Fayetteville Bypass.”

Pat Earnest: Ms. Pat Earnest, who lives at the intersection of Redwine Road and Ebenezer Church Road, told the Board
that she will obviously be personally and heavily impacted by the West Fayetteville Bypass. She told the Board that her
family calls Redwine Road “Redwine International Raceway” because there is so much traffic on Redwine Road and
Ebenezer Church Road. She told the Board that “many years ago, when there was much less traffic and many fewer
people, my daughter was struck by a car and killed on Redwine Road.” She mentioned that there is a lot more children
now, that there is a lot more traffic now, and that she wished the Board would take that into consideration when “you
funnel that much more traffic down that intersection and down that part of the county.”

CONSENT AGENDA:

Chairman Frady asked for Item 7 to be removed from the Consent Agenda.
Commissioner Brown asked for Items 3 and 5 to be removed from the Consent Agenda.

Commissioner Hearn moved to approve Consent Agenda Items 4 and 6. Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion.
No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.
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Approval of staff's recommendation to extend Bids # 709 and 749, Grass Mowing, to SSFW Landscape
Management and Star Valley Landscape for an additional year, beginning July 1, 2011, at an aggregate
cost of $61,521.00.

Commissioner Brown told the Board that he was noticing a trend, and while he had not had an opportunity to
speak to staff about it, it appeared to him that the County was carrying a lot of bids over from a previous bidding
cycle. He said he wanted to know why the County was not bidding out the projects a second time for the
upcoming fiscal year.

County Administrator Jack Krakeel informed the Board that the history of some of the projects, such as cleaning
projects and grass mowing projects, has involved the quality of service the County has experienced in the past
with vendors. He explained that the County currently has a number of vendors it does business with who do
an outstanding job; some of whom are willing to commit to the same rates as they initially quoted in 2007. He
explained that staff thought this was “a cost effective way to move forward, knowing that we've got good quality
people that are providing these services.” He noted that the cost of fuel is continuing to increase and that is
one of the reasons staff believed one of the vendors actually pulled out of the contract and did not want to
renew a contract. He closed saying the two primary factors that motivated staff to pursue these contracts in
this matter were: 1) the level of quality of work that the County has received, and 2) the vendors have
maintained their prices for the past three to four years [withount an increase].

Commissioner Brown asked why the projects would not be bidded out as one lump package in an attempt to
get a better deal since they are getting “a volume business from us.”

Mr. Krakeel replied that the County had bidded for one lump package in the past, but it has learned that in
bidding in an individual manner instead of collective total bids that it actually receives better pricing. Discussion
followed.

Commissioner Horgan moved to approve Consent Item 3 as presented. Commissioner Hearn seconded the
motion.

Commissioner Brown informed the Board that he would oppose the request, that his opposition was not a
reflection on any of the vendors that are currently doing work for the County, but that he thought the County
should bid out the work.

The motion to approve Consent Agenda item 3 as presented passed 3-2 with Commissioners Brown and
McCarty voting in opposition. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 3", follows these minutes and
is made an official part hereof.

Approval of staff’s request to award Proposal #P781 to Sivad Business Solutions for the purchase of
Imaging Software and three Fujitsu scanners, at a total cost of $10,550.00, for use by the Elections
Department, including $2,865 to come from the County’s Contingency Account. A copy of the request,
identified as “Attachment 4", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.
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5. Approval of staff’'s recommendation to enterinto a three-year agreement with Deltacom for Primary Rate
Interface (PRI) telecommunication circuit service at four county locations, and authorization for the
Chairman to execute said agreement.

Commissioner Brown spoke about an email that he and the Board received that he felt “had merit to it.” He
explained that the County “was rolling the contracts into one”, that he “saw it was probably the right thing to do
from an accounting standpoint”, but that according to the email he received it appeared that if the older
contracts were rolled into newer contracts, that the County will actually be paying a higher rate on the existing
contract.

County Administrator replied that if one considers only the Justice Center and the Sheriff's Complex, the email
would make a plausible argument, but he said the problem is that the County would have to continue at the
current rates established for the Stonewall Complex and the McDonough Road Complex which are currently
expired. He explained that by bundling all the contracts, the actual net savings over the next 18 months is
$2,311.84, because by bundling all four of the complexes together the County was able to obtain a better rate
structure for the complexes at Stonewall and McDonough Road. He concluded that by bundling the contracts
the rates slightly increased for the Justice Center and Sheriff's complexes, but the savings realized for the
Stonewall and McDonough complexes were so significant that they offset the slight increases and actually
caused a net savings.

Commissioner Horgan moved to approve Consent Agenda Item 5 as presented. Commissioner Hearn
seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the request and
agreement, identified as “Attachment 5", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

6. Approval of the Sheriff’s request to authorize the Chairman to execute title documents and all other
required documents related to the disposal of a totaled patrol vehicle assigned to the Fayette County
Sheriff’'s Department- Field Operations Division, and for funds rendered to Fayette County to be placed
in the General Funds- Insurance Recovery Line Item. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment
6", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

7. Approval of February 24, 2011 Board of Commissioners Minutes, the March 2, 2011 Board of
Commissioners Workshop Minutes, and the March 10, 2011 Board of Commissioners Minutes.

Commissioner Horgan moved to approve the February 24, 2011 Board of Commissioners Minutes and the
March 2, 2011 Board of Commissioners Workshop Minutes. Commissioner Hearn seconded the motion. No
discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Horgan moved to approve the March 10,2011 Board of Commissioners Minutes. Commissioner
Hearn seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed 4-0-1 with Commissioner Brown
abstaining from the vote.
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OLD BUSINESS:

8.

Consideration of Resolution No. 2011-06 which withdraws support for local legislation associated with
Resolution 2010-22 which related to introducing legislation to amend certain provisions of the local act
creating the Fayette County Board of Elections, specifically how the process for appointment of its
members occurs.

Commissioner Horgan told the Board that he asked for this to be placed on the agenda, and he asked for a
formal action from the Board signifying that it was withdrawing support for the decision the Board made in
December 2010 regarding local legislation that would affect how Board of Elections members are appointed.
He added that with the new member from the Democratic Party as well as one other new member from the
Republican Party, and with the commitment from the Chairman of the Board of Elections, that the Elections
Board was going “in a great direction” and he did not feel there was a further need for the Board of Elections
to operate under the method prescribed by the Board.

Chairman Frady clarified that what the Board was essentially doing was confirming that it did not pursue its
previous December 2010 resolution, and that this new Resolution would completely “kill” the previous
resolution.

Commissioner Horgan moved to adopt Resolution 2011-06 to withdraw support of legislation that would have
altered the process for how appointments to the Fayette County Board of Elections must occur. Chairman
Frady seconded the motion. No further discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the
request and Resolution 2011-06, identified as “Attachment 7", follow these minutes and are made an official
part hereof.

Consideration of a “Joint Resolution to Support the Transportation Investment Act of 2010 Project
Submittal”.

Director of Public Works Phil Mallon distributed a report to the Board entitled Fayette County Project Submittals-
Transportation Investment Act of 2010: DRAFT- Pending Review by the BOC. The report listed 37 separate
projects and five suggested letters of support. County Administrator Jack Krakeel and Mr. Mallon then
discussed this report with the Board.

Mr. Krakeel explained that this agenda item concerned a followup to the Board’s meeting that was held several
weeks ago with the Association of Fayette County Governments (AFCG) to authorize the Chairman to sign a
joint resolution. He explained that all the municipalities in Fayette County have already signed the joint
resolution. Mr. Mallon discussed the list of project submittals with the Board. He explained that the listed
projects were agreed upon by consensus at the AFCG meeting held on March 8, 2011. He said the list was
compiled after discussion with Fayetteville and Peachtree City, as well as the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT) and the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC).

Commissioner Brown asked if the list was an exact duplicate of what was discussed at the ACFG meeting, and
if there were any changes on the list since that time. He said he was concerned that the list had not been
publically disclosed prior to the Board’s vote and since the public would not have the ability to make comments.
Mr. Mallon answered that the provided list was not an exact duplicate, and he told what changes had been
made to it.
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Among the changes added to the list was a Regional Mobility Management Call Center, and considerable
discussion took place about this project, its purpose, and related funding concerns. Commissioner Brown
stated that he could not support the project due to lack of information and since it could be funding a regional
project. Mr. Krakeel recommended removing the project from the list for the time being and that staff would
attempt to get as much information to the Board concerning the project at a later date. Commissioner Horgan
added that transportation for senior citizens is very important and asked for further information on this project
to be provided at a later date.

Commissioner Brown also spoke the State Route 54 Widening Project from McDonough Road to Tara
Boulevard, and spoke about his belief that it could be part of the ARC’s Outer Loop project. Chairman Frady
replied that the ARC did not refer to the widening as “the Outer Loop”, that the road structure is already in place,
and that the widening of State Route 54 has “been on the books” for the past 20 years. He summarized that
the widening project was not “dreamed up” by the ARC to make an Outer Loop, and he recommended the
project remain on the list of projects.

Chairman Frady recommended that the projected list be adopted by the Board, that it be sent to the ARC, and
that it be posted on the County’s website. Commissioner Brown told the Board he would have a hard time
voting for the list due to his concerns about the outer loop plan, and he said unless Fayette County offered the
ARC a “viable alternative” he would assume that the 2007 diagram provided by the ARC is what they have
planned for Fayette County.

Commissioner Horgan moved to adopt the “Joint Resolution Supporting the Transportation Investment Act of
2010 Project Submittal” and to remove Project Number 11- Regional Mobility Management Call Center from
the Project Submittals list. Commissioner Hearn seconded the motion. Discussion followed. The motion
passed 3-2 with Commissioners Brown and McCarty voting in opposition. A copy of the request and Joint
Resolution, identified as “Attachment 8", follow these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

Consideration of a resolution approving an Agreement of Sale with the Fayette County Public Facilities
Authority and a Bond Purchase Agreement with the Authority and Merchant Capital, L.L.C. relating to
the issuance by the Authority of its Refunding Revenue Bonds, Series 2011, for the Justice Center and
Jail, and for other related purposes.

Commissioner Brown moved to table Old Business ltem 10 to the April 6, 2011 Board of Commissioners
Workshop Meeting. He explained that a Public Facilities Authority meeting took place earlier in the morning
that he was unaware of and there was information forthcoming that he had no way of reviewing due to time
constraints. Chairman Frady replied that the issue was time sensitive, and he did not believe the agenda item
could be tabled. Commissioner McCarty replied that he had the same objection as Commissioner Brown, and
he seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion failed 2-3 with Chairman Frady, Commissioner
Hearn, and Commissioner Horgan voting in opposition.

Finance Director Mary Holland informed the Board that she was before them to provide an update on the cost-
savings for refunding the Criminal Justice Center's 2001 Bonds, and also to ask for the Board’s approval to
adopt a resolution for the sale of those bonds as well as purchasing new bonds for 2011. She introduced Mr.
Jamie Wilson who represented Merchant Capital- the firm that “underwrote the transaction”. She also
introduced Attorney Ken Pollack representing McKenna, Long, and Aldridge, who served as Bond Counsel for
the transaction. Ms. Holland, Mr. Wilson, and Mr. Pollack then made presentations to the Board.
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Mr. Wilson explained that bonds were issued for the Justice Center facility in 2000, that they were refunded in
2001, and that they are again callable on June 1, 2011. He said the bonds were issued at an interest rate of
4.98%, that they project for 20 years, and there are $47,985,000 of those bonds outstanding. He added that
there is about $27,000,000 of interest that remains on those bonds for a total payout of about $75,000,000.
He said the bonds are callable, and the current market environment allows for them to be reissued at an
interest rate of about 3.88%. He said there are certain surplus funds, in the amount of approximately
$8,000,000 that were held over from the 2000 bond issue that were being planned for finishing the third floor
of the Justice Center, and those funds have been incorporated in the proposed plan of refinance. He explained
thatthe proposed refunding bonds aggregate $40,300,000 with about $20,000,000 worth of interest, so the totall
payout is $60,646,000 as compared to $75,000,000. He continued that the numbers indicate a total reduction
in debt service to the County of approximately $15,018,000. He further commented that on a present value
basis and by “discounting the cash-flow stream back to the closing date that would generate about $11,552,000
of savings to the County on present value basis.” He added, however, the contribution of the County’s money
would have to be subtracted, which is $8,180,000, and that generates a net-present value savings to the
County of $3,327,000 after all transaction costs. He concluded that the savings have been structured so that
there are $2.6 million dollars in savings to the County on June 1, 2011, “approximately $1,015,000 for the next
three fiscal years”, and then approximately $580,000 of savings each year for the remaining term through the
year 2030.

Mr. Wilson continued explaining that this current work began in Fall 2010, but the bonds could not be refunded
until now due to some federal tax rules that require the bonds to be refunded no earlier than 90 days to the call
date. He said bonds were offered earlier in the week for sale to investors, that they were committed for by
investors, and the rates that are being proposed and the savings being proposed are firm numbers, subject to
the Board's approval. He concluded that the transaction was ready for the Board’s action.

Mr. Pollack informed the Board during the discussions that he was directed that the County “would like to hold
title to the facility [Justice Center]”, so he advised County staff to structure the transaction not as a continuance
of the lease-structure but to structure it as a sale of the facility to the County. He said what was being proposed
was that the Public Facilities Authority would issue the refunding bonds in the amount of about $40,300,000
that will be applied to pay off the old bonds. He said once the old bonds are paid off, the lease, by its terms,
would terminate. He said that the Public Facilities Authority would then sell the facility that they currently hold
title to the County under an Agreement of Sale which the Board was being asked to approve. He said the
Agreement of Sale document would no longer require the County to make lease payments to repay its
outstanding debt, but instead the County would make installment purchase payments. He added that from a
legal standpoint, the only real difference would be that the title to the Justice Center will vestin the County itself
and that the County will no longer have “just the leasehold interest, you will have full fee-simple title in the
facility but have the obligation, as you did before, to make payments sufficient to pay the outstanding debt.”
Discussion followed during which Mr. Pollack and Mr. Wilson answered various questions from the Board.

Commissioner McCarty summarized that what was being considered was that the County “has a note that we
have been paying on at the interest rate of 4.98% called bonds, and we have been paying it in the form of a
lease payment for these facilities. And what you are saying is now, we will be making a 3.88% loan for the
purchase of these facilities, that will actually go for the purchase of them rather than a lease on them”. Mr.
Pollack agreed with Commissioner McCarty and added that the original lease was in fact a lease-purchase;
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meaning after the bonds were paid off the County would have the option to purchase the facility for $100. He
explained that under the new structure currently under consideration, the title would go to Fayette County
immediately with no lease.

Commissioner Horgan moved to adopt a resolution approving an Agreement of Sale with the Fayette County
Public Facilities Authority and a Bond Purchase Agreement with the Authority and Merchant Capital, L.L.C.
relating to the issuance by the Public Facilities Authority of its Refunding Revenue Bonds, Series 2011, for the
Justice Center and Jail, and for other related purposes, and authorization for the Chairman to execute those
documents on behalf of Fayette County and to take all necessary steps in furtherance of the 2011 Bonds.
Commissioner McCarty seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously. A
copy of the request, Agreement of Sale, and Bond Purchase Agreement, identified as “Attachment 9", follow
these minutes and are made an official part hereof.

Consideration of the Water Committee’s recommendation for Mallett Consulting to design engineering
plans and to oversee the subsequent bidding process pertaining to the Magnetic lon Exchange (MIEX)
process for removal of Total Organic Carbons at the Crosstown Water Treatment Plant and the South
Fayette Water Treatment Plant.

Water System Director Tony Parrott explained that technology has increased for water testing, and that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is “raising the test level once again to nanograms”. He told the Board
that there is a treatment technique to remove 35% of Total Organic Carbons (TOC) drinking water. He
continued that the EPA is going to place and enforce new rules next year that, with its current technology and
practices, the County will not in pass future water tests. He reminded the Board that he received its approval
to conduct two pilot tests last year for two different types of additional treatment, and, based on the resullts, staff
agreed that the MIEX treatment would meet the regulations in order to be in compliance in the future and it
would give the County a certain degree of assurance that when the EPA increases the regulations again that
the County would remain in compliance. He recommended the ability to treat 50% of the water at each plant.
He suggested the County should continue to utilize Mallett Consulting to facilitate this upgrade. He asked the
Board to authorize Mallett Consulting to design the facilities and to oversee the bidding process, and for the
Chairman to be authorized to sign the contract with Mallett Consulting. He suggested that the bid price would
be approximately $9.3 million for construction and inspection, and the resin used in the process would cost
approximately $700,000. Mr. Parrott added that he would return to the Board at a later date to discuss the
impact that would be felt by the water customers, and he anticipated a 4-7% water rate increase for water
customers.

Commissioner Hearn moved to approve the Water Committee’s recommendation to authorize Mallett
Consulting to design engineering plans and to oversee its subsequent bidding process pertaining to the
Magnetic lon Exchange process for removal of Total Organic Carbons at the Crosstown Water Treatment Plant
and the South Fayette Water Treatment Plant; and to authorize the Chairman to sign the necessary contract
with Mallett Consulting contingent on the County Attorney’s review. Commissioner Horgan seconded the
motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the request, identified as
“Attachment 10", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.
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NEW BUSINESS

12. Authorization for county staff to restore transportation priorities due to severe budget constraints,
restricting spending on lower priority projects, ensuring completion of the number one priority T-
SPLOST project (East Fayetteville Bypass).

Prior to the start of the Commission Meeting, Commissioner Brown distributed a report entitled Fayette County
Transportation SPLOST-321 Recommendations to the Board in which Projects were highlighted in either red,
yellow, or green colors. He also informed all present that this item was not placed on the agenda due to a
clerical error.

Commissioner Brown read a prepared statement which follows:

The priorities were clearly set by the Fayette County Board of Commissioners heading
into the 2004 SPLOST referendum. In fact, an official county memorandum dated
January 15, 2004 by Fayette County Public Works Director Lee Hearn entitled “Priority list
of transportation project[s] with cost estimates” unmistakably says “Priority #1 East
Fayetteville Bypass” and calls for engineering design to occur in 2006, right-of-way
acquisition in 2008 and construction in 2010. That schedule was created based on the
research of the County’s contracted engineering firm URS Corporation and significant
input from all the governmental jurisdictions within Fayette County, officially accepted by
the Board of Commissioners including Commissioner Herb Fradly.

The citizen voters of Fayette County went to the voting booths in 2004 believing we had a
legitimate set of transportation priorities, agreed upon in official meetings and announced
in the local news media.

Much to the credit of the Dunn administration, they had begun the process of designing
and building the East Fayetteville Bypass with funding to see the project through.
However, in 2007, the Smith administration with no public input, no public announcement
and no public vote changed the priorities of our citizens, deciding instead to build the
developer welfare project known as the West Fayetteville Bypass or the Road to
Nowhere.

Critical SPLOST funds have been wasted on many low priority projects. The previous
Board of Commissioners decided to sacrifice, in their words, “priority #1” for a project list
of marginal importance which could be performed in the future.

The reason the County enlisted the use of the SPLOST methodology was it gave us the
only means to accumulate a significant amount of funding to actually build a large-scale
project like the East Fayetteville Bypass, but most of the funding has been squandered
on lesser projects.

Facts: The East Fayetteville Bypass (S. Jeff Davis to 85), costing $39,387,388, is the
total responsibility of the County Government and has had funding appropriated for
engineering. This project is eligible for matching federal funds for right-of-way acquisition
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and construction which would be lost if the project does not move forward. The cost of
this large project will never be lower than our current figures because of the depressed
real estate market.

Nearly three times the amount of funding needed to build this project has been collected
by the additional one-percent tax, so ample funds have been available to build the
citizens’ top priority project.

In an attempt to bring some fiscal legitimacy back to Fayette County and a sense of
order, | make a motion to halt any SPLOST funding directed to the lower priority red
highlighted projects on the attached list and also move that any spending on the lower
priority yellow highlighted projects be frozen along with any projects dropped by the
county or municipalities until the East Fayetteville Bypass, the number one priority project
of the county, is completed.

Commissioner Brown moved to halt any SPLOST funding directed to the lower priority red highlighted
projects on the attached list and that any spending on the lower priority yellow highlighted projects be
frozen along with any projects dropped by the county or municipalities until the East Fayetteville Bypass,
the number one priority project of the county is completed. Commissioner McCarty seconded the motion.

Commissioner Hearn informed Commissioner Brown that this was the first he had been notified of this item,
and that he had not had sufficient time to read and study the issue under discussion. He asked for the item
to be tabled until the April 6, 2011 Board of Commissioners Workshop Meeting.

Commissioner Brown agreed to table the item until April 6, 2011 and withdrew his motion. Commissioner
McCarty withdrew his second. The item was tabled until the April 6, 2011 Board of Commissioners
Workshop Meeting.

Commissioner Hearn moved to place the item on the April 6, 2011 Board of Commissioners Workshop
Agenda. Commissioner McCarty seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed

unanimously. A copy of the request, identified as “Attachment 11", follows these minutes and is made an
official part hereof.

REPORTS:

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORTS

There was no Administrator’'s Report.

COMMISSIONERS REPORTS

Commissioner Allen McCarty: Commissioner McCarty commented about World War | and about some facts he

had learned about the war that he had hoped to share earlier during the recognition of the American Legion. He
spoke about how slugs were valuable commodities in World War |, about the federal government paying as much
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as a nickel a piece for them, and about how the chemical gasses used against the troops was a strong irritant to
slugs. He said that the slugs were about 45 minutes quicker at discerning minute traces of the gas and were the
best detectors of gas that the federal government had.

Commissioner Lee Hearn: Commissioner Hearn addressed Ms. Ogino’s concern about public rail transportation
coming into Fayette County, and her concern that if six counties out of ten voted for public rail transportation then
was Fayette County obligated to take it. He answered that Fayette County would not be obligated to take public rail
transportation and he gave an explanation of the issue. He also spoke about the East and West Fayetteville
Bypasses and how, at the Commissioners’ Retreat Meeting in January 2009, an open discussion with media present
took place during which the Board reached a consensus to move forward with the West Fayetteville Bypass and not
the East Fayetteville Bypass. He said the reason consensus was reached on this matter was because more people
would be able to use the West Fayetteville Bypass at that time than would be able to use the East Fayetteville
Bypass. He emphasized there were no backroom deals and nothing inappropriate was done. He sympathized with
the Smithfield family and other families that would be negatively impacted by the West Fayetteville Bypass, and he
challenged the citizens to look at the bigger picture with respect to the West Fayetteville Bypass.

Commissioner Steve Brown: Commissioner Brown spoke about the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority
(GRTA) and how they are a great example of regional authority since the legislation establishing it allows it to do
whatever it wants to do. He said when he was mayor of Peachtree City, there were two instances when GRTA “told”
Peachtree City it was going to build two roads, and it culminated in a face-to-face contest in Atlanta with the GRTA's
attorney and several GRTA members. He said at that time Fayette County joined with Peachtree City to “fight GRTA
off.” He noted that GRTA was not set up for mass transit and that is why they have not had success in that arena.
He stated that in next year’s legislative session there would be the creation of a regional transit authority, and that
regional transit authority will have some of the same type of authority that GRTA has, and they will be in a position to
tell jurisdictions what to do. He said if someone looked at the ten counties in the metropolitan Atlanta area, that
person would understand those counties do not really resemble Fayette County, and what the other nine counties
may want and may think is beneficial to them could be extremely detrimental to Fayette County. He said when
Commissioner Hearn tells you about a local jurisdiction being able to say it does not want to participate in a plan, the
Commissioner is correct — until the legislative session creates a regional transit authority. He continued this is the
reason he was trying to get Fayette County out of the regional mass transportation plans, because once the County
is in the plan, and that authority is created, and they have those types of powers, it is not a matter of “Fayette County
will you please do this” but its going to be “Fayette County here is what you are going to do.” He also spoke about
comments concerning Peachtree City Mayor Don Haddix and the concept of “changing regions” and how the
mayor's comments caused the city to lose funding at the regional level. He said he had personally corresponded
with the public relations person at the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) who handles transportation issues, and
that person told him that was absolutely not the reason why the city lost funding. Instead, he reported that
Peachtree City lost funding because they did not build their projects.

Chairman Herb Frady: Chairman Frady replied to Commissioner Brown by saying GRTA does not have “very much
teeth” to start with and provided some examples of their weakness. He stated that GRTA does not have any power
at all with concerns to zoning since they cannot zone, and that the counties have the power to zone property based
on legislation passed in 1957, and that power has not been given to GRTA. He said the counties’ power keeps “a lot
of things outside of the county”, and said that Fayette County has zoned to keep mass transportation out of Fayette
County. He concluded that not one person has come to the Board and stated that Fayette County is a bad place to
live, and that he had been a part of county politics for 23 years.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Real Estate Acquisition and Personnel: County Administrator Jack Krakeel announced he had items concerning
Real Estate Acquisition and Personnel to discuss in Executive Session.

Commissioner McCarty moved to recess into Executive Session to discuss items concerning Real Estate Acquisition
and Personnel. Commissioner Horgan seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed
unanimously.

The Board recessed into Executive Session at 9:16 p.m. and returned to Official Session at 9:36 p.m.

Executive Session Affidavit: Chairman Frady asked for the record to reflect that the Board discussed one Real
Estate item and the Board had no consensus to pursue it, and that the Board discussed one Personnel problem and
the Board gave the County Administrator direction on how to proceed with the issue.

Commissioner Brown moved to authorize the Chairman to sign an Executive Session Affidavit stating that items of
Real Estate Acquisition and Personnel were discussed in Executive Session. Commissioner McCarty seconded the
motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the Executive Session Affidavit,
identified as “Attachment 12", follows these minutes and is made an official part hereof.

ADJOURNMENT

Commissioner McCarty moved to adjourn the March 24, 2011 Board of Commissioners meeting. Commissioner
Hearn seconded the motion. No discussion followed. The motion passed unanimously.

The Board of Commissioners adjourned their March 24, 2011 Meeting at 9:37 p.m.

Floyd L. Jones, Deputy Clerk Herbert E. Frady, Chairman

The foregoing minutes were duly approved at an official meeting of the Board of Commissioners of Fayette County,
Georgia, held on the 14" day of April 2011.

Floyd L. Jones, Deputy Clerk
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Agenda

Board of Commissioners
April 14, 2011
7:00 P.M.

Call to Order, Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance.

Acceptance of Agenda.

PRESENTATION/RECOGNITION:

1.

Presentation of a Proclamation for “National Telecommunicators Week”, April
10-16, 2011.

Recognition of Floyd Jones who has received designation as a Certified
County Clerk.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

CONSENT AGENDA:

3.

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #783 to Bennett Fire
Products, Fisher Scientific Company, North American Fire Equipment
Company, FireLine, Inc., and Ten 8 Fire & Safety Equipment of Georgia for
the purchase of protective clothing for the Department of Fire and Emergency
Services, in an amount not to exceed $70,000.

Approval of staff's recommendation to award annual Bid #784 to MAR
Trucking, Inc. as primary vendor and C&J Carriers, LLC. as secondary vendor
for dump truck hauling services, for calendar year 2011, in an amount not to
exceed $150,000.

Approval of staff's request to accept an FY 2010 Assistance to Firefighters
Grant in the amount of $31,200 from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency and the Department of Homeland Security; and authorization to use
$3,600 of the undesignated Fire Fund and $4,200 of the undesignated EMS
Fund to meet the County’s 20% grant obligation.

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #785 to Traffic Markings,
Inc. as primary vendor and to Peek Pavement Markings, LLC. as secondary
vendor for an annual contract for roadway striping and pavement marking
services to be used on various construction and road maintenance projects,
in an amount not to exceed $130,000.

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to amend the Overtime Budget for the
Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal Investigations Division by $7,888.37
for reimbursement for employees assigned to work with various Federal
Agencies.
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8. Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to increase the Criminal Investigations Division’s Gasoline Vendors
account by $1,068.93 to account for a reimbursement from the U.S. Marshals Service for gasoline expenditures
incurred for the purchase of a vehicle for Fayette County.

9. Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to increase the Criminal Investigations Division’s Vehicle Repair
Services account by $9.96 to account for a reimbursement from the U.S. Marshals Service for expenses
incurred for the maintenance of the vehicle that was purchased for Fayette County.

10. Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to authorize the replacement of two totaled patrol vehicles, with funding
for the vehicles and their ancillary equipment, in an amount of $50,290.00, to be provided from the Vehicle
Replacement Fund.

1. Approval of staff's recommendation to increase the yard-waste tipping fees at the County’s landfill to meet
projected yard-waste operation expenses.

12. Approval of the March 24, 2011 Board of Commissioners Minutes.
OLD BUSINESS:

13. Discussion of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Code of Ordinance, Chapter 20. Zoning Ordinance,
Sec. 5-47. Standards for Telecommunications Antennas and Towers.

NEW BUSINESS:

14. Consideration of the Sheriff's request for additional funding, in the amount of $31,654.74 for the remainder of
the current 2011 Fiscal Year, in order to increase medical staffing by 1.47 persons per week for inmate
healthcare due to a 16% increase in the inmate population for Calendar Year 2010.

REPORTS:

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORTS

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

ADJOURNMENT






COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Commissioners Presenter(s): Carol Chandler
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Presentation/Recognition
Wording for the Agenda:

Recognition of Floyd Jones who has received designation as a Certified County Clerk.

Background/History/Details:

Counties and Cities in Georgia have requirements to employ what is known as a "Clerk". A County Clerk is the custodian of records of
actions and activities of the body for which they work. Georgia law requires a certain amount of training for those who are or may become
a County Clerk. Fayette County has a County Clerk and two Deputy Clerks working inside the County Commissioners' Office. The Clerk
(Carol Chandler) and the Chief Deputy Clerk (Karen Morley) completed the training program many years ago. However, Floyd Jones,
who was hired into the Commissioners' Office in 2007, has been working to complete the training since his employment in the
Commissioners' Office began.

Training for County Clerks is presented by the University of Georgia Institute of Government and includes a curriculum of required
classes and some elective classes. Floyd completed his coursework earlier and has received his Certified County Clerk designation.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Recognition of Floyd Jones who just received designation as a Certified County Clerk.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

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

Approved by Finance Not Applicable Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:
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The University of Georgia

Carl Vinson Institute of Government
March 24, 2011

Floyd L. Jones

Deputy Clerk

Fayette County BOC

140 Stonewall Avenue, Suite 100
Fayetteville, GA 30214

Dear Floyd:

completed all of the educational requirements of the Georgia Clerks Certificate program. This is a
noteworthy accomplishment that brings great credit to your city or county and shows your commitment to
professional standards. You should be very proud.

A presentation of framed certificates for the Georgia Clerks Certificate Program will be held during your
respective association membership meeting. We hope that you will be able to attend the conference; the
ceremony will be held at the Georgia Center for Continuing Education on the campus of the University of
Georgia.

The Georgia Certificate Program for City and County Clerks is designed to establish minimum standards
and professional goals for city and county clerks. The program seeks to accomplish this by: Introducing
new methods and approaches to enable clerks to become more efficient and effective in their jobs;
Increasing managerial competence of clerks to meet new challenges and demands placed on local
government; and Creating the opportunity for clerks to further their professional development to gain the
recognition they deserve,

The program is jointly sponsored by The Georgia Municipal Clerks and Finance Officers Association, the
Georgia County Clerks Association and the University of Georgia, Carl Vinson Institute of Government
in partnership with the Association of County Commissioners of Georgia, (ACCG) and Georgia
Municipal Association, (GMA).

Please review and complete the enclosed forms as necessary. The forms and additional information must
be returned no later than August 26, 2011, to ensure adequate time for the printing. The form(s) may be

returned by fax at: 706-542-2176. If you have already submitted your letter, please disregard that request.

If you have any questions, please contact me at: 706-542-0402 or via email barron@cviog.uga.edu.
Sincerely,

Catherine Bennett Debbie Barron
Clerks Program Director Clerks Program Coordinator
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: 911 Communications Presenter(s): Cheryl Rogers
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Presentation/Recognition
Wording for the Agenda:

Presentation of a Proclamation for "National Telecommunicators Week", April 10-16, 2011.

Background/History/Details:

Thousands of dedicated Telecommunicators serve the citizens of the United States by answering telephone and radio calls for police, fire
and emergency medical services, and by dispatching the appropriate assistance as quickly as possible. The Associated Public Safety
Communications Officers, Inc., an organization of professionals engaged in the design, installation and operations of emergency

response communications, has set aside the second week in April annually to recognize Telecommunicators and their crucial role in the
protection of life and property.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?
Adopt a proclamation recognizing the efforts of our County's 911 Communications professional and "National Telecommunicators' Week".

If this item requires funding, please describe:
Not Applicable

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? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Not Applicable Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:






PROCLAMATION

RESOLUTION HONORING THE
FAYETTE COUNTY ENHANCED 911 COMMUNICATIONS CENTER

WHEREAS, Each day, citizens dial 9-1-1 for help in emergencies; and whether there
is a house fire, an auto accident, a sudden heart attack or an injured
child, the prompt response of Public Safety personnel to these desperate
calls for help is essential to the continued well being of our community
and its’ residents; and

WHEREAS, Fayette County Communications Officers are the first responders
who provide a calm and reassuring voice to the caller; who obtain critical
information and disseminate the information to the appropriate Fire,
Emergency Medical Services, and Law Enforcement personnel when
emergencies occur; and

WHEREAS, Public Safety Telecommunicators are more than a calm and reassuring
voice, they are devoted, knowledgeable and highly trained professionals
with a relentless willingness to serve their public;

WHEREAS, Emergencies can strike at any time and we, the community, rely on the
vigilance and the preparedness of these individuals 24 hours a day, 365
days a year; and

WHEREAS, The Public Safety community appreciates the critical function of the
Communications Officer and recognizes that our health, safety and well
being are often dependent on the commitment and steadfast devotion of
our Public Safety Telecommunicators;

NOW, THEREFORE, WE, THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF FAYETTE COUNTY,
GEORGIA, do hereby proclaim the week of April 10— April 16, 2011, as “National
Telecommunicators’ Week” in Fayette County, and in doing so express on behalf of our residents
and visitors our appreciation to those who are the first point of contact when an emergency,
disaster, or other critical incident occurs within our community. We thank you for your willingness
to perform a job that often goes unheralded and without thanks but without which many lives
would be affected forever. Thank you for a job well done.

So Resolved this 14" day of April, 2011, by the

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA

Herb Frady, Chairman
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Fire and Emergency Services Presenter(s): Allen McCullough / Thomas F. Bartlett
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #783 to Bennett Fire Products, Fisher Scientific Company, North American Fire
Equipment Company, FireLine, Inc., and Ten 8 Fire & Safety Equipment of Georgia for the purchase of protective clothing for the
Department of Fire and Emergency Services in an amount not to exceed $70,000.

Background/History/Details:

The bid is for an annual contract that will expire on December 31, 2011, and it is for the purchase of protective clothing. As articles of
clothing are needed, the vendors will be contacted for the purchase. The bid was for itemized pricing on a list of various articles of
protective clothing which includes firefighters' coats and pants, EMS protective coats and pants, books, gloves, hoods, helmets and face
shields, breathing apparatus cartridges, and face piece adapters.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #783 to Bennett Fire Products, Fisher Scientific Company, North American Fire
Equipment Company, FireLine, Inc., and Ten 8 Fire & Safety Equipment of Georgia for the purchase of protective clothing for the
Department of Fire and Emergency Services, in an amount not to exceed $70,000.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Funding for this request has been budgeted in the Fire Services and EMS Services Safety Supplies.

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? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  |Yes Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:






Fayetle
un
GEORGIA

PWhere Quality o 4 Lifesryle

To: Jack Krakeel

From: Tim Jones (j
Date: March 18, 2011
Subject: Bid #783, Turnout Gear

Sealed bids were requested for the subject item. A bid tally sheet is attached for your
review.

In Tom Bartlett’s attached recommendation, the lowest bidder that meets the
specifications and the requirements of the department for each item is recommended. I concur
with Tom’s recommendation.

Five different companies are being recommended for award. Those companies are,
Bennett Fire Products, Fireline Inc., Fisher Scientific Company, LLC, NAFECO and Ten 8 Fire
& Safety Equipment of GA.

There are 16 line items on this bid, and since the items are ordered as needed, it is
impossible to determine the exact quantity of every item that will be needed during the year.
Therefore, a total dollar amount for each company can not be predetermined. The not-to-exceed
amount for turnout gear is $70,000.

If this recommendation meets your approval, please place this item on the next available
consent agenda. If any additional information is needed, please let me know.
Attachments

TJ/tcb

CC: Tom Bartlett

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West Main Phone: 770-305-3420 Web Site: www.fayettecounty ga.gov





Page 1 of 1
Trina Barwicks

From: Tom Bartlett

Sent:  Thursday, March 17, 2011 3:54 PM
To: Trina Barwicks

Subject: Bid # 783

The turnout gear (pants & jacket) must be purchased as a set. Since this is a set the design might vary
from one brand to another.

The helmet request was for the 660-C with the defender shield. The tuffshield is a separate item.

Not to exceed amount is $70,000.00.

Thomas F. Bartlett MPA, EFO, CFO
Deputy Fire Chief

Fayette County Fire, EMS and EMA
140 Stonewall Avenue West
Fayetteville, GA. 30214

770-305-5165
tomb@favettecountyga.gov

3/17/2011





ITEM COMPANY DESCRIPTION COST
Structural Fire Gear |Bennett Fire Products Coat- Globe #D1177-4GXCEL $868.00
Pants- Globe #E1177-4GXCEL $621.00
Structural Boots Bennett Fire Products Ranger Fire Walker Women #3129 $136.00
Structural Boots FireLine Inc Ranger Fire Walker Men #5123 $142.00
Gloves NAFECO Shelby #5225 $51.76
Shelby #5226 $49.91

Shelby #5227 $48.24

Shelby #5228 $47.19

Hood Fisher Scientific Majestic Fire Apparel 21" P-84 $19.28
Flash Light Fisher Scientific - Pelican- #3610 Little Ed-LED recoil $46.62

Ten 8 Fire & Safety
Helmet Equipment of Ga. Cairns Metro 660C Defender Visor $198.00
Ten 8 Fire & Safety
Shield Equipment of Ga. 4" Tuff Shield for Cairns Metro 660C $36.00
Face piece Fisher Scientific Scott AV-3000 Small, Med, Large 5194.47
Scott P-100 Air Purifying Cartridge
Fisher Scientific Scott#052683 $7.58
Scott Enforcement WMD Cartridge
Fisher Scientific Scott#045123 §23.71
Scott SCBA Face piece Cartridge 40mm
Fisher Scientific Adapter $27.29
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Fire and Emergency Services Presenter(s): M. Allen McCullough
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of staff's request to accept an FY2010 Assistance to Firefighters Grant in the amount of $31,200 from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency and the Department of Homeland Security; and authorization to use $3,600 of the undesignated Fire Fund and
$4,200 of the undesignated EMS Fund to meet the County's 20% grant obligation.

Background/History/Details:

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has approved the departments
grant request for the FY 2010 Assistance to Firefighters Grant. This grant request was for two (2) thermal imaging cameras and six (6)
handheld oximeters for Carbon Monoxide. The grant amount total is $39,000, the Federal share is 80% ($31,200) and the Fayette County
share is 20% ($7,800). The thermal imaging camera allows for the search of areas inside and outside buildings using the thermal
technology by showing the heat signature of body heat. Firefighters can greatly reduce the time involved in a search using these devices.
These cameras also aid in the search for fires hidden in void spaces behind walls and in ceiling spaces not accessible by displaying the
temperature of the area and will eliminate the need to create a hole to use for visualization. The department will use this grant to place
two (2) additional cameras on units that currently do not have them. The addition of these cameras will place one (1) camera on each first
out apparatus in all fire response zones. The faster you can place a camera on the scene with a firefighter the faster the search and
rescue can begin. The Carbon Monoxide (CO) monitors are a non-invasive oximeter that is used to check the amount of carbon
monoxide in the blood circulatory system of any patient that has been exposed to an environment containing CO. These monitors would
be placed on the Medic Units and the Squad. This type monitor will allow a better evaluation of the individual patient and aid in the
determination of the best transport destination. In addition, these monitors will be used on the fire scene to monitor the firefighters during
rehabilitation and determine if they have any level of CO and give an indication if they can continue operations on the scene.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Increase the department's expenditure and revenue budgets to allow for the acceptance of the grant. The county's 20% match for the
Fire budget will be $3,600 from the undesignated Fire Fund and the county's 20% match for the EMS budget will be $4,200 from the
undesignated EMS Fund.

If this item requires funding, please describe:
$3,600 will come from the undesignated Fire Fund and $4,200 will come from the undesignated EMS Fund.

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? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:






Panel Review Page 2 of 6

U.8, Department of Homeland Seourify
Washington, D.C. 20472

Mr. Peter Nelms

Fayette County Dept.of Fire and Emergency Services

Fayette County Department of Fire and Emergency Services -
Fayelieville, Georgia 30214-1520

Re: Grant No.EMW-2010-FO-04089
Dear Mr. Nelms:

On behalf of the Federal Emergency Managemert Agency (FEMA} and the Depariment of Homeland Security
(DHS), 1 am pleased fo inform you that your grant application submitted under the FY 2310 Assistance to
Firefighters Grant has been approved. FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate (GPD}, in consultation with the U.S.
Fire Administration (USFA), carries out the Federal responsibilities of administering your grant. The approved
project costs total to $39,000.00. The Federal share Is 80 percent or $31,200.00 of the approved amount and
your share of the costs is 20 percent or $7,800.00.

As part of your award package, you will find Grant Agreement Articles. Please make suie you read and
understand the Articles as they outline the terms and conditions of your grant award. Maintain a copy of these
documents for your official file. You establish acceptance of the grant and Grant Agreement Articles when
you request and receive any of the Federal grant funds awarded to you. By accepting the grant, you agree
not fo deviate from the approved scope of work without prior written approvat from FEMA_

If your SF 1199A has been reviewed and approved, you will be able to request payments online. Remember,
you should request funds when you have an immediate cash need.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the awards process or how to request your grant funds, please
call the helpdesk at 1-866-274-0960.

%;M%fw%w

Elizabeth M. Harman
Assistant Administrator
Grant Programs Birectorate

https://eservices.fema.gov/FemaFireGrant/firegrant/jsp/fire_admin/awards/spec/view _awar... 3/28/2011
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March 23, 2011 VETERANS' AFFAIRS

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS
Mr. Peter Nelms e
Fayette County Department of Fire and Emergency Services
Stonewall Administrative Complex '
140 Stonewall Avenue West
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214

Dear Mr. Nelms:

Tam Wntmg to congratulate the Fayette County Departihent of Fire and Emefgc_ﬂcy' -
Setvices on securing payment through the Fiscal Year 2010 Assistance to F]Ieﬁghtets Gtant
administered by Unired States Depattment of Homeland Security, in the amount of $31,200.

The United States Department of Homeland Secutity will be in contact with you soon

regarding this award. If you have any questions during this process, please do not hesitate to contact
my grants director, Katy McEver at (770} 661-0999.

I appreciate the services you provide to our state and I look forward to working with you in
the future.

Very truly yours,

Fhited States Senate

JHI/kem /chg
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Planning and Zoning Presenter(s): Pete Frisina/Dennis Dutton
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Old Business
Wording for the Agenda:

Discussion of proposed amendments to the Fayette County Code of Ordinance, Chapter 20. Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 5-47. Standards for
Telecommunications Antennas and Towers.

Background/History/Details:

On December 9, 2010, the revised Zoning Ordinance was adopted in its entirety. Upon implementation, staff has discovered minor
housekeeping revisions required regarding the application submittal process for towers.

If the Board is in agreement with staff's recommendations, staff will prepare the proposed amendments for public hearings before the
Planning Commission and the Board of Commissioners in May.

This item was briefly discussed at the Commissioners Workshop held on April 6, 2011.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Discussion and direction to staff regarding proposed amendments to the Fayette County Code of Ordinances. Chapter 20. Zoning
Ordinance, Sec. 5-47. Standards for Telecommunications Antennas and Towers.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Funds are not needed at this time, but will be part of an overall cost to update the Fayette County Code.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when?  |Wednesday, April 6, 2011

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? No Back-up Material Submitted? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Not Applicable Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:






SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ANTENNAS AND TOWERS ORDINANCE

Upon implementation of the revised Telecommunications Tower Ordinance, staff has
discovered minor “housekeeping” revisions required regarding the application submittal
process.

Staff is proposing the following amendments:

Sec. 3-1. Definitions

Clarification of the definition of a Planned Tower.

Sec. 5-47. Standards for Telecommunications Antennas and Towers

Page 5-3. 9. Application Requirements —relocated within the ordinance to the
appropriate section.

Page 5-4. 11. Site Plan Requirements - relocated within the ordinance to the
appropriate section.

Page 5-5. 11. Federal Requirements — FAA and FCC requirements relocated
within the ordinance to the appropriate section.

Page 5-6. 14. Performance Bond Required — reworded for clarification.

Page 5-6. E.l.c. An Administrative Approval — deleted because of redundancy.

Page 5-7. E.2.b. An Administrative Approval — deleted because of redundancy.

Page 5.7. E.3.d. An Administrative Approval — deleted because of redundancy.

Page 5-9. F. Public Hearings Required — clarified requirements for a public
hearings.
Page 5-9. F.a.  Clarified the scaled Concept Plan must be drawn on a signed/

sealed survey.

Page 5-10. 2. Site application - Added application deadline submittal
requirements to ensure applicant provides necessary information
within the applicable timeframe or tower will no longer be deemed
a planned tower.





Page 5-10.

Page 5-11.

Page 5-11.

G.

H.

L

Site Application Requirements — Items inserted from other sections
within the ordinance and from the checklist.

Site Application Timeframes - Added deadline submittal
requirements to ensure applicant provides necessary information
within the applicable timeframe or failure to provide necessary
information will result in an automotive withdrawal.

Tower Approval Expiration — Reduced expiration of a planned
tower at the request of the telecommunication industry and added
clarification.





03/17/11 - PC Wkshop
04/06/11 — BOC Wkshop
04/14/11 — BOC Public Hearing (Old Business)

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

Sec. 3-1. Words and terms not explicitly defined in this Ordinance shall have the
meaning given by common and ordinary use as defined in Webster's New Collegiate
Dictionary. The word “shall” is always mandatory while the word “may” is merely
discretionary. The following specific definitions shall apply:

Tower. Any structure that is designed and constructed primarily for the purpose of
supporting one (1) or more antennas, including self supporting lattice towers, guyed
towers, or monopole towers. The term includes radio and television transmission towers,
microwave towers, common carrier towers, cellular telephone towers, and alternative
tower structures.

Tower Facility. The area containing @ tower, antennas, all accessory equipment cabinets
or buildings, and required security fencing, excluding tower anchors.

Tower Height. When referring to a tower or tower facilities, the distance measured from
ground level to the highest point on the tower or other structure, even if said highest point
is an antenna (see Building Height.)

Tower, Planned. Any tower that is in the public hearing procedure, appreval site
application process or has been approved, but not yet constructed (see Article V.)

Tower structure, Alternative. Tower structures designed to diminish, camouflage, or
conceal the appearance of antennas or towers including: monopine (man-made pine
trees), free-standing clock towers and bell towers, light poles, flag poles, internal antenna
towers (a/k/a “slick stick”) including cylindrical unicells and/or similar alternative design
tower structures.

Towers and Antennas, Pre-Existing. Any tower or antenna permitted prior to December
10, 1998.

Sec. 5-47. Standards for Telecommunications Antennas and Towers.

A.

Purpose and Intent. The purpose of this ordinance is to establish minimum development
standards for the regulation of commercial telecommunications transmission towers,
including, but not limited to: cellular and Personal Communications Systems (PCS)
towers, broadcasting towers, two-way radio towers, fixed-point microwave dishes,
commercial satellites and receiving dishes, and related equipment cabinets and/or
buildings. The intent of this ordinance is: (1) to implement the provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, on a local level; (2) to control placement of towers and
antennas in a way that minimizes the adverse visual impact to nearby properties by
locating towers and antennas in non-residential areas or in areas where the adverse
impact on the community is minimal; and (3) to advocate the shared use of new and
existing tower sites through co-location, thereby discouraging the proliferation of towers
throughout Fayette County.
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Authority. Only the Board of Commissioners has the authority to reduce or waive the
requirements under this section through the public hearing procedure.

Applica
1.

bility.

District Height Limitations. Height limits specified for each zoning district shall
not apply to towers and antennas. The requirements set forth herein shall govern
the height of towers and antennas.

Governmentally Owned Property. These requirements shall not apply to any

governmentally owned property, including: properties owned by the Board of

Commissioners, Board of Education, or a municipality, as well as, the State or

Federal government, that are used for the location of any tower facility.

Amateur Radio Antennas. This ordinance shall not govern any amateur radio

tower, or the installation of any antenna, that is less than 70 feet in height and is

owned and operated by a federally-licensed amateur radio station operator.

Pre-Existing Towers and Antennas.

a. Any tower or antenna which existed prior to December 10, 1998, that
does not comply with the requirements herein shall be deemed legally
nonconforming. Any enlargement of a pre-existing tower or tower
facility, shall meet the requirements herein. Co-location of an antenna
which does not increase the height of the tower or placement of
additional equipment cabinets or buildings within the existing tower
facility shall be allowed under the provisions of Site Plan Requirements.

b. Replacement of a pre-existing legally nonconforming tower structure is
permitted provided that all of the following apply:

i. The replacement tower is constructed within 25 feet of the
existing tower and is not greater in height than the existing
tower.

ii. The tower being replaced is removed from site within 90

calendar days from the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy
for the replacement tower;

iii. Additional co-location opportunities on the new tower are made
available with the minimum users required based on tower
height; and

iv. A site plan indicating the location of the replacement tower shall

be required.

General Requirements.

1.

Towers and tower facilities shall be on a lot which meets the minimum lot size
for the zoning district in which it is located. Towers and tower facilities may be
located on a lot containing another use. Towers and tower facilities may occupy
a leased area being a portion of the lot.

Internal setbacks for towers, tower facilities, and anchors shall be measured to
the boundaries of the lot, not the boundaries of the leased area. Setbacks for
towers shall be measured from the base of the tower.

a. All towers shall be set back from all adjoining properties zoned
residential or A-R a distance equal to the height of the tower plus 10 feet.

b. All towers shall be set back from all adjoining properties zoned non-
residential a distance of 100 feet.

c. All towers shall be set back from the street right-of-way (existing or

required) a distance equal to the height of the tower. Street right-of-way
is based on the classification of the street (see County Code,
Development Regulations.)
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d. All towers, excluding alternative tower structures, shall be set back from
any off-site residence a distance equal to three (3) times the tower height
or a minimum of 500 feet, whichever is greater.

e. Any tower facility and anchors for guyed towers shall comply with the
minimum required setbacks and/or buffers of the applicable zoning
district.

Towers located on the same lot as a private school or day care center shall be set
back a distance equal to the height of the tower from all facilities, excluding
parking areas. This provision shall not apply to an alternative tower structure
which is allowed in conjunction with a Private School Conditional Use.

All towers, excluding alternative tower structures, shall be structurally designed
to accommodate the following minimum numbers of carriers based on height of
the tower:

up to 70 feet : one (1) carrier;

greater than 70 up to 120 feet : two (2) carriers;

greater than 120 feet up to 150 feet : three (3) carriers;

greater than 150 feet up to 180 feet : four (4) carriers;

greater than 180 feet up to 250 feet : five (5) carriers; and

greater than 250 feet: six (6) carriers.

All tower facilities, excluding tower facilities associated with alternative tower
structures, shall be enclosed by a steel chain link fence not less than eight (8) feet
in height, with slat inserts for screening. Access to the telecommunication tower
shall be through a locking gate. In addition, a minimum of three (3) strands of
barbed wire shall be used along the top of the fence to prevent unauthorized
access to the tower.

A landscaped strip 10 feet in width surrounding the perimeter of the tower
facility shall be required. Landscaping shall be staggered double rows of
evergreen trees a minimum of six (6) feet in height when planted and spaced
every 10 feet on center. Landscaping shall be installed on the outside of the
required security fence. Existing mature tree growth and natural land forms on
the site shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible. In some cases, such
as towers sited on large wooded lots, the Zoning Administrator may determine
that natural growth around the property perimeter may be sufficient in lieu of the
required landscaping. If existing vegetation is to remain and requested to count
toward the landscaping requirements, all such information, including location,
size, and type of vegetation shall be indicated on the site/landscape plan. These
requirements shall not apply to a tower facility associated with an alternative
tower structure.

Maximum height for all towers and antennas is 500 feet. Tower height shall be
measured from the natural grade of the ground at the location of the tower to the
highest point of the tower, including any antenna. If minimal grading (elevation
of one [1] to two [2)] feet above natural grade) is required to level the ground for
the tower base, tower height shall be measured from the finished grade approved
by the County Engineer.

No s1gnage shall be placed on a tower structure or antenna.

R e
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easements-neeessary-

Inventory of Existing or Planned Tower Sites. No new tower shall be permitted
unless the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the County that no
existing tower or any planned towers can accommodate the applicant’s proposed
antenna. All evidence shall be signed and sealed by appropriate licensed
professionals or qualified industry experts. All of the following shall be required
to sufficiently demonstrate that no existing or planned tower can accommodate
the proposed antenna:

a.

Each applicant for a new tower and antenna shall contact the owners of
all existing and planned tower sites, including those located within the
zoning jurisdictions of municipalities and/or other counties, that are
within the search area of the applicant’s proposed tower or antenna
location, and provide the Planning and Zoning Department with an
inventory of said tower sites at the time of application submittal.

The inventory shall include the following information:

1. All tower owners and the number of carriers for each tower site;
ii. The site location, total height, and design type of each tower;
iii. Details of all existing and planned towers or structures located

within the search area and the ability of such to meet the
applicant’s engineering requirements, including, but not limited
to: sufficient height, structural support strength, and
electromagnetic interference with antenna(s) on the existing
towers or structures;

iv. Other limiting factors that render existing towers and structures
unsuitable; and
v. Letters of rejection for requests to co-locate on all existing and

planned towers within the service area of the proposed tower.

The Planning and Zoning Department may share such information with
other applicants applying for approval under this ordinance or other
organizations seeking to locate antennas within the jurisdiction of the
governing authority, provided; however, that the Planning and Zoning
Department is not, by sharing such information, in any way representing
or warranting that such sites are available or suitable.

If it is determined that the applicant cannot feasibly locate an antenna on
an existing tower or planned tower, the applicant shall demonstrate that
the proposed new tower is designed to accommodate the required
number of carriers.

n o
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1210.

1311.

1412.

Aesthetics and Lighting Requirements. The following compatibility standards
shall govern the aesthetics and lighting of any tower facility, including the
installation of antennas on towers.

a. Towers shall either maintain a galvanized steel finish or, subject to any
applicable standards of the FAA, be painted a neutral color, so as to
reduce visual obtrusiveness.

b. If an antenna is installed on a structure other than a tower, the antenna
and equipment cabinets shall be architecturally compatible with, the
color and texture of the supporting structure. Roof mounted equipment
cabinets shall be screened so as to make the equipment visually
unobtrusive.

c. Towers shall not be artificially lighted, unless required by the FAA or
other applicable authority. If lighting is required, the governing authority
may review the available lighting alternatives and approve the design
that would cause the least disturbance to the surrounding views.

Federal Requirements. All towers shall meet current standards and regulations

of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Federal Communications

Commission (FCC), and any other agency of the federal government with the

authority to regulate towers and antenna, including modulation studies on

frequency usage, to avoid interference with existing systems in operation. Prier

E | ¢ the Carriers ECC .

Building Codes and Safety Standard Requirements. To ensure the structural
integrity of towers, the owner of a tower shall ensure that it is maintained in
compliance with standards contained in applicable local building codes and the
applicable standards for towers that are published by the Electronic Industries
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1513.

1614.

Association, as amended. If, upon inspection, the governing authority concludes
that a tower fails to comply with such codes and standards or that such tower
constitutes a danger to persons or property, then upon notice being provided to
the owner of the tower, the owner shall have 60 days to bring such tower into
compliance.
Removal of Abandoned Antennas and Towers. Prior to the abandonment of any
tower or antenna, a copy of the notice of Intent to Abandon required by the FCC
shall also be submitted to the Fayette County Planning and Zoning Department.
Any antenna or tower, including pre-existing towers and antennas, that is not in
use for a continuous period of 12 months shall be considered abandoned, and the
owner of such antenna or tower shall remove same within 90 days of receipt of
notice from the governing authority notifying the owner of such abandonment. If
there are two (2) or more users of a single tower, then this provision shall not
become effective until all users cease using the tower.
Performance Bond Required. Prior to the issuance of a ZeningComplianee
Certificate of Occupancy te-ereet for a new tower structure, every applicant shall
be required to deposit a performance bond with Fayette County. The amount of
the bond shall be equal to 10 percent of the total construction cost or a
minimum of $5 000 whtchever is greater Het—less—th&n%—gg(-)—ﬂer—mef%th&ﬂ
3 ater. Such
bond shall be requlred upon comphance with all aspects of this sectlon and shall
be applicable to any assignee and owner of any permit granted hereunder, or any
employee, contractor, subcontractor, or other party performing services in
connection with any Certificate of Zoning Compliance issued by the Planning
and Zoning Department. The required performance bond shall be released only
upon demolition of the tower and restoration of the site to the pre- development
conditions. Fhe e h e ve ey
The approved format of the bond is avallable in_the Planmng and Zoning

Department.

Supplemental Requirements. In addition to the General Requirements above, the
following Supplemental Requirements shall apply as specified below.

1.

Highway Corridor. Locating towers along the following highway corridors is

permitted as an overlay zone provided all the following requirements are met:

a. The State and County Highways included within the Highway Corridor
are S.R. 54, S.R. 85, S.R. 92, S.R. 74, S.R. 314, S.R. 279, S.R. 138, and
85 Connector.

b. The Highway Corridor tower overlay zone permits towers in any zoning

district when located within 1,000 feet of the right-of-way on either side

of the aforementloned roads in unincorporated areas of Fayette County

&

dc. Towers in excess of 250 feet in height in the Highway Corridor shall
require public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of
Commissioners.

ed. All new towers, excluding alternative tower structures, located within the

Highway Corridor that are 70 feet or greater in height shall not be
located within one (1) statute mile from any existing or planned towers
(within any local government jurisdiction) that are 70 feet or greater in
height. This minimum distance requirement shall not apply from
existing governmentally-owned towers where co-location is not
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permitted or from alternative tower structures.

Outside of the Highway Corridor.

a.

eb.

dc.

Outside of the Highway Corridor, a tower may be located only in the
following zoning districts:

Manufacturing and Heavy Industrial District (M-2);

Light Industrial District (M-1);
Highway Commercial District (C-H);
Community Commercial District (C-C);
Agricultural Residential (A-R); and
R-70 Single-Family Residential District.

A drmn

Towers in excess of 180 feet in height outside of the Highway Corridor
shall require public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board
of Commissioners.

All new towers, excluding alternative tower structures, located outside
of the Highway Corridor that are 70 feet or greater in height shall not be
located within one and one-half (1.50) statute miles from any existing or
planned towers (within any local government jurisdiction) that are 70
feet or greater in height. This minimum distance requirement shall not
apply from existing government-owned towers where co-location is not
permitted or from alternative tower structures.

Alternative Tower Structures.

a.

The purpose of an alternative tower structure is to diminish, camouflage,
or conceal the appearance of towers and antennas to reduce the visual
impact on surrounding properties and streets. Depending on the nature of
the site, the proposed alternative tower structure shall be appropriate and
in character with its surroundings. For example, the use of a monopine is
more fitting on a site with stands of mature trees; whereas, the use of a
flag pole or light pole alternative tower structure is more suitable for the
developed portion of a site.

Alternative tower structures shall comply with the General Requirements
herein with the exception of the setback requirements from off-site
residences, security fencing requirements, landscape requirements, and
tower separation requirements of both the Highway Corridor and outside
of the Highway Corridor. Alternative tower structures shall be allowed
in the Highway Corridor, outside of the Highway Corridor in the zoning
districts listed herein, and in conjunction with the following existing
Conditional Uses:

1. Church or Other Place of Worship;

ii. Developed Residential Recreational/Amenity Areas;

1il. Private School; and

iv. Telephone, Electric, or Gas Sub-Station or Other Public Utility
Facilities.

Alternative tower structures, in conjunction with the above listed
Conditional Uses, shall meet the setbacks established in the General
Requirements or the Conditional Use setbacks, whichever is greater.
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fe.

gf.

ih.

An alternative tower in excess of 120 feet in height shall require public
hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners.
A maximum of one (1) alternative tower structure shall be allowed per
lot.

The alternative tower structure shall match the visual simulation

depiction and engineering detail and specification drawings from the

manufacturer/supplier of the alternative tower structure specifically
proposed for the site.

Design Review and Approval Process: Alternative tower structures shall

go through a Design Review and Approval Process before the Planning

Commission.

The purpose of this Design Review and Approval Process is to determine

that the alternative tower structure type is appropriate for the site and

surrounding area and set requirements for the alternative tower structure
type, placement on the site, equipment structures, fencing and
landscaping.

The Design Review and Approval Process application shall include the

following:

i. An analysis of the nature and character of the site and how the
alternative tower structure is appropriate in context to the site
and the view from surrounding properties and streets;

ii. A visual simulation consisting of color photographs of the
proposed site with the existing view and with a depiction of the
proposed tower, from a minimum of four (4) distinct quadrants
(generally north, east, south, and west), to demonstrate the visual
impact on surrounding properties and streets; and

iii. Engineering detail and specification drawings from the
manufacturer/ supplier of the alternative tower structure
specifically proposed for the site which shall indicate all
applicable requirements herein.

Monopine Towers.

I. Monopine towers shall maintain the natural conical appearance
of a loblolly pine tree. Antennas shall be placed a minimum of
five (5) feet below the top of the tower, as measured from the
highest point of the antenna to maintain said appearance.

ii. Foliage shall be green in color and the tower shall be brown in
color. The antennas shall be green to blend with the foliage and
the foliage shall extend a minimum of one (1) foot beyond the
antennas.  The foliage shall be UV resistant to reduce
degradation and fading and constructed to withstand winds of
110 MPH, certification of such shall be supplied with the
application. Foliage shall be placed on the tower down to the
height of the foliage of surrounding trees. The structure shall
have sufficient limbs at the time of initial installation so that
there is no gap between the existing canopy and the lower most
limbs of the monopine.

iii. The installation of the foliage on the monopine shall be installed
prior to final inspections. Foliage on the monopine shall be
maintained and/or replaced to the specifications established by
the engineering detail and specification drawings from the
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manufacturer/supplier of the alternative tower structure
specifically proposed for the site to retain the screening of the
antennas. Upon notice from the County that the foliage is in
need of maintenance and/or replacement, the tower owner shall
have 90 days to make such repairs.
. Flag pole and light pole alternative tower structures shall utilize internal
antennas and slick stick design. Flag poles utilized as an alternative
tower structure shall be exempt from the Article V.

F. Public Hearings Required to Reduce or Waive Requirements.

1.

Public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners

are necessary fo reduce or waive requirements for the—appreval-of a proposed

tower, antenna, or equipment cabinet or building that is—net-alewedunderthe

PermittedUses—or—Administrative—Approvals;—and/for cannot comply with the

Development General Requirements, and/or Supplemental Requirements;—er

AlternativeTower—Struetares. The procedure for said public hearings shall

follow the procedure for rezoning (see Article XI.) Applicants shall apply for

public hearings through the Planning and Zoning Department. The application
with deadline submittal and public hearing dates is available in the Planning and

Zoning Department. The application shall include the following:

a. A scaled Concept Plan, drawn on the signed/sealed survey, graphically
indicating the lot and leased area, total tower height including antennas,
type and design of the tower structure, the boundary of the tower facility,
all applicable setbacks (both on and off-site), ingress/egress, landscaping
areas, and zoning of the subject property and adjacent property;

b. An Inventory of Existing or Planned Tower Sites per the standards listed
under Supplemental Requirements;
c. A balloon test shall be conducted prior to the public hearings. The

balloon shall be flown for a minimum of four (4) daylight hours from the
location of the proposed tower, at the requested height. The application
shall include the date and time of the balloon test and an alternative date,
in case of inclement weather. The initial balloon test shall be held on a
Saturday and the alternative date may be held on any day of the week. A
sign announcing the dates of the balloon test shall be posted on the
property by the County a minimum of five (5) calendar days prior to the
initial balloon test; and

d. The applicant shall submit a visual simulation, based on the balloon test,
a minimum of seven (7) calendar days prior to the Planning Commission
public hearing. Failure to meet this deadline will postpone the tower
application to the next scheduled cycle of public hearings. The visual
simulation shall consist of color photographs of the proposed site with
the existing view and with a depiction of the proposed tower, from a
minimum of four (4) distinct quadrants (generally north, east, south, and
west), to demonstrate the visual impact on surrounding properties and
streets. An Affidavit certifying that the correct location and height of the
tower were utilized in the balloon test shall be submitted with the visual
simulation photographs.

Factors Considered in Public Hearing Applications. The following factors shall

be considered when evaluating a tower application:

a. Height of the proposed tower;

b. Proximity Distance of the tower to residential structures and residential
zoning district boundaries;
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c. Nature of uses on adjacent and nearby properties;

d. Topography of the site and its effect on the efficiency of the tower in
terms of coverage;
e. Surrounding tree coverage and foliage and its effect on the efficiency of

the tower in terms of coverage, as well as, its effect on the visual impact
of the tower on surrounding properties and streets;

f. Design of the tower, with particular reference to design characteristics
that have the effect of reducing or eliminating visual obtrusiveness;

g. Proposed ingress and egress; and

h. The degree of the tower’s compliance with the one (1) statute mile

separation (inside the Highway Corridor) or one and one-half (1.5)
statute mile separation (outside the Highway Corridor.)
In granting its approval fo waive or reduce requirements, the County, through
the Board of Ceunty Commissioners or its designee, may impose conditions that
are necessary to minimize the adverse effect of a proposed tower or antenna on
adjoining property. A site application shall be submitted within 60 days of the
date of approval by the Board of Commissioners or the proposed tower will no
longer be deemed a planned tower.
Site Application Requirements. All applicants for new tower construction shall include

the following infermation-at-time-of appheationsubmittal:

a. completed application forms signed and notarized;
b. proof of ownership of the propesed-site parent tract (latest recorded Warranty
Deed) or-authorization-to-utilize-it;

c. site and—landscape—plans—drawn—to—seale; plan prepared by a Engineer or

Architect registered by the State of Georgia;

d. landscape plans (see General Requirements);

e. provide number of carriers based on maximum height of tower;

f. provide inventory of Existing or Planned Tower Sites (see General
Requirements);

g. a report including all tower specifications and a description of the tower with
technical reasons for its design;

h. documentation establishing the structural integrity for the tower’s proposed uses;

i. the general capacity of the tower and information necessary to assure that ANSI

standards are met;

J- a statement of intent on whether excess space will be leased;

k. copies-of any-easementsnecessary;

1. a_copy of the Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation from the FAA;
and

m. a copy of the Carrier’s FCC license (as applicable for an antenna).

Site Plan Requirements. All tower applicants for new towers shall be required to submit

a scaled site plan which complies with all applicable requirements of the Development

Regulations (see County Code.) Additional information indicated on the site plan shall

include:

a. a signed/sealed survey by a land surveyor registered in the State of Georgia of
the parent tract, leased area, and ingress/egress easement, indicating the metes
and bounds for each;

b. total tower height including antennas;

c. type and design of any tower facility, including location of equipment buildings
or cabinets;

d. distance from nearest off-site residences;

e. fencing and gate details;
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all applicable setbacks_for the tower, tower facility, and anchors for guyed
tower, as applicable;

distance between towers;

zoning and acreage of parent tract;

zoning of adjacent property; and

and other information necessary to assess compliance with this ordinance.

Any information of an engineering nature that the applicant submits, whether civil,
mechanical, or electrical, shall be certified by a licensed professional engineer. Site plan
submittal shall include completion of a tower application, signed and notarized by both
the property owner and the tower company representative/agent.

The following scenarios shall not require submittal of a site plan:

a. Installing an antenna on an existing structure, so long as said installation
adds no more than 20 feet to the height of said existing structure
(including buildings, light/utility poles, water towers, or other free
standing non-residential structures excluding signs and towers.)

b. Co-locating an antenna on any existing tower, so long as, said
installation does not exceed the maximum height of administrative tower
approval for that location and complies with all applicable conditions of
approval associated with the tower site.

c. Enlargement of an existing equipment building, or placement of
additional equipment cabinets or buildings at a tower site which does not
require an enlargement of the existing tower facility.

Prior to the placement or co-location of any antenna, enlargement of an existing
equipment building, or placement of additional equipment cabinets or buildings at a
tower site, the applicant shall provide written notice to the Zoning Administrator. The
notice shall include a depiction of the location, size, and configuration of such antenna on
the existing tower and equipment location within the existing tower facility in reference
to an existing site plan and a certification from a licensed professional engineer verifying
that the antenna will comply with wind load requirements and weight limits for the
structure or tower as designed and installed. A Zoning Compliance Form shall be issued
by the Zoning Administrator upon satisfaction of the above requirements, and any
applicable building permits/inspections shall be required.

Site Application Timeframes. The County shall act on applications for co-locations
within 90 days, and all other applications within 150 days. The Zoning Administrator has
30 days to determine if an application is complete. If the Zoning Administrator requests
additional information within the 30 day review period, the time it takes the applicant to
respond will not count towards the 90 or 150 day time limits._Upon notice that an
application is incomplete, the applicant has 30 days to submit all information necessary
to complete the application. Failure to complete the application in this timeframe shall
result in an automatic withdrawal of the application and proposed tower will no longer
be deemed a planned tower.

Tower Approval Expiration. Approval of a site application by the applicable

departments for a tower granted—either—administratively—or—through—theBoard—of
Commisstoners;-or-its-desisnee; shall expire 24-12 months from the date of approval and

will no longer be deemed a planned tower, unless a Certificate of Occupancy has been
issued for the tower or the building permit remains active.

h. —- ‘:-G‘Q
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Road Department Presenter(s): Andy Adams
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of staff's recommendation to award annual Bid # 784 to MAR Trucking, Inc. as primary vendor and C&J Carriers LLC as
secondary vendor for dump truck hauling services, for calendar year 2011, in an amount not to exceed $150,000.

Background/History/Details:

The intent of this contract is to identify a primary and secondary vendor to provide on-call dump truck hauling services. These services
are intended to be used only when additional services over and above the capabilities of the Road Department are needed. Typically
the materials hauled would be gravel, soil or asphalt on various projects undertaken by the Department.

A primary vendor and a secondary vendor are identified. The secondary vendor will be contacted when the primary vendor is unable to
fulfill the needs of the Department.

Based on prior years, a not to exceed contract of $150,000 is recommended for calendar year 2011.
If approved, this contract will expire on December 31, 2011.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid # 784 to MAR Trucking, Inc. as primary vendor and C&J Carriers LLC as secondary
vendor for dump truck hauling services for the remainder of calendar year 2011, in a amount not to exceed $150,000.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Funds are budgeted annually in the Road Department's O&M budget or in various CIP or SPLOST project accounts.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when?  [Thursday, March 11, 2010

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? No Back-up Material Submitted? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  |Yes Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:
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To: Jack Krakeel
From: Tim Jones /f ﬁ
Date: March 18, 2011

Subject: Bid # 784, Hauling Services

Sealed bids were requested for the subject item. A bid tabulation sheet is attached for your review.

Companies were requested to bid the hourly rate for hauling services based on the Georgia Department of
Transportation diesel fuel price index. In the attached recommendation from Andy Adams, the low bidder,
MAR Trucking, Inc., is recommended as the primary supplier. Andy also requested a secondary supplier,
C & J Carriers, LLC, as the second lowest bidder. I concur with Andy’s recommendation. The total not to
exceed amount for Hauling Services is $150,000 as per the attached email from Andy Adams.

If this recommendation meets your approval, please place this item on the next available consent agenda.
If any additional information is needed, please let me know.

Tl/tcb
Attachment

| cc: Andy Adams
Phil Mallon

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West Main Phone: 770-305-5420 Web Site: www.fayettecounty ga.pov
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DATE; March 16, 2010
TO: Tim Jones, Purchasing Department
FROM: Andrew C. Adams, Road Department

SUBJECT: Bid Recommendation — Hauling Services Bid # 784

The Road Department has reviewed the five (5) responses to bid #784, Hauling Services, opened
on March 10, 2011. We recommend accepting the low bid as submitted by MAR Trucking Inc.
for primary vendor and the next lowest bid as submitted by C&J Carriers LLC for secondary
vendor.

Mailing Address: 115 McDonough Road Main Phone: 770-320-6011 Web Site: www.fayettecounty ga.gov





Trina Barwicks

From: Andy Adams

Sent:  Friday, March 18, 2011 2:42 PM

To: Tim Jones

Cc: Trina Barwicks

Subject: RE: Bid Recommendation - Bid #784

We recommend a not-to-exceed contract amount of $150,000 for this hauling contract.

Andrew C. Adams, P.E.
Director of Roads
Fayette County, GA

Page 1 of 1

From: Andy Adams

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 9:41 AM

To: Tim Jones

Cc: Trina Barwicks

Subject: RE: Bid Recommendation - Bid #784

Sorry 'bout that.

Andrew C. Adams, P.E.
Director of Roads
Fayette County, GA

From: Trina Barwicks

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 8:28 AM

To: Andy Adams

Cc: Tim Jones

Subject: RE: Bid Recommendation - Bid #784

Andy,
You didn’t attach the file.

Trina C. Barwicks,
Contract Administrator

From: Andy Adams

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 2:23 PM
To: Tim Jones

Cc: Trina Barwicks

Subject: Bid Recommendation - Bid #784

Please see attached

Andrew C. Adams, P.E.
Director of Roads
Fayette County, GA

3/18/2011
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Road Presenter(s): Andy Adams
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of staff's recommendation to award Bid #785 to Traffic Markings, Inc as primary vendor and to Peek Pavement Markings LLC
as secondary vendor for an annual contract for roadway striping and pavement marking services to be used on various construction and
road maintenance projects, in an amount not to exceed $130,000.

Background/History/Details:

Three bids were received in response to this bid. All bids indicated a modest price increase from calendar year 2010.

This bid is used to procure the services of a pavement marking contractor that can be used through the remainder of the calendar year
on various road construction and road maintenance projects. An annual contract will expedite the process of obtaining these services in
a timely manner. If approved, this annual contract will expire December 31, 2011.

Based on prior years activity and projected projects, a contract not-to-exceed amount of $130,000 is recommended for this contract.

As a member of Two Rivers RC&D Council we are able to acquire services directly from Two Rivers that are provided to members only.

This would include line striping and RPM's in conformance with DOT specifications. In cases where we could use their services at a
lower cost it would be our intent to do so.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Award of Bid #785 for an annual contract for roadway striping and pavement marking services to Traffic Markings, Inc. as primary vendor
and to Peek Pavement Markings LLC as secondary vendor, in an amount not to exceed $130,000

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Funding for pavement markings is budgeted annually in the Road Department's O&M account 10040220-521316.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when?  [Thursday, March 11, 2010

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? No Back-up Material Submitted? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  |Yes Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:
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To: Jack Krakeel

CC: Phil Mallon
Andrew C. Adams

From: Tim Jones /(6
Date: March 21, 2011
Subject: Bid #785, Pavement Markings

Sealed bids were requested for the subject item. A bid talley sheet is attached for your
review.

In the attached recommendation from Andrew Adams, the overall low bidder on sample
projects, Traffic Markings, Inc., was recommended as the primary supplier. The overall low
bidder on individual items, Peek Pavement Markings, was recommended as the secondary
supplier. I concur with Andrew’s recommendation, pending receipt of the required insurance and
bonds. The total not to exceed amount for Pavement Markings is $130,000 as per the attached
email from Andy Adams.

If this recommendation meets your approval, please place this item on the next available
consent agenda. If any additional information is needed, please let me know.

TJHch
Attachment

cc: Andy Adams
Phil Mallon

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West Main Phone: 770-305-5420 Web Site: www.fayettecounty ga.gov
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DATE: March 21, 2010
TO: Tim Jones, Purchasing Department
FROM: Andrew C. Adams, Road Department

SUBJECT:  Bid Recommendation — Pavement Markings Services - Bid # 785

The Road Department has reviewed the three (3) responses to bid #785, Pavement Markings,
opened on March 15, 2011. We reviewed each bid to verify that reasonable unit prices had been
submitted, then applied their bid prices to actual projects done within the past year. This
exercise was done for each company that submitted a bid. The results consistently showed
Traffic Markings, Inc as the lowest price for the sample projects while Peek Pavement Markings
was the lowest price on many of the individual items quoted. Therefore, we recommend
accepting the bid of Traffic Markings, Inc. for primary vendor and Peek Pavement Markings,
LLC as secondary vendor. We recommend a not-to-exceed annual contract amount of $130,000.

Mailing Address: 115 McDonough Road Main Phone: 770-320-6011 Web Site: www.fayetltecounty ga.gov





BID #785 PAVEMENT MARKINGS - TALLY SHEET

SECTION 1: THERMOPLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKINGS

MID STATE
CONSTRUCTION & | PEEK PAVEMENT TRAFFIC
E_PEING, INC. MARKING, LLC MARKINGS, INC,
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE

1 5" Solid White, Edge Lines Lin. F1. $0.35 50.35 $.295
2 |5" Solid White, Lane Lines Lin. F1. $0.35 $0.35 $0.31
3 5" Solid Yellow Lin, Ft. $0.37 $0.35 $0.31
4 |5" Skip White or Yellow Gross Lin. Ft. 50.22 $0.25 $0.15
5 24" Solid White, 125 mils Lin. F1. §4.50 $4.00 $4.25
6 18" Solid White, 125 mils Lin. Ft. $4.00 $3.00 $2.50
7 12" Solid White, 125 mils Lin. Ft. $2.75 $2.00 $1.50
8 10" Solid White, 125 Mils Lin, Ft. §2.50 51.50 $1.40
9 |8" Solid White, 125 Mils Lin. F1. £2.00 $2.00 51.50
10 JWhite Channelization, GDOT Detail A Sq. Yds $4.75 $3.25 $3.25
11 |White Channelization, GDOT Detail B Sq. Yds $3.75 $3.25 $3.25
12 White Channelization. GDOT Detail C 3g. Yds $3.75 $3.25 $3.25
13 |White Channelization, GDOT Detail D Sq. Yds $3.00 $3.25 $3.25
14 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail A Sq. Yds 54.75 $3.25 $3.25
15 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail B Sq. Yds $3.75 $3.25 $3.25
16 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail C Sg. Yds $3.75 $3.25 $3.25
17 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail D Sq. Yds £3.00 $3.25 $3.25
18 |Single Arrow Each $50.00 §75.00 $80.00
19 JDouble Arrow Each 5140.00 $85.00 $100.00
20 |Word "ONLY" Each $125.00 $110.00 $160.00
21 Word "STOP" Each $125.00 $100.00 $160.00
22 Word "SCHOOL" Eanch §150.00 5125.00 $250.00
23 JRailroad crossing marking Each $450.00 §325.00 $200.00
24 |Remove 5" thernmoplastic Lin, Ft, £0.75 $0.35 30.70
25  |Remove 8" thermoplastic Lin. Fi. $0.90 $0.50 51.50
26 [Remove 10" thermoplastic Lin. F1. 51.05 50.50 $1.50
27 |Remove 12" thermoplastic Lin. Ft. $1.20 §1.25 $1.50
28 |Remove 18" thermoplastic Lin. Ft. $1.50 $1.25 $1.85
29  |Remove 24" thermoplastic Lin, FL. 52,00 $3.00 $2.60






BID #785 PAVEMENT MARKINGS - TALLY SHEET

SECTION 2: PAINTED PAVEMENT MARKINGS

MID STATE
CONSTRUCTION & | PEEK PAVEMENT TRAFFIC
STRIP_E]NG, INC. MARKING, LLC MARKINGS, INC.
|1tem Description Unit UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
| 5" solid white Lin. Ft. $0.09 50.12 $0.08
2 5" solid vellow Lin. F1. $0.09 50.12 $0.08
3 |5" skip white Gross Lin, Ft, $0.06 30.07 $0.05
4 5" skip yellow Gross Lin, Ft. $0.00 50.07 $0.05
5 5" shart skip white Gross Lin. Fi. $0.06 $0.07 $0.20
6 5" short skip yellow Gross Lin. Ft, 50.06 $0.07 50.20
7 8" solid white Lin, Ft. §1.50 50.75 51.00
8 10" solid white Lin, Ft. $1.75 50.80 $1.00
9 12" solid white Lin, Ft. $2.00 51.00 $1.00
10 |White Channelization, GDOT Detail A Sq. Yds $3.25 $1.25 $1.85
il White Channelization, GDOT Detail B Sq. Ylds $£2.75 51.25 51.85
12 |White Channelization, GDOT Detail C Sq. Yds $£2.75 $1.25 S1.85
13 |White Channelization, GDOT Detail D 5q. Yds $2.25 §1.25 51.85
14 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail A Sq. Yds 53.25 $1.25 S1.85
15 |Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail B Sq. Yds $2.75 §51.25 51.85
16 Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail C 5g. Yds §2.75 51.25 $1.85
17 Yellow Channelization, GDOT Detail D 5q. Yds $2.25 §1.25 $1.85
SECTION 3: TEMPORARY PAINTED PAVEMENT MARKINGS
MID STATE
CONSTRUCTION & | PEEK PAVEMENT TRAFFIC
STRIPEING, INC. MARKING, LLC MARKINGS, INC,
Item Description Unit UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
1 4" or 5" solid white Lin. Ft. 50.08 $0.11 50.08
2 4" or 5" solid yellow Lin. Ft. $0.08 50.11 $0.08
3 4" or 5" skip white Gross Lin, Fi. $0.05 50.07 £0.05
4 4" or 5" skip yellow Gross Lin, FL 50.05 50.07 $0.05
5 12" solid white Lin. Ft. $2.00 80.75 51.00
SECTION 4: RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS
MID STATE
CONSTRUCTION & | PEEK PAVEMENT TRAFFIC
STRIPEING, INC, MARKING, LLC MARIEI.NGS, INC.
Item Description Unit UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
| Supply and install Type 1 raised pavement markers Each $3.50 54.00 $3.35
2 Supply and install Type 2 raised pavement markers Each $3.50 $4.00 $3.35
3 Supply and install Type 3 raised pavement markers Each $3.50 $4,00 $3.35

THE RESPONDING COMPANIES ABOVE ARE LISTED IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER

SHIRAH'S PAINTING - SUBMITTED A NO BID. DOES PAVEMENT MARKING PRIMARILY FOR PARKING LOTS.

THE FOLLOWINGS COMPANIES DID NOT RESPOND;

BLACKJACK PAVING
CIRCLE K PAVING INC.
TOMAL CORPORATION

ARMOR SEALCOATING, INC.
B L CRAVEN INC.
MOSS PAVEMENT MARKING
Bb PAVEMENT MARKING
BRITE LINE SEAL AND STRIPE, INC.
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Sheriff's Office Presenter(s): Captain Michelle Walker, if needed
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to increase the Criminal Investigations Division's Gasoline Vendors account by $1,068.93 to
account for a reimbursement from the U.S. Marshals Service for gasoline expenditures incurred for the purchase of a vehicle for Fayette
County.

Background/History/Details:
The Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal Investigations Division has received monies for reimbursement of Gasoline expenditures
incurred for the vehicle purchased by the US Marshals Service for Fayette County.

This reimbursement, if authorized by the Board, will revise the Gasoline Vendors budget to $77,533.93.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to increase the Criminal Investigations Division's Gasoline Vendors budget by $1,068.93 to
account for a reimbursement from the U.S. Marshals Service for gasoline expenditures incurred for the purchase of a vehicle for Fayette
County.

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? No
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:







COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Sheriff- Jail Presenter(s): Major Charles Cowart
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: [New Business
Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of the Sheriff's request for additional funding, in the amount of $31,654.74 for the remainder of the current 2011 Fiscal
Year, in order to increase medical staffing by 1.47 persons per week for inmate healthcare due to a 16% increase in the inmate
population for Calendar Year 2010.

Background/History/Details:

Since 2003, the contracted inmate healthcare base has been based on an actual daily population of 243 inmates per day. The average
daily population has been above 243 each calendar year from 2007 to the present day, and above the 243 inmate threshold each fiscal
year from 2008 until the present with population spikes ranging from 330 inmates to over 350 inmates.

In Calendar Year 2010, there were only ten days in which the actual inmate population was lower than 243. The only cost increase
annually to the base contracted amount has resulted from the annual increase in the Consumer Price Index.

The monthly base rate is currently $52,211.96, which provides for 6.58 medical staff per week, but this request would increase the
monthly base rate to $68,039.33 and would increase the medical staff by 1.47 per week.

An increased amount of money will be requested in the Fiscal Year 2012 budget for this need, but the currently requested amount is
needed for the remainder of Fiscal Year 2011, particularly for the months of May and June.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the Sheriff's request for additional funding, in the amount of $31,654.74, for the remainder of the current 2011 Fiscal Year, in
order to increase medical staffing by 1.47 persons per week for inmate healthcare due to a 16% increase in the inmate population for
Calendar Year 2010.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

This request is for $31,654.71 to be funded from the Contingency Fund.

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? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:






February 2011 Inmate Medical Cost comparison by Correct Health
PIPD = S cost per inmate per day

$ 5,510,040 . $ 300,000
$ 626,544 $ 30,000
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FY2012 Proposed New Staffing by Correct Health

EXHIBIT A - STAFFING MATRIX

FAYETTE COUNTY JAIL - CENSUS 300

Personnel FTE HOVL;;ZE”
Medical Doctor (MD / DO) 0.10 4
Midlevel Provider (PA / NP) 0.10 4
Health Services Administrator (RN) 1.00 40
LPN / Paramedic (7a-7p) 2.10 84
LPN / Paramedic (7p-7a) 2.10 84
MA / EMT Flex 1.40 56
HIT/AA 1.00 40
Psychologist 0.05 2
Psychologist / CNS 0.08 3.2
Mental Health Counselor 0.10 4
Women’s Health Nurse Practitioner 0.02 0.8
Total 8.05 322






Current FY2011 Medical Staffing Plan for Fayette County Jail

Personnel FTE Hours per Week
Medical Director 0.10 4
Midlevel Provider (NP or PA) 0.10 4
RN Administrator 1.00 40
LPN / Paramedic (7a-7p) 2.10 84
LPN / Paramedic (7p-7a) 2.10 84
Medical Records Clerk / AA 1.00 40
Psychologist or MH Counselor 0.05 2
Psychiatrist or Mental Health Nurse Practitioner 0.05 2
Dentist 0.05 2
Women's Health Nurse Practitioner 0.03 1
Total 6.58 263
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Sheriff's Office Presenter(s): Captain Michelle Walker, if needed
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Background/History/Details:

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to amend the Overtime Budget for the Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal Investigations
Division by $7,888.37 for reimbursement for employees assigned to work with various Federal Agencies.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

The Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal Investigations Division receives monies for reimbursement of overtime funds from various
federal programs for personnel assigned to work investigations in cooperation with these agencies.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Authorization from the Board of Commissioners to amend the Overtime Budget Account for the Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal
Investigations Division by $7,888.37 which has been received from various federal programs for the 2010-2011 Fiscal Year. This would
revise the Overtime Regular Budget Account to $163,335.51.

No funding is required for this request.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past?  |No

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation?

No

If so, when?

Back-up Material Submitted?

Approved by Finance
Approved by Purchasing

Administrator's Approval

Staff Notes:

Yes

Not Applicable

Yes

STAFF USE ONLY

Reviewed by Legal

Approved by County Clerk

Yes

Yes







COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Sheriff's Office Presenter(s): Captain Michelle Walker, if needed
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

purchased for Fayette County.

Background/History/Details:

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to increase the Criminal Investigations Division's Vehicle Repair Services account by $9.96 to
account for a reimbursement from the U.S. Marshals Service for expenses incurred for the maintenance of the vehicle that was

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

The Fayette County Sheriff's Office Criminal Investigations Division has received monies for reimbursement of Vehicle Repair Service
expenses incurred for the maintenance of the vehicle purchased by the US Marshals Service for Fayette County.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Authorization from the Board of Commissioners to amend the Vehicle Repair Services Budget Account for the Fayette County Sheriff's
Office Criminal Investigations Division by $9.96 which has been received from the US Marshals Service for the reimbursement of
expenses incurred during the 2010-2011 Fiscal Year. This would revise the Vehicle Repair Services Budget Account to $25,009.96.

No funding is required for this request.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past?  |No

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? No

If so, when?

Back-up Material Submitted?

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:

Reviewed by Legal

Approved by County Clerk

Yes

Yes







COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Sheriff- Field Operations Presenter(s): Major Bryan L. Woodie
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to authorize the replacement of two totalled patrol vehicles, with funding for the vehicles and their
ancillary equipment in an amount of $50,290.00 to be provided from the Vehicle Replacement Fund.

Background/History/Details:

The Sheriff's Department has two patrol vehicles totalled in two separate incidents. One of the vehicles is a 2006 Ford Crown Victoria
and the other is a 2007 Dodge Charger. Most of the ancillary equipment such as lights, sirens and radios can be salvaged from the
wrecked vehicles and installed in the replacement vehicles. However, there is a cost for the work involved in transferring the equipment,
the total being about $4,550 for both of them.

The cost to replace each vehicle is $22,872.00 and they would be acquired off the State of Georgia contract.

The total for the purchase of the two vehicles and the needs related to the ancillary equipment is $50,290.00.

One of the totalled vehicles was scheduled to be replaced during the Fiscal Year 2012 budget, so, to that end, the Sheriff's Budget
request for replacement of motor vehicles will be reduced accordingly.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the Sheriff's Office request to authorize the replacement of two totalled patrol vehicles, with funding for the vehicles and their
ancillary equipment in an amount of $50,290.00 to be provided from the Vehicle Replacement Fund.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

This request requires 50,290.00 from the Vehicle Replacement Fund.

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? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department: Stormwater Management Presenter(s): Vanessa Birrell / Tony Parrott
Meeting Date: Thursday, April 14, 2011 Type of Request: |Consent
Wording for the Agenda:

Approval of staff's recommendation to increase the yard-waste tipping fees at the County's landfill to meet projected yard-waste operation
expenses.

Background/History/Details:

In 2001, Fayette County began a yard-waste-to-mulch initiative where yard waste is extracted out of the solid-waste stream, ground into
mulch, and then given back to local residents. Free mulch can be loaded by residents anytime or loaded by the landfill operator on
Saturdays.

EPD sanctions this initiative by not requiring an Inert Landfill Permit if yard waste is routinely ground and redistributed. Providing a yard
waste disposal service also reduces the need for local residents to burn yard waste which in turn, reduces the chance of uncontrolled
fires. Mulch then returns nutrients to the soil, reduces erosion and irrigation-water usage.

Revenue generated from current yard-waste tipping fees, approved by the Board of Commissioners on May 5th, 2004 did not cover yard-
waste expenditures in 2009 and 2010. Since yard-waste expenses are funding from the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund, it is staff's
recommendation to increase yard-waste user fees to meet current and projected operation expenses.

This item was forwarded to the April 14, 2011 meeting after discussion at the April 6, 2011 Workshop Meeting.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?
Approval of staff's recommendation to adopt a new schedule of fees increasing the yard-waste tipping fees at the County's landfill to meet
projected yard-waste operation expenses.

If this item requires funding, please describe:
Yard-waste expenses are budgeted from the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when?  |Wednesday, April 6, 2011

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? No Back-up Material Submitted? Yes
STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance Yes Reviewed by Legal Yes

Approved by Purchasing  [Not Applicable Approved by County Clerk  |Yes

Administrator's Approval  |Yes

Staff Notes:
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TO: Jack Krakeel
Mary Holland
Tony Parrott

FROM: Vanessa Birrell

DATE: March 24, 2011

SUBJECT:  Yard-Waste Operations/Tipping Fees
Operations at the Fayette County Transfer Station fall into three distinct functions:

1. residential/commercial trash and recycling management;
2. yard-waste management; and
3. post-closure environmental compliance.

Under county contract, Waste Management collects and transfers residential and commercial trash;
single-stream, electronic and metal recycling. Waste Management also weighs and collects tipping
fees for trash and yard-waste disposal. These fees support the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund where
operating costs and post-closure environmental compliance expenses are sourced.

Yard-Waste Management

In 2001 Fayette County began a yard-waste-to-mulch initiative where yard waste is extracted out of
the solid-waste stream, ground into mulch, and then given back to local residents. Free mulch can
be loaded by residents anytime or loaded by the landfill operator on Saturdays.

EPD sanctions this initiative by not requiring an Inert Landfill Permit if yard waste is routinely
ground and redistributed. Providing a yard-waste disposal service also reduces the need for local
residents to burn yard waste which in turn, reduces the chance of uncontrolled fires. Mulch returns
nutrients to the soil, reduces erosion and irrigation-water usage.

Yard-waste operations include pushing brush and debris with a bulldozer to optimize storage space
after residents unload and loading mulch for residents with a small front-end loader. The yard-
waste area is busiest on Saturdays in the spring and fall. Approximately 12,000 residential
customers accessed the yard-waste area last year to dispose of yard waste. Additionally, on
Saturdays mulich is loaded by the landfill operator to county residents. On busy spring and fall
Saturday’s as many as 85 loads of mulch are dispersed.

On these busy seasonal Saturdays vehicle congestion becomes a safety problem for customers and
employees (Fig. 1.) Trucks dropping off yard debris routinely drive in behind the bulldozer as the

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West Main Phone: 770-305-5410 Web Site: www.fayettecounty
ga.gov





operator is pushing up debris. The landfill operator may not see customers pulling up quickly
behind the dozer and getting out to unload. It is recommended to have one additional county
employee assist the Landfill Operator on busy seasonal Saturdays to address this safety problem.

Yard-waste Fees

The current yard-waste tipping fees, approved by the Board of Commissioners on May 5", 2004
(Fig. 2) did not cover yard-waste expenditures in 2009 and 2010. The 2011 expected fees will
closely cover expenses due to the low grinding expense (Fig. 3.) Yard-waste expenses are
subdivided into personnel, grinding, and operation and maintenance. Projected personnel and
operations and maintenance expenses are divided between yard-waste operations and post-closure
operations with the exception of the seasonal part-time employee. Grinding cost is expected to
revert back to the 2009-2010 trends since fuel prices continue to rise and customer use increases.

Three proposed fee schedules (Figure 3) are used for to project revenue to cover yard-waste
expenses and maintain the current level-of-service. A survey of surrounding areas show all
proposed fees schedules are comparable the surrounding area (Figure 4.) Waste Management
incorporates the $10 minimum into the reported commercial tonnage; therefore revenue data from
the minimum fee is not included in the proposed schedules. In all three schedules the $1 fee for
yard debris contained in a car trunk or trash can remains constant.

Schedule No. 1 - The residential flat rate of $3 increases to $7; the minimum fee for any
tonnage over 2 cubic yards or commercial increases to $15; and commercial fee
increases to $33/ton. Revenue covers expenses with 25% in contingency for budget
increases. The residential customer is absorbing most of the rate increase.

Schedule No. 2 — The residential flat rate of $3 increases to $5; the minimum fee for
tonnage over 2 cubic yards or commercial increases to $15; and the commercial fee
increases to $33/ton. Revenue covers expenses with 1% in contingency for budget
increases. The commercial customer is absorbing the main rate increase.

Schedule No. 3 -The residential flat rate and the minimum fee remain the same as
proposed in No. 2 but the commercial fee increases to $35/ton. Revenue covers
expenses with 3% in contingency for budget increases. Again, the commercial
customer is absorbing the main rate increase in this schedule.

Since yard-waste expenses are funded from the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund, it is staff’s
recommendation to increase yard-waste user fees to meet current and projected operation expenses.
Staff further recommends increase the user-fee as proposed in Schedule No. 3 where the
commercial customer absorbs the majority of the rate increase. This recommendation is based on
the initial 2001 initiative to offer alternative yard-waste disposal to Fayette County residents.





Figure 1. Vehicle congestion in the yard-waste area, Fall 2010





FAYETTE COUNTY TRANSFER STATION
DISPOSAL FEES

SOLID WASTE AND CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

ITEM NO. FEE
Residential waste in containers, boxes, bags, 1-5 $4
etc. (No. based on 30-gallon bag equivalents) 6-10 $8
11-15 $12
>15 scale
Baby or twin mattresses and box springs each $5
Large appliances, furniture, other mattresses each $10

and box springs, etc.

Municipal solid waste, construction & demolition per ton $37
debris, contractors, all scale measurements

CONDITIONS

e No hazardous materials, batteries, rail-road ties or tires;

e Freon must be removed from compressors - letter from certified
technician required,;

e Fuels and lubricants must be drained from engines and motors; and

e Paint must be dry or absorbed with kitty litter or similar material.

YARD WASTE — FAYETTE COUNTY RESIDENTS ONLY

QUANTITY NO. FEE
< 1 cubic yard each $1
(e.g., car trunk, trash can)

1 — 2 cubic yards each $3
(e.q., full pick-up or small trailer)

> 2 cubic yards, all commercial vehicles each $10
(e.g., pick-up and trailer, large trailers, trucks, - or - - or -
etc) per ton $25
CONDITIONS

¢ Yard waste limited to grass, leaves, limbs and trunks;

e Maximum limb/trunk size: 12” diameter and 4’ length;

¢ No large stumps; and

¢ No building materials, landscape timbers, rail-road ties, etc.

Figure 2



vbirrell

Typewritten Text

Figure 2





Yard Waste Revenue
RESIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL
TOTAL

Yard Waste Expenses
EMPLOYEE COST
GRINDING
M&O EXPENSES
TOTAL

PART-TIME EMPLOYEE (26 Sat/Year)
ADMINISTRATIVE

TOTAL EXISTING AND PROPOSED
EXPENSES

NET

NOTES

AVERAGE PRICE RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

AVERAGE PRICE COMMERCIAL CUSTOMERS
COMMERCIAL - $10 MINIMUM

FULL TIME LANDFILL OPERATOR
M&O EXPENSES

Figure 3

SOLID WASTE EXPENSES/REVENUE

2009

36,460
30,160
66,620

© B B

20,108
47,083
10,318
77,508

R R AR T

$ 77,508

$ (10,889)

$2.75 / customer
$29.20 / customer

2RI

R R AR

$

2010

31,704
38,645
70,349

20,195
58,885

5,449
84,529

84,529

(14,180)

2011

Projected

@ B B

BB PP

$

30,110
35,417
65,527

21,599
36,000

5,489
63,088

63,088

2,439

SPLIT COST WITH CLOSURE/POST CLOSURE
SPLIT COST WITH CLOSURE/POST CLOSURE

2012

Projected

$
$
$

R R AR

32,488
34,466
66,953

22,844
60,000

6,169
89,013

6,557
1,326

96,895

(22,059)

PROPOSED
FEE NO. 1

Residential $7

Commercial $33
(Minimum $15)

$
$
$

R R AR T

82,696
38,951
121,647

22,844
60,000

6,169
89,013

6,557
1,326

96,895

24,752

PROPOSED
FEE NO. 2

Residential $5

Commercial $33
(Minimum $15)

$
$
$

R R AR

59,068
38,951
98,019

22,844
60,000

6,169
89,013

6,557
1,326

96,895

1,124

PROPOSED
FEE NO. 3

Residential $5

Commercial $35

@ O B

BB PP

@ B

(Minimum $15)

59,068
41,312
100,380

22,844
60,000

6,169
89,013

6,557
1,326

96,895

3,485





Jurisdiction

Cherokee County
Clayton County
Cobb County
Coweta County
Dekalb County
Douglas County
Gwinnett County
Rockdale County
Spaulding County
City of Canton

City of Fairburn

City of Peachtree City

College Park/Fulton
County

Figure 4

Disposal
Site

Resident Fee
(Non-resident)

WoodTech Recycling Free

Recycling Center
Tag Grinding
Transfer station

Curbside Pickup

Rockdale County
Recycling Center
Shoal Creek

Recycling Center

Curbside Pickup
Curbside Pickup
Rockaway Road

Merk Miles Transfer
Station

$15/load ($20)
$7 min

$10 min
$35.20/ton

$1.65/100 lbs
$33/ton
$10 min

Free

Free
Free

$1/bag

AREA YARD-WASTE USER FEES

Commercial
Fee

$20 min  $40/ton

$10 min
$35.20/ton

$1.65/100 Ibs
$33/ton

flat rate/size
dependent
Not Accepted

Not Accepted

Not Offered
Not Offered

$15 min  $35/ton

Finished
Product

Mulch sold

Free Mulch

Free Mulch
Free Mulch
Mulch Sold
Free Mulch
(loaded)

Free Mulch

Not Offered

Free Mulch
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