
City Council Meeting
OCTOBER 17, 2016

ALPHARETTA CITY HALL
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

2 PARK PLAZA
6:30 PM

I.  CALL TO ORDER 

II.  ROLL CALL 

III.  PLEDGE TO THE FLAG 

IV.  PROCLAMATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS 

 A. Presentation by Roger Wise and Jason Binder for “Two­Step Stevo”
(Alpharetta Rotary)

V.  CONSENT AGENDA 

 A. Council Meeting Minutes (Meeting of 10/3/2016) 

 B. Alcoholic Beverage License Applications
PH­16­AB­24
Candy Nature Products, Inc.
d/b/a Amy's Natural Foods
Specialty Shop ­ Beer & Wine ­ Sunday Sales

PH­16­AB­25
Cutter's Cigar Emporium
Consumption on Premises
Liquor, Beer & Wine, Sunday Sales 

VI.  INFORMATIONAL UPDATES 

 A. Downtown Parking Deck
NOTE: This is an informational item ONLY.  No discussion of or vote on this item will occur 
during this meeting. 

VII.  OLD BUSINESS 

 A. Location Of New Downtown Parking Deck
NOTE: This item has been deferred.  There will be no discussion of or vote on this item 
during this meeting.  Please reference related item under INFORMATIONAL UPDATES. 

VIII.  NEW BUSINESS 

 A. RFQ 17­1006 On­Call Planning Services 

IX.  WORKSHOP 

 A. Wills Park Pool Renovation Project 

 B. Discussion of Tree Removal for Single­Family Detached Lots 

 C. City Hall: Installation Of Brick Feature At History Room Entrance 

X.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

XI.  REPORTS 



XII.  ADJOURNMENT TO EXECUTIVE SESSION 
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GENERAL NOTES:
1- This architect and/or architectural firm is not contracted to provide Construction Administration

services for this project (unless otherwise noted).
2- This architect and/or architectural firm is not contracted to provide waterproofing details &

specifications for this project (unless otherwise noted).
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Second Floor Plan, Site
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GENERAL NOTES:
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2 PARK PLAZA 
ALPHARETTA, GA 30009 
PHONE:  678.297.6000 
WWW.ALPHARETTA.GA.US 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MAYOR 
DAVID BELLE ISLE 
 
COUNCIL MEMBERS 
JASON BINDER 
JIM GILVIN 
MIKE KENNEDY 
DAN MERKEL 
DONALD F. MITCHELL 
CHRIS OWENS 
 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR 
ROBERT J. REGUS 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JAMES DRINKARD 

DATE: OCTOBER 18, 2016 

RE: PROPOSED DOWNTOWN PARKING DECK 
 
 
Per your direction and in response to claims received by the City that 
downtown business owners were reluctant to publicly voice their opinions 
regarding the location of a proposed parking deck in the western section 
of Downtown Alpharetta, our staff has attempted to visit those businesses 
located within the core of Downtown and speak on the topic with their 
owners.  Staff was instructed to express no opinions or engage in any 
remarks that may in any way influence the opinions of the business 
owners.  Rather, they were to ask simply if the owners had an opinion as 
to the site on which the deck should be located and the reasons for their 
opinion. 
 
Interviews were conducted by Peter Tokar on October 10 – 12.  Staff was 
able to speak with the owners of fourteen of these businesses and was 
informed by those owners that they are reluctant to speak publicly out of 
fear of angering potential customers whose views may differ from their 
own. 
 
Of the owners interviewed, the preferred location for the deck was noted 
as follows: 
 

• Site A:  11 
• Site C:    1 
• Site D:    2 

 
Following, are the comments shared by those business owners. 
 
Comments In Support Of Site A: 

• “People are lazy; they don’t want to walk far to get to the 
stores.  They already complain about having to walk from the deck 
across the street.” 



• “It’s all about convenience, site A is the most convenient site for our customers” 

• “The 2-hour parking has greatly helped” 

• “We are already losing business because of the lack of parking, putting more parking farther 
away won’t help” 

• “Deck across the street is already too far away” 

• “If customers can’t easily get to our stores, it won’t matter where you put the parking, because 
there will be no businesses to go to” 

• “It is critical that the parking be right behind us” 

• “Putting the deck down the road (referring to Site D) will potentially hurt our business I believe, but 
I am not sure” 

• “I personally don’t see what the problem is with site A” 

• “Putting the deck behind us shows that downtown is growing” 

• “Site A – People need to understand and adapt to growth” 

• “I don’t see the value of putting parking farther away” 

• “We have high end clientele that spend hundreds of dollars, who don’t want to have to make it 
harder for them to get to us.”  

• “We have started a client petition in support of site A that we will be bringing to city council” 

• “ I think that having multiple entrances to the parking deck is better than only having one way in 
and one way out” 

• “If you goal is to support business, then put the parking where it makes it easier to get to the 
businesses, if your goal is to make it harder for customers to get to us, then put the deck farther 
away” 

• “The businesses are what make downtown; don’t make it harder for people to get to us.” 

• “There is no way that putting the deck farther away will create LESS traffic downtown” 
 
Comments In Support Of Site C: 

• “I think site C is a good balance of the two and would be easier to get into” 
 
Comments In Support Of Site D: 

• “Site D provides a better walkway to our store” 

• “People need to walk, having the deck farther away makes people walk through downtown” 

• “The deck on site A would ruin the aesthetic value of events in downtown.  No one wants to stare 
at a parking deck during food trucks” 

• “Site A would cause way more traffic” 

• “Not a fan of Site A” 



• “People already only walk to the restaurants, making them walk through downtown would make 
better traffic for the stores” 

• “If you close the parking lot where A is, we may not survive during construction” 



City Council Meeting
STAFF REPORT

 

Submitting Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Eric Graves

Meeting Date: October 17, 2016

 

I. AGENDA ITEM TITLE: RFQ 17-1006 ON-CALL PLANNING SERVICES 
II. RECOMMENDATION:
 Award RFQ 17-1006 On-Call Planning Services to TSW and Kimley-Horn 
III. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: 

 

BUDGETED ITEM: NO FISCAL IMPACT: NO 

INCLUDED IN CURRENT FY CPTL BUDGET: NO 
INCLUDED IN 
CURRENT FY OPRT. 
BUDGET: NO 

TOTAL PROJECT COST: THE FUNDING FOR SERVICES OBTAINED THROUGH 
THESE CONTRACTS IS ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE: (1) TOTAL PROGRAMMED 
FUNDS FOR EACH PROJECT CURRENTLY DEVELOPED OR TO BE 
DEVELOPED IN THE FUTURE; AND/OR (2) THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DESIGN SERVICES ACCOUNT. 

 

APPROPRIATIONS: 

ACCOUNT TITLE/NUMBER DOLLAR AMOUNT 

EXTERNAL FUNDING SOURCES: 

ACCOUNT TITLE/NUMBER DOLLAR AMOUNT 

IV. REPORT IN BRIEF: 

 

The City has a continued need for reliable and responsive consultants capable of providing planning services 
which include code revisions, urban planning, landscape architecture, and public outreach.  Projects could 
range from small exhibits for public spaces to major area plan revisions and City code updates.
 
The Department of Community Development prepared a request for qualifications (RFQ) and advertised in 
August and September of 2016. A total of nine statements of qualifications (SOQ) were received by the City 
on September 22, 2016. These SOQs were then reviewed by an evaluation committee consisting of 
Department of Community Development staff members. Each member of the committee scored the SOQs 
independently based on the evaluation criteria set forth in the RFQ: Consultant Team Qualifications (40%), 
Project Manager Qualifications (32%), Comparable Project Experience (25%), Local Vendor Preference (3%). 
After completion of the independent reviews, the evaluation committee met on September 26, 2016 to 
tabulate the overall scores of the respondents. The resulting composite scores for the interviewed firms 
were as follows:
 

1. 4.72 – TSW 
2. 4.46 – Kimley-Horn and Associates
3. 3.96 – Pond & Company 
4. 3.23 – WLA, Studio 
4. 3.23 – Jacobs 



6. 3.16 – Goodwyn, Mills, Cawood 
7. 3.02 – The Collaborative
8. 2.89 – Clark, Patterson, Lee
9. 2.35 – Manley Design, Inc.

 
Based on the composite scores, the evaluation committee has recommended award of RFQ 17-1006 On-Call 
Planning Services to TSW, and Kimly-Horn.

V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 None. 
VI. ATTACHMENTS: 
 TSW Rates, Kimley-Horn Rates 



 

1389 Peachtree Street, NE 

Suite 200 

Atlanta, GA 30309 

 

Phone: 404.873.6730 

Fax: 404.874.6471 

www.tsw-design.com 

 

Principals: 

William Tunnell 

Jerry Spangler 

Thomas Walsh 

Caleb Racicot 

Adam Williamson 

Bryan Bays 

Heather Hubble 

 

Associates: 

Rebekah Calvert 

Ben Woodrow Giles 

David Lintott 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

HOURLY FEE SCHEDULE FOR RFQ 17-1006  

All fees for RFQ 17-1006, On-Call Planning Services, will be invoiced 

monthly, according to the following hourly fee schedule.  

 

Principals 

William T. Tunnell     $180/hour 

Jerry W. Spangler    $180/hour 

Thomas H. Walsh     $180/hour 

Caleb P. Racicot     $150/hour 

Adam H. Williamson     $140/hour 

Bryan Bays      $140/hour 

Heather Hubble      $100/hour 

 

Planning & Landscape Architecture 

Woody Giles      $110/hour 

Alex Fite-Wassilak    $110/hour 

David Lintott      $95/hour 

Jia Li       $95/hour 

Rebekah Calvert     $95/hour 

Sarah McColley     $90/hour 

Kristen L’Esperance    $85/hour 

Nick Panetta     $85/hour 

Laura Richter      $85/hour 

Julia Brodsky     $80/hour 

Allison Bustin     $80/hour 

Peyton Peterson      $80/hour 

Ryan Snodgrass      $80/hour 

Kaitlin Vaughn     $80/hour 

Katherine Perry     $70/hour 

David Argo     $65/hour 

 

Architecture 

Lionel Johnson     $85/hour 

John Hand      $85/hour 

Jared Christensen    $85/hour 

Ross Vogel     $85/hour 

Colin Hadaway     $80/hour 

Mary Lofton-Soley    $55/hour 

 

Graphics 

Cindy R. Cox  $120/hour 

 

 



kimley-horn.com 404 201 6135 10 Roswell Street, Suite 210, Alpharetta, Georgia, 30009

September 27, 2016

City of Alpharetta  
Finance Department 
City Hall 1st Floor Greeter Station 
2 Park Plaza 
Alpharetta, GA 30009 
Attn: Debora Westbrook

RE: Rate Information for On-Call Planning Services for Department of Community Development, RFQ # 17-1006

Dear Ms. Westbrook and Members of the Selection Committee:

Kimley-Horn is prepared to commit the necessary resources to ensure the success of the City of Alpharetta’s efforts. Based on your 

request, the following is our rate information for July 2016-June 2017:

CLASSIFICATION RATE
Project Manager $240
Landscape Architecture $270
Code Revision $195
Planning/Landscape Architecture Analyst $145
Landscape Architecture Analyst $135
Planning/Public Outreach $135

Thank you for the opportunity to share more information. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

KIMLEY-HORN

Eric S. Bosman, AICP 
Project Manager 
404 201 6135 
eric.bosman@kimley-horn.com



City Council Meeting
STAFF REPORT

 

Submitting Department: Recreation and Parks
Submitted By: Lisa Cherry

Meeting Date: October 17, 2016

 

I. AGENDA ITEM TITLE: WILLS PARK POOL RENOVATION PROJECT 
II. RECOMMENDATION:

 Provide input on the revised concept design for the Wills Park Pool Renovation and authorize staff to 
continue working with Stevens and Wilkinson Architecture to finalize the construction documents.  

III. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: 

 

BUDGETED ITEM: NO FISCAL IMPACT: NO 
INCLUDED IN CURRENT FY CPTL BUDGET: NO INCLUDED IN CURRENT FY OPRT. BUDGET: NO 
TOTAL PROJECT COST:   
APPROPRIATIONS: 

ACCOUNT TITLE/NUMBER DOLLAR AMOUNT 

EXTERNAL FUNDING SOURCES: 

ACCOUNT TITLE/NUMBER DOLLAR AMOUNT 

IV. REPORT IN BRIEF: 

 

The City has contracted with Stevens & Wilkinson Architecture to review and finalize a concept design for the 
Wills Park Pool Renovation Project.  On October 13, 2016, the City hosted an Open House for citizens to 
review a preliminary concept plan and provide comment on design ideas.  The concept design is based on 
the original concept design created in 2014 that was used to promote the May 2016 bond referendum in 
which $4 million dollars were approved to fund this project.

The revised design has a few minor changes due to changes in programming that have occurred since the 
original concept design was prepared.  Program changes include  implementation of a youth diving team, 
expanded lap swim times, and increased participation and hours allocated for senior swim activities.  There is 
also strong support from the swim community to plan for a future enclosure of the competitive swim area to 
provide year-round use for swim teams, lap swim, water fitness classes, and more. 

Although funding is not available to enclose the competitive swim area, the cost to include the 
foundation/footings needed for a future enclosure is estimated to be $100,000.  Staff recommends including 
this work in the scope of this project.  

The pool will close August 1, 2017 to begin the renovation.  The project will be complete by May 1, 2018.
V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
VI. ATTACHMENTS: 
 



City Council Meeting
STAFF REPORT

 

Submitting Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Eric Graves

Meeting Date: October 17, 2016

 

I. AGENDA ITEM TITLE: DISCUSSION OF TREE REMOVAL FOR SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED LOTS 
II. RECOMMENDATION:
 
III. REPORT IN BRIEF: 

 

Background
As discussed earlier this year, staff has initiated the process of reviewing City Codes, Ordinances, and portions of the 
UDC pertaining to tree protection, landscaping, and buffer plantings.  The goals of this effort include:

 Consolidate the various planting, landscape, and tree requirements in one location within the UDC;
 Clarify the City’s requirements with simpler language;
 Make the ordinance easier to understand and implement (for both applicants and staff); and,
 Provide more incentives and options to save existing trees during land development.

During the initiative to reorganize and simplify the tree protection, landscaping, and buffer ordinance, it was reported that 
the tree removal process can be cumbersome for homeowners.  In an effort to address the concern, staff identified 
procedures to streamline the administration of the ordinance.

 
Current Process
The goal of the tree protection, buffer, and landscape ordinance is to achieve a “no net loss of tree canopy” by requiring 
the following:
 

 Specimen trees (healthy trees of certain size by type) are protected.  If a specimen tree is removed, replanting is required.
 Minimum lot tree coverage is maintained for all properties. 
 In addition the UDC requires stream buffers, zoning conditions, and landscape strips which have restrictions on tree 

removal as well as tree planting requirements.  

 
Under the present procedures, removal of any tree (dead or alive) requires a Tree Removal Permit.  The City has recently 
transitioned to a computer permitting system.  The applicant (homeowner or tree company) applies for a login to the 
system; provides information for each tree being removed; and, uploads a diagram of the tree locations.  Staff then 
reviews the request for impacts to specimen trees, density, conditions of zoning, and buffer compliance.  If these items 
can be verified with aerial mapping, the permit is approved.  If additional information is required, a site visit may be 
needed.  If a replanting is required additional correspondence is sent to the applicant and a replanting plan is developed.  
The initial review is completed within 10 days.  If a replanting plan is required, the homeowner works with staff  and a 
replanting agreement is executed with the tree removal permit.

 
Proposed Administrative Improvements
Certified Vendor Program 
In order to ease the process for the homeowner, staff is proposing to institute vendor registration process.  Under this 
program, landscaping companies and tree removal companies would request to be added to the City’s published certified 
vendor list.  Companies on the list would attend a class given by the City Arborist, reviewing the City Codes and 
ordinances.  Homeowners contracting with a certified vendor would not be required to submit for a tree removal 
application.  The vendor would still complete the online application, but would be given the authority to perform the tree 
removal without City review.

 
Certified vendors found violating City ordinances would lose their certified standing in addition to current fines and 
mitigation requirements.



 
No Permit required for Dead Trees
Permits are currently required for the removal of dead trees, Staff proposes removing this requirement.

IV. ALTERNATIVES: 

 

The additional alternative identified below is not recommended.
 
No Tree Removal Permit Required
For single family lots within a platted development, no tree removal permit would be required.  
Homeowners would be responsible for following City Code.
 

PROs CONs
 No permitting process for residents to 

navigate
 Limits education opportunities 

concerning tree health and environmental 
stewardship

  Limits education opportunities 
concerning local, state, and federal 
regulations

  Reduces the effectiveness of the tree 
protection and landscape ordinance by 
allowing a homeowner to remove trees 
the City required developers to save and 
plant. Possibility of removing too many 
trees and/or required buffer trees.

V. ATTACHMENTS: 
 



City Council Meeting
STAFF REPORT

 

Submitting Department: Public Works
Submitted By: James Drinkard

Meeting Date: October 17, 2016

 

I. AGENDA ITEM TITLE: CITY HALL: INSTALLATION OF BRICK FEATURE AT HISTORY ROOM 
ENTRANCE 

II. RECOMMENDATION:
 This is an informational update. 
III. REPORT IN BRIEF: 

 
Staff will provide an update on the planned installation of a brick feature to be located on the south interior 
wall near the entrance to the Alpharetta History Room.  The brick feature is designed to replicate an exterior 
brick feature from the old city hall structure and will be constructed of bricks preserved from that building.

IV. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
V. ATTACHMENTS: 
 Photo: Brick Feature On Old City Hall, Mock Up: Brick Feature Inside New City Hall 
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