City Council of Peachtree City
Meeting Summary

July 6, 2000
7:00 p.m.
L. Pledge of Allegiance
II. Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

Proclamation - McIntosh High School Boys Soccer Team
Recognition — Nick Harris for service on the Commission on Children and Youth
Recognition — Employee of the Month - Vicki Roman
111. Minutes — June 15, 2000
IV. Consent Agenda
1. Resolution - Outdoor Water Use Restrictions — tabled — 5-0
2. New Checking Account for All Children’s Playground - approved 5-0
V. Old Agenda Items
06-00-04 Public Hearing — Rezoning — Cedarcroft Tract - tabled —5-0
VI. New Agenda Items
07-00-01 Consider Alcohol License - Line Creek Package Store, 2763 B, Hwy 54 W -
approved 5-0

07-00-02 Public Hearing - Rezoning - Lynch/Peachtree City Holdings, Crabapple Lane W -
denied 4-1 with Lenox opposing

07-00-03 Public Hearing - Consider Development Impact Fees for Fayette County Jail - no action

07-00-04 Consider Resolution - Emergency 911 Telephone and Wireless Telephone Charges -
approved 5-0

07-00-05 Discussion — Retail Big Boxes -
instructed staff to prepare ordinance for August 3 meeting

VII.  Council/Staff Topics

VIII. Executive Session

Councilmembers present: Mayor Bob Lenox, Annie McMenamin, Carol Fritz, Dan
Tennant and Robert Brooks.




II.

II1.
IV.

Y.
VL

City Council of Peachtree City
Agenda
July 6, 2000
7:00 p.m.
Pledge of Allegiance
Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition
Proclamation - McIntosh High School Boys Soccer Team
Recognition — Nick Harris for service on the Commission on Children and Youth
Recognition - Employee of the Month - Vicki Roman
Minutes - June 15, 2000
Consent Agenda
1. Resolution - Outdoor Water Use Restrictions
2, New Checking Account for All Children’s Playground
Old Agenda Items
06-00-04 Public Hearing — Rezoning — Cedarcroft Tract New Agenda Items

07-00-01 Consider Alcohol License - Line Creek Package Store, 2763 B, Hwy 54 W

07-00-02 Public Hearing - Rezoning - Lynch/Peachtree City Holdings, Crabapple Lane W

07-00-03 Public Hearing - Consider Development Impact Fees for Fayette County Jail

07-00-04 Consider Resolution - Emergency 911 Telephone and Wireless Telephone Charges
07-00-05 Discussion - Retail Big Boxes

VII.

VIII.

Council/Staff Topics

Executive Session

Notice: This agenda is subject to change up to 24-hours prior to the meeting.




City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Meeting
June 15, 2000
7:00 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met in a regular session, Thursday, June 15, 2000, at 7:00
p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers. Mayor Robert L. Lenox led those attending in the
pledge of allegiance. Other Council members present were: Carol Fritz, Annie McMenamin, Dan
Tennant and Bob Brooks.

ANNOUNCEMENTS, AWARDS, SPECIAL RECOGNITION

Mayor Lenox announced that the City of Peachtree City has been certified as a “City of Ethics”.
He requested Carol Fritz to receive the award from GMA in his absence.

MINUTES

McMenamin made a motion to approve the minutes of the June 1, 2000, meeting as presented.
Fritz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA

1. Monday, July 3, 2000 to be designated as a City holiday in addition to the July 4"
Holiday.
2. Resolution — Outdoor Watering Restrictions

McMenamin made a motion to approve the consent agenda as submitted. Fritz seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Mayor Lenox made a motion to rearrange the agenda and consider the old agenda item last.
McMenamin seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Mayor Lenox said the first two agenda items would be conducted as public hearings. He read
the rules for conducting such hearings.

NEW AGENDA ITEMS

06-00-04 Public Hearing — Rezoning — Cedarcroft Tract

Lenox called the hearing to order and set a time limit of thirty minutes for each side to presentiits
case. He asked to hear from the applicant and those supporting the rezoning first. Doug
Dillard, attorney for the applicant, addressed Council on behalf of his client and requested the
rezoning application be withdrawn without prejudice. He explained that the rezoning application
was submitted as a result of a lawsuit settlement agreement, but there were several issues that
needed to be worked out regarding the development of the property. He said the applicant did
not want to move forward with the rezoning until he was assured those issues could be resolved.

Lenox said he understood there were only three issues to be resolved. Those issues were: the
noise abatement plan, the landscaping plan for the parkway, and the final rezoning of the
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property. He was reluctant to allow the application to be withdrawn because the Planning
‘ Commission had already considered the application. He said if the application were withdrawn
the applicant would have to wait six months before submitting a new request.

McMenamin said Rossetti had always contacted her in the past for assistance in resolving
problems with the City, but she was not aware of the current problems he was facing. She
asked Rossetti if tabling the issue until the July 6" meeting would give him enough time to
resolve the issues.

Rossetti expressed his frustration regarding the problems he had been facing. He said that over
two years ago he presented staff and the Planning Commission with a plan to build a sound wall
to reduce noise from the railroad tracks. He said the only comment he received about the plan
concerned the maintenance of a wood fence, so he contacted a concrete block company to
construct the fence with the same thickness using concrete and steel pillars. He said he was
never asked to submit a sound study. Rossetti said he submitted four preliminary plats to the
City since September of last year, but he never received any comments even though the City
had 10 days to respond as mandated by City ordinance. He said he was frustrated with the
whole process and he did not want to rezone his property until he was allowed to proceed with
his plans.

Fritz pointed out that the court settlement required the land be rezoned. She said she was not
aware of the problems Rossetti was facing and suggested the issue be tabled until the next
meeting to determine if the issues could be resolved.

Dillard said the settlement agreement was silent about when the property was to be rezoned.

Brooks asked for a synopsis of the sound study. Lenox said the noise abatement study was
done at the City’s instigation and at the City’s expense. He said staff received the study earlier
that afternoon and that it appeared that the noise from the railroad would not be a serious
problem.

McMenamin said she would like to understand the study better. She questioned how the study
was conducted and felt that the results may have been flawed. Dillard said if it were determined
that the property was not suitable for residential development due to noise from the railroad,
then the proposed rezoning request would be inappropriate and the applicant would want to
keep commercial zoning in place. He did not feel there would be enough time to evaluate the
study before the next Council meeting.

Lenox said there had never been a problem with planning a residential development on the
property, but that the city wanted to ensure that the railroad would not cause a noise problem for
the new residents. He said the City requested data from the developer several times and never
received it, so the City spent $1,500 to conduct its own study.

Lenox made a motion to table the public hearing until July 6. Tennant seconded the motion.
Motion carried unanimously.

' Brooks said he was not opposed to allowing the applicant to withdraw the rezoning request
because he was not excited about rezoning the property for residential use, but he was not
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opposed to tabling the issue for two weeks to review the sound study. Fritz agreed.
06-00-05 Public Hearing — Rezoning — Katz Tract

Lenox called the hearing to order and asked to hear from the applicant and those supporting the
rezoning first. Doug Dillard, attorney for the applicant, addressed Council and requested that
the public hearing be tabled until the August 3™ meeting. He said the applicant wanted to give
the annexation issue time to evolve before moving forward with the rezoning request. Lenox
made a motion to table the public hearing until the August 3, 2000 meeting. McMenamin
seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

06-00-06 Consider Future use of previous Leach Station Property

Jim Williams, Director of Developmental Services, addressed Council concerning the use of the
previous Leach Station property. He said the site was one of the city’s historical sites because
the Fire Station was the first public building built in Peachtree City and it was built prior to the
development of the industrial park. He explained that the fire station played a key role in
developing the industrial park because the industries wanted fire protection. Since a new fire
station was being constructed, Williams recommended that the old building be demolished and
that the existing site be landscaped as an entrance to the industrial park and that it be
designated as a park and open space area and dedicated to the volunteers who started the Fire
Department.

Lenox liked the idea of creating a primary entrance to the industrial park.

Fritz asked if they should consider leaving the building as a historical site. McMenamin felt the
building was an antiquated building and that it would cost a tremendous amount of money to
renovate it.

Brooks was supportive of staffs recommendation. He said the City had many areas of
undisturbed green space but it did not have many park areas. He suggested they consider
dedicating the park to public safety employees in general. He also stated that the VFW was
interested in using the building, but he felt there were safety concerns to consider with long-term
use of the building.

Tennant said that FC&A wanted to expand their facility next door and was interested in
purchasing the site. He said he could understand FC&A'’s desire to purchase the property, but
he could also understand dedicating a park to the fire department.

Robert Brown, citizen, suggested using bricks from the existing building to build a monument to
the firefighters. Brooks thought that was a good idea and instructed staff to place a notice in the
UPDATE requesting other ideas from citizens.

Brooks made a motion to endorse the idea and to instruct staff to investigate turning the site into
a park and dedicating it to the Fire Department or public safety employees in general, and
possibly the industrial park. Fritzseconded the motion. Tennant said he would abstain from the
vote because he received a substantial campaign contribution from an official with FC&A.
Motion carried with Tennant abstaining.
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06-00-07 Consider Ordinance - Recommendations from Board of Ethics

Council discussed the proposed ordinance amendment at length. Staff was instructed to
rephrase a portion of the ordinance as it referenced ‘volunteers’ to clarify that the ordinance
should apply to volunteers who act in an official capacity for the city. The City Attorney said he
would come back to council at a future meeting, possibly the July 20" meeting, with
recommendations to further amend the ordinance as it applied to conflicts of interest and
financial disclosures.

Brooks did not feel the ordinance should be adopted that evening. He felt the discussion that
evening was a working session and wanted additional public input and time to reflecton it. He
said Council had discussed implementing financial disclosure requirements for the City Attorney.
He did not feel volunteers should be subject to financial disclosure. He felt the City Attorney
should be held to a higher standard.

Steve Brown and Jim Steinbach, members of the Board of Ethics, were present. Lenox asked
for their comments concerning the proposed amendments. They said the board’s main focus of
workshop concerned the procedural section of the ordinance. They felt the recommendations
of the board were unanimous.

Fritz made a motion to table the adoption of the ordinance until the City Attorney could present
his recommendations for amendments. Brooks seconded the motion. Motion carried
unanimously.

OLD AGENDA ITEMS

04-00-05 Consider Modification to Indemnification Resolution

Council discussed the proposed modification to the Indemnification Resolution, which would
provide legal assistance to those accused of an Ethics Violation. Lenox made a motion to adopt
the Resolution as presented. Brooks seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

COUNCIL/STAFF TOPICS

Mayor Lenox and Annie McMenamin volunteered to serve on the selection committee for
appointments to the Planning Commission.

Basinger announced that a City Council Budget Workshop was scheduled for July 20, 2000, at
6:00 p.m. in the Library.

Fritz said she had read articles in the newspaper concerning the Georgia Regional
Transportation Authority (GRTA) and the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC). She asked how
the current issues would affect Peachtree City.

Lenox said there were legitimate concerns throughout the state regarding GRTA'’s activation of
jurisdiction, which was a legal requirement of the act that was passed to organize GRTA. He
said GRTA spent the last year getting organized. He did not feel they would be making local
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zoning decisions, but he did believe that if local governments wanted the state and federal
governments to invest in local resources, GRTA would expect the resources to be used wisely.
Lenox felt that what constituted wise use in downtown Atlanta would not constitute wise use in
Peachtree City.

Brooks felt the City’s statement to GRTA should be that the rail line comes through Peachtree
City, which is the most dense area of Fayette County. He did not feel Peachtree City should
increase it's density.

Fritz said ARC wanted density to be located along transportation corridors, yet Peachtree City
already had a Land Use Plan. Lenox said Peachtree City was one of the few places in the state
that has a Land Use Plan that matched its Transportation Plan. He did not see GRTA as a
major threat to Peachtree City. He felt GRTA would be positive for the city because the City
would have the right to ask for rewards since it was already well planned. Lenox said he had
talked to Joel Cowan several times and felt that GRTA was going to use their authority.

McMenamin felt the City should communicate their interpretation with GRTA to avoid
misunderstanding. Brooks suggested the City send GRTA a letter and ask for written response.

Lindsey said ARC had already approved the City’s Land Use Plan. Lenox said Peachtree City
was highly regarding by ARC because of what it had already accomplished. Brooks said
infrastructure was a part of the City’s Land Use Plan. He said the City’s current planning met
the City’s sewerage capacity and other infrastructure plans. He felt an increase in density would
not agree with the City’s infrastructure plans.

Council instructed staff to draft a letter to GRTA and coordinated it among all Council members
for input.

Mayor Lenox made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Fritz seconded the motion. Motion carried

unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m.

Attest:
Mayor Robert L. Lenox

City Clerk, Nancy Faulkner
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council
FROM: City Clerk

VIA: City Manager
DATE: June 29, 2000

SUBJECT: Water Use Restriction Resolution

The Department of Natural Resources has changed the water use restriction stating
they do not have jurisdiction to regulate private well users or people taking water
from privately owned streams. Attached is a modified resolution to reflect this
change.




A RESOLUTION ISSUING A BAN ON WATER USE

WHERAS: The City Council of Peachtree City is authorized to issue rules and
regulations on the use of water in the City during times of emergency; and

WHEREAS: The City Council of Peachtree City has determined that such
emergency water conditions exist within the City;

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of Peachtree City that for
all users of the Fayette County Water System there are indefinite restrictions for
the outdoor use of water within the City limits of Peachtree City as mandated by
the Georgia Department of Natural Resources;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that these restrictions are as follows:

There shall be a ban on all outdoor water use from 10:00 a.m. through 10:00 p.m.
seven days a week.

Persons with property numbers ending in odd numbers shall be allowed to use
exterior water prior to 10:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m. on odd calendar days.
Those persons with property numbers ending in even numbers shall be allowed
such use on calendar days ending in an even number prior to 10:00 a.m. and after
10:00 p.m.

This ban shall not apply to registered businesses whose commercial activities are
dependent upon the exterior use of water.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall remain in effect until it is
repealed by the City Council of Peachtree City. This Resolution shall be effective
the 6th day of July, 2000.

Mayor Robert L. Lenox

Attest:
City Clerk




City Council of Peachtree City

Agenda ’
July 20, 2000 K_
7:00 p.m.

. Pledge of Allegiance & e dJ/ %

II. Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition
‘./
Independence Day - Parade Awards //0
p i< SO 7/ EC )/C’L g 1
III.  Minutes - July 6, 2000
27/25/6© k >,
IV.  Old Agenda Items e 272 et &
N
06-00-04 Public Hearing — Rezoning — C omAsS7” s pr 2
v c Avend FECHCUN G ~ T~
. onsent Agenda WL CA -
VI.  New Agenda Items
. . SA7 27/08/09
07-00-06 Consider Alcohol License - Th ———
CoMrRI 7/ A
07-00-07 Public Hearing - Variance - Lo L LING _ o
07-00-08 Public Hearing - Variance - Kw MA/M - =
07-00-09 Consider Resolution - Outdoor ' AAms - O “
07-00-10 Library Master Plan
07-00-11 Consider Ordinance Amendment - Ethics Ordinance

VII.  Council/Staff Topics

VIII. Executive Session

Notice: This agenda is subject to change up to 24-hours prior to the meeting.




City Council of Peachtree City

Agenda
August 3, 2000
7:00 p.m.
L. Pledge of Allegiance
II. Annouricements, Awards, Special Recognition

Recognition of outgoing Roller Hockey Association President, Gary Phelps

Recognition of outgoing Soccer Association President,

Recognition of outgoing Basketball Association President,

III.  Minutes - July 20, 2000

IV.  Consent Agenda

V. Old Agenda Items

VI. New Agenda Items

08-00-01 Consider Zoning Ordinance - Retail Big Boxes
VII.  Council/Staff Topics

VIII. Executive Session

Notice: This agenda is subject to change up to 24-hours prior to the meeting.




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM: Director of Financial Services PS / q&/
VIA: City Manager &MI\

DATE: June 28, 2000

SUBJECT: Bank Accounts

Pursuant to Section 34-92 of the Peachtree City Code of Ordinances, the
establishment of bank accounts for the City must have prior approval by the Mayor
and Council.

Therefore, staff requests approval to establish a new checking account with
Peachtree National Bank for the All Children’s Playground. The funds for this
project are currently deposited in a savings account with Peachtree National Bank
for the Peachtree City Neighborhood Parks and Recreation Fund.




PEACHTREE NATIONAL BANK
2603 HIGHWAY 54 WEST
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

OWNERSHIP OF ACCOUNT - CONSUMER PURPOSE
O noviouar
D JOINT - WITH SURVIVORSHIP (and not as tenants in common)
D JOINT - NO SURVIVORSHIP (as tenants in common)
TRUST - SEPARATE AGREEMENT:

" [] RevocaBLE TRUST  OR  L] PAY-ON-DEATH
DESIGNATION AS DEFINED IN THIS AGREEMENT
Name and Address of Beneficiaries:

Business Interest Checking
ACCOUNT 45062
NUMBER

ACCOUNT OWNER(S) NAME & ADDRESS

PEACHTREE CITY NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS/REC
HOLD AT BANK
PEACHTREE CITY GA 30269-

K] New [ exisTING

TYPE OF ] CHECKING (] savINGS

ACCOUNT [ qoNey MARKET — [] CERTIFICATE OF DEPOSIT
] Nnow O

This is your (check one):

K] Permanent l:l Temporary account agreement.

OWNERSHIP OF ACCOUNT - BUSINESS PURPOSE
[ SOLE PROPRIETORSHIP
(] corroraTioN: ] FOR PROFIT
(] PARTNERSHIP
K] GOVT ENTITY
BUSINESs: Government-Local
COUNTY & STATE = FAYETTE GEORGIA

OF ORGANIZATION:
AUTHORIZATION DATED: _ 06/29/2000

D NOT FOR PROFIT

06/29/2000 gy Richard Buchanan

DATE OPENED
INITIAL DEPOSIT $

(Jcash CICHECKO

HOME TELEPHONE # 770-487-7657
BUSINESS PHONE # 770-487-7657

DRIVER’S LICENSE #
EMPLOYER
MOTHER’S MAIDEN NAME

Name and address of someone who will always know your location:

BACKUP WITHHOLDING CERTIFICATIONS
TIN: 58-1079955

E] TAXPAYER [.D. NUMBER - The Taxpayer Identification
Number shown above (TIN) is my correct taxpayer identification

number.

K] BACKUP WITHHOLDING - | am not subject to backup
withholding either because | have not been notified that | am
subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all
interest or dividends, or the Internal Revenue Service has notified
me that | am no longer subject to backup withholding.

[CJ EXEMPT RECIPIENTS - | am an exempt recipient under the
Internal Revenue Service Regulations.

[C] NONRESIDENT ALIENS - | am not a United States person, or
if | am an individual, | am neither a citizen nor a resident of the

United States.

SIGNATURE: | certify under penalties of perjury the statements

checked jn this section.
. AUy S 7/10)00

(Date)
©1992 Bankers Systems, Inc., St. Cloud, MN Form MPSC-LAZ-GA 3/1/99  MDF. EGAMPSC

Number of signatures required for withdrawal 1
FACSIMILE SIGNATURE(S) ALLowep? [ ves Bl no

} ]

SIGNATURE(S) - THE UNDERSIGNED AGREE(S) TO THE TERMS
STATED ON PAGES 1 AND 2 OF THIS FORM, AND
ACKNOWLEDGE(S) RECEIPT OF A COMPLETED COPY ON TODAY'S
DATE. THE UNDERSIGNED ALSO ACKNOWLEDGE(S) RECEIPT OF A
COPY OF AND AGREE(S) TO THE TERMS OF THE FOLLOWING
DISCLOSURE(S):

Kl Deposit Account Disclosure X Funds Availability Disclosure
[] Electronic Funds Transfer Disclosure [J Tis pisclosure

FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT DISCLOSURE: At our discretion we
may communicate information solely about our transactions or
experiences with you to persons related to us by common ownership
or affiliated by corporate control. We may also, at our sole and
absolute discretion, communicate other information to the same
persons, unless you direct us in writing at the following address
within 15 days of the date hereof not to share such information:
Central Processing, P.O. Box 120 Columbus, GA 31902-0120.

KA’Y\QQQ,.A»

BASINGER £ITY MANAGER

D.O.B.

(2): [X W f""’% -

ROBERT LENOX MAYOR
1.D. #

5 [x Q.ww_,/l\l\if\/\mw ]

ANNIE MCMENAMIN COUNCIL MEMBER

D.O.B.

I.D. # D.0.B.

D Authorized Signer (Individual Accounts Only)

. ]

1.D.# D.O.B.

(page 1 of 2)




PEACHTREE NATIONAL BANK
2603 HIGHWAY 54 WEST
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

O] noiviouar [

OWNERSHIP OF ACCOUNT - CONSUMER PURPOSE

I:] JOINT - WITH SURVIVORSHIP (and not as tenants in common)
I:l JOINT - NO SURVIVORSHIP (as tenants in common)
D TRUST - SEPARATE AGREEMENT:

] RevocABLE TRUST  OR  [] PAY-ON-DEATH
DESIGNATION AS DEFINED IN THIS AGREEMENT
Name and Address of Beneficiaries:

Business Interest Checking
ACCOUNT 45062
NUMBER

ACCOUNT OWNER(S) NAME & ADDRESS

PEACHTREE CITY NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS/REC
HOLD AT BANK
PEACHTREE CITY GA 30269-

Bl New [J exisTING

TYPE OF [X] CHECKING [ savings

ACCOUNT 7] MoNEY MARKET ] CERTIFICATE OF DEPOSIT
] now O

This is your (check one):

K] permanent O Temporary  account agreement.

OWNERSHIP OF ACCOUNT - BUSINESS PURPOSE
[ soLE PROPRIETORSHIP

(] PARTNERSHIP
E} GOVT ENTITY

[:l CORPORATION: D FOR PROFIT D NOT FOR PROFIT

BUSINESS: Government-Local

COUNTY & STATE
oty &i2ATion: FAYETTE GEORGIA

AUTHORIZATION DATED: _ 06/29/2000

DATE OPENED 06 /2 9 /2 000 BY Richard Buchanan

INITIAL DEPOSIT $

[(Jcass OCHECKO

HOME TELEPHONE # 770-487-7657
BUSINESS PHONE # 770-487-7657
DRIVER'S LICENSE #

EMPLOYER

MOTHER’S MAIDEN NAME

Name and address of someone who will always know your location:

BACKUP WITHHOLDING CERTIFICATIONS
Tn: | 58-1079955

KI TAXPAYER 1.D. NUMBER - The Taxpayer Ident
Number shown above (TIN) is my correct taxpayer ident
number.

BACKUP WITHHOLDING - | am not subject to

interest or dividends, or the Internal Revenue Service has
me that | am no longer subject to backup withholding.

Internal Revenue Service Regulations.

[C] NONRESIDENT ALIENS - | am not a United States pe
if | am an individual, | am neither a citizen nor a residen

United States.

checked in this section.

withholding either because | have not been notified that | am
subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all

] EXEMPT RECIPIENTS - | am an exempt recipient under the

SIGNATURE: | certify under penalties of perjury the statements

D) Sclidz /oo

ification
ification

backup

notified

rson, or
t of the

(Date) '

©1992 Bankers Systems, Inc., St. Cloud, MN Form MPSC-LAZ-GA 3/1 /99

MDF. EGAMPSC

Number of signatures required for withdrawal 1

FACSIMILE SIGNATURE(S) ALLowep? [ ves Kl no

. ]

SIGNATURE(S) - THE UNDERSIGNED AGREE(S) TO THE TERMS
STATED ON PAGES 1 AND 2 OF THIS FORM, AND
ACKNOWLEDGE(S) RECEIPT OF A COMPLETED COPY ON TODAY’S
DATE. THE UNDERSIGNED ALSO ACKNOWLEDGE(S) RECEIPT OF A
COPY OF AND AGREE(S) TO THE TERMS OF THE FOLLOWING
DISCLOSURE(S):

Xl Deposit Account Disclosure & Funds Availability Disclosure
[ Electronic Funds Transfer Disclosure (] 11S Disclosure

FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT DISCLOSURE: At our discretion we
may communicate information solely about our transactions or
experiences with you to persons related to us by common ownership
or affiliated by corporate control. We may also, at our sole and
absolute discretion, communicate other information to the same
persons, unless you direct us in writing at the following address
within 15 days of the date hereof not to share such information:
Central Processing, P.O. Box 120 Columbus, GA 31902-0120.

o Al Stz ]

PAUL J SALVATORE DIR FINANCIAL SERV

I.D. # D.0.B.

2):

o |, ]
1.D. # D.O.B.

3):

(3) [X ]
I.D. # D.0.B.

DAuthorized Signer (Individual Accounts Only)

1.D.# D.O.B.

(page 1 of 2)




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council

VIA: City Manager |,

FROM: Director of Developmental Services m}ﬁb\
DATE: June 29, 2000

SUBJECT: Proposed Cedarcroft Rezoning

At the Council meeting on June 15, 2000, the public hearing on the proposed rezoning of the
Cedarcroft Tract was continued to the next meeting on July 6, 2000. The reason for the
continuance was that the applicant asked to withdraw the request and maintain the current zoning
of GC General Commercial until all City development approvals were secured and the appropriate
permits issued. The applicant indicated he had been unreasonably delayed by the plat review
process, and he stated he wanted to keep his options open to develop the property for commercial
purposes in the event the City continues to delay his proposed residential project. Council
indicated it was not comfortable in agreeing to the application being withdrawn and urged the
applicant and the staff to try to work out the remaining issues prior to the meeting on July 6th.

A meeting was held on June 26th to discuss the two main preliminary plat issues: the impact of
railroad noise and the buffering of the new collector road relative to homes in Wynnmeade.

With respect to the impact of railroad noise, the applicant restated the position he has maintained
since the Concept Plat was approved in 1997. His position is that he will install a combination
earth berm and concrete sound wall within a 40-foot buffer area along the railroad right-of-way.
He contends this design is more than adequate to provide the adjoining property with a reasonable
level of protection from the train noise. He feels that additional study is unnecessary and a burden
on his project. However, he did agree to provide the City with some technical data as to the
extent to which his proposed sound wall will actually reduce the noise of the train for the
adjoining residents.

With respect to the buffering issue, the City has consistently maintained that the applicant will
need to provide buffering for the portion of MacDuff Parkway adjacent to the Cedarcroft
property. The purpose of the buffering is to provide a visual barrier between the existing homes




Proposed Cedarcroft Rezoning
June 29, 2000
Page 2

in Wynnmeade and the activity on the Parkway. The applicant agreed to have his landscape
architect prepare a plan to respond to this condition prior to the July 6th meeting.

Staff recommends that the rezoning be approved for a project of up to 220 homes at a density not
to exceed four units per acre (GR-4 General Residential). That rezoning should be conditioned
on the resolution of the following issues:

1. The Planning Staff and the Planning Commission are not satisfied that adequate study
has been given to the adverse impact train noise will have on the project as proposed.
This was expressed as a concern and a condition at the time the Concept Plat was
approved in 1997, and it has been restated since then in response to at least four
Preliminary Plat submittals. Inasmuch as the City Planner and the Planning Commis-
sion must each sign off on the Preliminary Plat, resolution of this issue appears to be
essential to the project moving forward.

2. The Planning Staff and the Planning Commission feel that a landscape plan must be
prepared for the portion of MacDuff Parkway adjacent to Cedarcroft. That plan must
provide for a reasonable visual separation between the homes in Wynnmeade and the
activity on MacDuff Parkway. That plan must also provide for the proper land-
scaping of the rest of the corridor adjacent to Cedarcroft in keeping with an overall
concept for the Parkway. The plan must be approved by the City Staff and the
Planning Commission, and it must be fully implemented prior to the approval of the
Final Plat for the first phase of Cedarcroft. It is felt that the above requirements will
satisfy the landscaping and buffering conditions of Concept Plat approval, a copy of
which is attached for reference purposes.

IBW/jir

Attachment




JUL. 5.2888 9: 13AM MATRIX PAAC NO.’EQB P.273

mizatriy”

PRECAST AUTOCLAVED AERATED CONCRETE, Lp

To: Mike Rossetti
From: Shane T. Neel
Date: 7/5/00

Ref: Sound Reduction

I spoks to my engineering department and to determine the level of sound reduction, you take the noise
level applied to the wall and subtract the STC value calculated for the wall. If you had an 80dB lsvel
applied to the 3" Matrix wall, it would reduce the noise to 43.9dB, Example (1): 80dB ~ 36.1 STC (STC
calculate for 3" Matrix using US Equation) = 43.9dB. A 4" Matrix wall would reduce ths noise to a
41.8dB, Example (2): 80dB - 38.2 STC (STC Calculated for 4™ Matrix using US Equation) = 41.848, I
have based these calculations on the STC values calculated by Mike Ibrahim on the atrached Memo datsd
May 3, 2000. I hope this is the information you are looking for. I will be leaving for Memphis today but
please call ms if you have any questions,

Sincerely,

MZ%’{

Shane T, Neel
Regional Sales Manager, Commercia] Sales

:-':-‘“_: 6400 Highlands Parkway 770-308-1500 fel

lﬁh&em-- Smyrna, GA 30082 USA 770-308-1515 fax

S s e Producer of Hebel PAAC www.malrixpaac,com
F £ 4 ¥ )
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Matrix

A Producer of Heba]
Precast Autoclaved Aerated Concrete

Memorandum

To: Shane Neel
From:  Mike Ibrahim /\/g__
Vice Prasident ~ Corp Development

Date: May 3, 2000

Re: sTC

Shane,

In response to your inquiry regarding the STC value, Matrix PAAC does not have any ASTM test reports for 3" and 4"
AAC wall systems, Our current Teports are available for 6%, 8” and 10" AAC products.

However, we could compute STC values using recognized equation as shown in NCMA -~ Tek 898 "Saund
Transmission Class Ratings For Concrete Masonry Walls". In this document, STC rating is caloulated in accordance with
the following equation,

STC = 23 (w)>®

STC = Sound Transmission Class
w = Wall weight, psf

Wall Thickness US Equation ASTME-S0 Difference %

3 36.1 na

4 38.2 n/a

5 g 40.0 n/a

6 414 440 6.3%

7 42.7 n/a

8 43.9 50.0 13.9%
8 44.9 n/a

10 45.9 50.0 89%

I

Typically, using this equatidn always yields lower values than physical testing by a difference of 6.3 - 13.9%.

Like always, please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions about the content of this document.

Sincerely yours,
Charter Members of the Autociaved Corporate Hsadquarters 770,308,1500 tel
Aerated Concrete Association (AAGA) 6600 Highlands Parkway 770.308.1550 fax

Smyma, GA 30082 USA
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Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
June 9, 1997

M. Peterson said that he would like to look at the path system a little closer through the
preliminary plat process. They will possibly need to eliminate one of the access points.
As with the Cascades subdivision, the staff condition involved the existing water quality
basins not functioning as intended.

After discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Piet, seconded by Mr. Campbell, and
unanimously adopted to approve the concept plat with the following condition: 7 he existing
water quality basins will be maintained continuously throughout the construction of the
development.

The applicant agreed to the condition, and Ms. Holt and Mr. Campbell were designated to be
the Planning Commission representatives.

06-97-03 Concept Plat: Cedarcroft Subdivision, Phase 3

Mr. Mike Lorber, the Planning Consultant for Ravin Homes, Inc., was in attendance to
present Ravin Homes’ proposal to develop a 218-lot cluster subdivision on approximately
63.25 acres within the Line Creek Village area.

The site is presently zoned GC, General Commercial. Surrounding developments include
the proposed Line Creek Apartments site to the south, the Wynnmeade subdivision to the
west, undeveloped land (presently zoned GI, General Industrial) to the north, and the
existing railroad tracks and Georgia Highway 74 to the east.

The concept plat indicates two entrances from the proposed Line Creek Parkway
extension. The internal street arrangement would provide a loop circulation system with
several cul-de-sacs. Greenbelts are proposed around the perimeter of the site, ranging in
width from 20’ minimum to a maximum of 75°. Greenbelts are also proposed along
internal stream systems.

Cart paths would be provided within the greenbelts and would connect with existing and
proposed cart paths in the area. Buffering and screening would be provided behind those
lots which are adjacent to the existing railroad tracks. A wetland exists along the
southern boundary of this site which connects to a larger wetland system between this
and other adjacent properties.
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Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
June 9, 1997

Although Staff and the Applicant have been working on this plan for some time and have
resolved many important issues, several items remain outstanding and must be considered
prior to proceeding with this plan:

1. Fourteen (14) lots are directly adjacent to the existing railroad tracks. The
proposed buffering and noise abatement plan must be studied in detail to ensure
that proper consideration is given to these and other homeowners within this
development. This study should include housing construction methods, foundation
requirements, landscaping (including maintenance of berm and sound wall) and an
analysis to determine if these homes would be marketable.

2. Issues pertaining to the proposed Line Creek Parkway extension must also be
resolved. These include, but are not limited to, acquiring authorization from the
power company to encroach into their easement, overall alignment, landscaping
details, connections to Wynnmeade subdivision, installation responsibilities, utility
connections and cart path locations.

3. The actual design of this road must be resolved and coordinated with other
property owners who will utilize this road for access to proposed developments.
Staff envisions a two lane-road with a median, similar to Georgian Park. The
western-most lane of this road should not encroach into the existing power line
easement in order to provide sufficient buffering between this lane and the existing
power poles. This would also leave ample room for landscaping within the median.

Mr. Lorber explained the changes that have been made since the first and second phases
of this project and their marketing challenge to buffer the lots along the railroad tracks.

He had investigated different methods that could be used to reduce the noise: retaining
walls, large heavy berms, solid plant materials.

Item 7 of the Development Agreement, Exhibit “A,” agreed to by CR Partners and Ravin
Homes, Inc., to the City of Peachtree City, Georgia, and signed on April 30, 1996, states:

The City will not be required to pay any of the costs of infrastructure construction
to serve Developers’ projects. The Developers will reserve an 80-foot right-of-
way for the proposed Line Creek Parkway and a 60-foot right-of-way for the
proposed West Village Drive, as shown on the Conceptual Plan for Line Creek
Village prepared by the Developers and submitted as part of this Development
Agreement. The Developers will construct that portion of Line Creek Parkway
Jfrom Highway 54 north approximately 1700 feet to the entrance of the Cedarcroft
Subdivision to at least “Village Collector Standards” (as defined by City
Ordinance) and will dedicate the road and it attendant right-of-way to the City at
no cost to the City. The Developers will pay for and install a traffic signal and
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Planning Commission
Regular Mecting
June 9, 1997

all necessary road improvements at the Georgia Highway 54 intersection with
Line Creek Parkway in accordance with the City and Georgia DOT requirements.

Mr. Piet pointed out that the staff’s concerns were with the road’s physical location. Mr.
Rast stated that two unresolved issues involve the alignment of the road and authorization
from the power company (Oglethorpe) to encroach in the easement. City Staff has seen
several different scenarios but nothing in writing that authorizes sharing of that easement
or where the road will be aligned.

Mr. Williams stated that the plan is to take this road up through the unincorporated area
and loop it back into Highway 74 near Kedron Drive. It is anticipated there may be about
1,000 acres of land that could be annexed in that area. Mr. Piet asked that Mr. Williams
display the plan at the next Planning Commission meeting.

Two residents, Mr. Cal Beverly and Mr. Orville Barber, spoke regarding the need for a
buffer adjacent to the Wynnmeade Subdivision. Mr. Rast said that there is the potential
for landscaping as the road goes into the power line easement. Mr. Ron Reeser of The
Eagle Group felt it would be fair to have the developers of the land north of Cedarcroft
make some kind of contribution to the landscaping as their site plans are approved in the
future. Mr. Piet felt the landscaping issue would need to be re-addressed in the future.

Mr. Rast explained the Staff’s preference for a two-lane road with a median.

Mr. Lorber expressed concern for safety and noise within the subdivision. Mr. Piet was
more concerned about the lots near the railroad tracks and the effect they would have on
the other homes in the subdivision, especially if the noise abatement methods were not
effective.

After discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Piet, seconded by Mr. Campbell, and
unanimously adopted to approve the concept plat for Cedarcroft Subdivision with the
following conditions:

1. All design issues relative to the proposed Line Creek Parkway must be resolved
prior to approval of the preliminary plat. These issues include, but are not limited
to, location of the right-of-way relative to the utility easement, width of the right-
of-way, buffering of the road relative to both Cedarcroft and the Wynnmeade
subdivision, and the design of the road itself to include a landscaped median.

2. All issues relative to design and construction of the proposed noise abatement (i.e.,
berming, retaining walls, landscaping, building materials, etc.) adjacent to the
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Planning Commission
Regular Meeting

June 9, 1997

railroad tracks should be examined in detail prior to submittal of the preliminary
plat. A separate plan detailing how noise abatement will be addressed should be
prepared and presented to City Staff and the Planning Commission Representative
Jor review prior to submittal of the preliminary plat.

3. These conditions should be resolved by the Applicant working with City Staff and
the designated Planning Commission Representative. Any major revisions to the
approved concept plat must be resubmitted to the Planning Commission for final
approval. Any issues that cannot be resolved at the Staff level may be brought
back to the Planning Commission for final resolution.

Mr. Lorber agreed to the conditions, and Mr. Piet and Mr. Saunders were designated to ‘
be the Planning Commission representatives for this project.

06-97-04 Conceptual Site Plan: Line Creek Apartments

Mr. Ron Reeser of The Eagle Group was in attendance to present the proposed
conceptual site plan which was originally presented to the Planning Commission on April
28, 1997. At that meeting, Staff outlined several issues that needed to be addressed by
the Applicant prior to rendering a decision on this proposal. A motion was made to table
this item to allow the Applicant time to update his drawing and provide a written
response to the issues discussed.

City Staff met with the Applicant and other members of the development team on May 7,
1997, to discuss this project. As requested, the Applicant provided a written response to
each item identified at the Planning Commission meeting and discussed other issues
pertaining to development of this project. The majority of the responses provided were
satisfactory. However, several items remain outstanding and must be considered prior to
proceeding with review of this project. Specifically, numbers 2, 3 and 5 must be
addressed.

Following is a brief summary of Staff’s position on these issues:

Item 2 - The gross acreage of this site is approximately 29.95 acres. This
includes the acreage within the proposed Line Creek Parkway and West Village
Drive rights-of-way. It is Staff’s position that acreage within road rights-of-way
cannot be calculated to determine overall density of a particular parcel.

Therefore, subtracting the total acreage within the rights-of-way from the gross
acreage of the site leaves a net acreage of approximately 25.86 acres. The site
plan indicates that 399 apartment units will be constructed on approximately




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council
FROM: City Manager !g
DATE: June 9, 2000

SUBJECT: Request to Withdraw the Cedarcroft Rezoning

Mayor Lenox, David Rast and I met with Mike Rossetti and Doug Dillard to discuss subject
withdrawal request. Mr. Dillard explained that the reason for the withdrawal request was due to
the city’s refusal to issue the necessary permits on the project so that construction could
commence. Mayor Lenox explained that due to the proximity of the railroad tracks to a number
of the homes, the Building Department would not issue the permits until a noise and vibration
study had been completed. Mayor Lenox further stated that Mr. Rossetti would then have to take
whatever recommended actions, if any, contained in the report that are necessary to abate any
noise and/or vibration problems.

United Consulting is presently accomplishing such a study, and a preliminary report is expected
to be completed and evaluated prior to the Council meeting. Additionally, we have asked a
representative of United Consulting to attend the meeting. If at all possible, staff will forward
the report and staff analysis to Council prior to the meeting.

Finally, the Planning Commission minutes of their hearing on this rezoning request will be
completed and forwarded to Council Monday, May 12.

Cc:  Director Developmental Services
City Attorney




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor an_d\Council
FROM: City Manager
DATE: May 30, 2000

SUBJECT: Cedarcroft Rezoning

The attached letters are forwarded for your information and consideration. As you may know,
this property is currently zoned General Commercial, and it is adjacent to the property on which
WalMart is tentatively planned to be located. As you also may know, Council does have the
option of either permitting the rezoning request to be withdrawn, or Council may proceed with
the rezoning hearing as scheduled. Staff would welcome any comments, opinions, etc., you may
have on this issue.

Cc:  Director Development Services
City Planner
City Clerk




RAVIN HOMES, INC.

BUILDERS & DEVELOPERS

_ May 24, 2000

Mr. Jim Williams

Director of Developmental Services
City of Peachtree City

151 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Re: Proposed rezoning, Cedarcroft Tract.from General Commercial to GR-4. PH-00-06

Dear Jim:

Please be advised and consider this a formal demand that Ravin Homes, Inc. wishes fo
withdraw its request to rezone the above referenced property.

You may remove our request for a public hearing from the agenda for the City Council
meeting schedyled for June 15, 2000. .

V. Michael Rossetti
President ;

Cc:  Jim Basinger (/
Mayor and City Council
Doug Dillard

P O. Box 2394 » Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 ¢« (770) 487-9608 « Fax: (770) 487-1029 m‘
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IDILLARD & GALLOWAY, LLC

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1500 MONARCH PLAZA S p—
3414 PEACHTREE ROAD, N.E. . LAS LAR
ATLANTA, GEORGIA G.Dous Diu D (404) 965-3680
30326 FACSIMILE
(404) 965-3670
Direct Dial Number:
(404) 9653682
May 25, 2000

Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail

Mayor Robert L. Lenox

and Members of the City Council
of Peachtree City

City Hall of Peachtree City

151 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Re:  Proposed Rezoning, Cedarcroft Tract from General Commercial to GR-4
Application No. PH-00-06

Dear Mayor Lenox and Members of the City Council:

This letter is to formally request a withdrawal without prejudice of the above-captioned
Application. At the time Mr. Rossetti filed this Application, it was his understanding that he
would receive final approval to proceed with his development. There seems to be continuing
unresolved issues which prevent his receipt of appropriate permits to commence construction

As I read the Development Agreement, Mr. Rossetti’s obligations to rezone the property
anticipated his ability to develop property for residential purposes in accordance with his
conceptual and preliminary plans. Inas much as these have not been approved and issued to
Ravin Homes, it is imperative that the zoning remain unchanged until the property owner and the
City can resolve all issues relative to the development of this property for residential purposes.
Therefore, we will be requesting a withdraw without prejudice when this matter comes before you
on June 15, 2000.

Very truly yours,
DILLARD & GALLOWAY, LLC

.

G.Do Dillard

GDD/drd
cc: Mr. Michael Rossetti




POSITION PAPER
Proposed Rezoning: Cedarcroft Tract
Director of Developmental Services
May 25, 2000

Situation:

The land proposed for development as the Cedarcroft project is currently zoned GC
General Commercial. As a part of a Consent Order and Judgment dated May 17, 1996,
Ravin Homes, Inc., the owner of the Cedarcroft tract, agreed to initiate a rezoning of the
property to an appropriate residential classification (Attachment “A”, paragraph 1). On
May 9, 2000, Ravin Homes initiated a request to rezone the property to GR-6 General
Residential (Attachment “B”).

Facts:

L
2,

The total area of the Cedarcroft tract is 63.25 acres (Attachment “C”).

The Conceptual Plat for the Cedarcroft development includes 218 lots (Attachment
“D”), at a gross density of 3.45 units per acre.

Cedarcroft is bordered on the east by the CSX Railroad; on the north by the Katz
property zoned GI General Industrial and Agricultural (Fayette County); on the west
by MacDuff Parkway and Wynnmeade (R-1 Residential); and on the south by the
proposed Wal-Mart site (GC General Commercial) and the Summit Apartments site
(399 units under construction) currently zoned GC General Commercial but sched-
uled to be rezoned to GR General Residential as a part of the same Consent Order
that applies to Cedarcroft.

At its meeting on May 22, 2000, the Planning Commission unanimously voted to
recommend that the proposed zoning be approved but that the category not be GR-6
as requested. Instead, it should be GR-4 General Residential to reflect the actual
density of the project (3.45 units per acre). The applicant agreed to this change.
The minutes of that meeting have not yet been prepared.

Recommendation:

The staff recommends that the rezoning be approved for GR-4 General Residential as
agreed at the Planning Commission meeting on May 22".

IBW/jir

Attachments “A” — “D”




DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
EXHIBIT “A”

This development agreement is agreed to by CR Partners and Ravin Homes, Inc.,
(“Developers™) to the City of Peachtree City, Georgia (the “City”™) to settle and resolve the issues
raised in two declaratory judgment lawsuits pending in the Superior Court of Fayette County
under Civil Action Nos. 95V-1571E and 96V-0164E and to provide for the orderly development
of the property described herein. » .

1. This agreement provides for the development of the following two tracts of land which
are the subject of the referenced litigation (collectively referred to as the “Property”):

@ A tract of approximately 38 acres along Ga. Highway 54 to be developed by CR
Partners for multi-family residential use (the “38 Acre Tract™); and

L) A tractof approximately 63 acres adjoining the 38 Acre Tract, to be developed by
Ravin Homes, Inc. for single family residential use (the 63 Acre Tract”).

2. Developers agree to forego any multi-family development on the 63 Acre Tract, thereby
giving up a 300 unit apartment development which was planned and approved for the 63
Acre Tract. Instead, the 63 Acre Tract will be developed by Ravin Homes, Inc. solely for
single family homes, comprising up to 220 units at a density not to exceed four units per

acre.

3. The multi-family housing component of the overall development will be moved to the 38
Acre Tract portion of the Property. The total number of residential units in this apartment
community will not exceed 399 units and the density of the development will not exceed -

14.7 units per acre.

4. Developers agree that the quality of the apartment development on the 38 Acre Tract will
be equal to or better than the apartment complex in the City of Peachtree City named
“Balmoral Village.” In meeting the “equal to or better than” standard, the Developers
agree to include the following features: '

(a) Perimeter landscape buffers at least 50 feet wide;

(b) Heavy internal landscaping;

(© Landscaped areas, including buffers, comprising at least 20% of the total site;
(d) Significant tree-save areas;

(e) Two swimming pools;

® Two lighted tennis courts or a working agreement, acceptable to the City of
Peachtree City, with the Tennis Center;

(g) A play court with basketball and volleyball capability;

(h) A multi-purpose community room with space for parties, special events and
tenant meetings; '

47853-2 - 3/6/1996 4383.01

Attachment "A"
Page 1 of 3




6)) Two laundry areas;

)] A fitness studio;

k) A central trash compactor, buffered from the living units;

()  Convenient areas for recycling solid waste;

(m)  Golf cart storage and recharge areas;

(n) A covered facility for washing vehicles;

(0) A viable tenant association that can work with management and coordinate with
the City; and ‘

(p) A management group that has strict tenant rules, is willing and able to enforce
those rules, is willing to work closely with the tenants to maintain and improve
the project, and will participate with other management groups and City officials
in a community-wide tenant improvement program.

All of the above-stated features will be accomplished in a manner that is consistent with

City ordinances.

5 The City will cooperate with the Developers as it cooperates with any other developer to
assist the Developers in obtaining sewer access to serve the 38 Acre Tract and the 63
Acre Tract. In the event the Developers are unable to acquire such sewer access in time
to meet construction deadlines, nothing herein shall be construed to prevent Developers

from seeking to obtain sewer access by other means.

.- 6. The Developers will plan and design the development to allow access to Wynnmeade
f subdivision and will dedicate, at no cost to the City, sufficient right of way for such
access; however, the cost of constructing the access, should the City elect to construct

such access, will be bome by the City.

7. The City will not be required to pay any of the costs of infrastructure construction to
serve Developers’ projects. The Developers will reserve an 80-foot right of way for the
proposed Line Creek Parkway and a 60 foot right of way for the proposed West Village
Drive, as shown on the Conceptual Plan for Line Creek Village prepared by the
Developers and submitted as part of this Development Agreement. The Developers will
construct that portion of Line Creek Parkway from highway 54 north approximately 1700
feet to the entrance of the Cedarcroft subdivision to at least “Village Collector Standards”
(as defined by City Ordinance) and will dedicate that road and its attendant right of way
to the City at no cost to the City. The Developers will pay for and install a traffic signal
and all necessary road improvements at the Georgia Highway 54 intersection with Line
Creek Parkway in accordance with City and Georgia D.O.T. requirements.

8. The Developers will pay an impact fee of $1,314.00 per dwelling unit if; under City
ordinances, the impact fee assessment is made no later than January 1, 1997.

0. The Developers will comply with all City Ordinances and will perform all construction at
least in accordance with established city standards.

37853-2 - 3/6/1996 4383.01
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10.  The City, at its election and at City expense, is entitled to make a subdivision entrance
road connection between the Line Creek Parkway and the Wynnmeade Subdivision at or
near the point where West Village Drive intersects with Line Creek Parkway. Developers
will donate the right of way for this entrance to the City.

A
g)d \Il
AL

11.  As part of an overall development agreement, the Developers will consent to initiate a
rezoning of the Property to single family and multi-family residential classifications
which reflect the actual uses of the Property, after the consent order and judgment
contemplated in paragraph 14 has been entered. -

12.  The details of implementing this agreement will be handled by Developers and the
Peachtree City Planning Commission and a site plan will be prepared and submitted to

the Planning Commission for approval.

13.  Developers acknowledge that, as an integral part of this Development Agreement, City
Council will adopt a resolution concerning this Development Agreement (a true and
accurate copy of said Resolution is attached hereto and reflects additional obligations and

agreements of the parties). Developer agrees to abide by the terms of the said Resolution -
as though those terms were set forth herein.

14.  The terms of this agreement will be incorporated into a consent order and j udgment to be
prepared by counsel for Developers and the City and filed in Court to resolve the two

lawsuits referenced above.
g
Executed this 2©___day of , 1996.

C R PARTNERS

B\f.

478532 - 3/6/1996 4383.01
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REQUEST FOR REZONING

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA

A requcest is hercby being made to change the zoning classification of

the following described property‘j_§Z$/o MS Qe sl Sy ﬂ”&j }%MS,Z,

Aok oo ' bt o /@ 5Y . v, 4 e N 2
W e _LESHRY maa% Aot il COX fybias s e Lasrmess
_ﬁaﬂPMtu;/,

This property is presently zoned: WL é’fwﬂo
The proposed zoning classification is: J%é

Signature:

Owner: 7’/1’ /%é/‘/[f //,
Agent: V MICI(A& ’299557@

'%. ' Address: S o Baog 234 / %c&(m ﬁvz ,6;4 _ i,zé?
Phone: 772 -£87 7608 Date: 7//5/"0

kAR AEF XA B AR R AR AR AR R AR AR R A IR

This request, along with the required fee and supplemental documents,
has been properly submitted and is hereby accepted for consideration by the

Planning Commission and the City Council:

Signature: %K‘MW
Titlc:Mm INIS 72A7OR

Date: /MH Z. Zoop

Request Number: ___Za0p0 ~ OS5

Date of Planning Commission Public Hearing: ﬂw 2’2 20050
Date of City Council Public Hearing: W /5, W0 i7r7) |

Attachment "'B"
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council
FROM:  City Clerk Ag@
VIA: City Manager

Director of Financial Services
DATE: June 19, 2000

SUBJECT: Alcohol License Application — (New) - Line Creek Liquor

Virsat, Inc. has submitted an application for an alcohol license for a new liquor store,
Line Creek Liquor, which will be located at 2763 B, Highway 54 West. Virsat, Inc.
has requested that the corporation be named as the Licensee in care of Mr. Spencer
Kanner. Ms. Shirin Nathani has requested to be appointed as the License
Representative.

The application is complete and in order for your consideration on July 6". Ms.
Nathani will not be able to attend the meeting; however, Mr. Kanner will be present to
answer any questions you may have.




151 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
(770) 487-7657

APPLICATION FOR ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LICENSE
N A S SR

Business Name: Business Location:
Line Creek Liquor 2763 B, Hwy 54 West, Peachtree Citly, Ga. 30269
Nature of Business: Mailing Address: Business Phone

112 Thomas Overby Drive Number:
Retail Package Dealer Sharpsburg, Ga. 30277 (770) 251-82214
Name of Licensee: Home Address: Home Phone Number:

112 Thomas Overby Drive

VIRSAT, Inc. Sharpsburgqg, Georgia 30277 (770) 251-6096

Name of License Representative: Home Address: Home Phone Number:
7616 N. Brian Ridge Court,
Shirin Nathani Riverdale, Ga. 30296 (770) 997-3445

Please indicate t

Retail Consumption Dealer Retail Package Dealer Wholesale Dealer

Malt Beverage Malt Beverage Malt Beverage

Wine X | Wine Wine I

Distilled Spirits Distilled Spirits Distilled Spirits

Please provide complete information accord

ing to type of business entity (use separate sheet if

Individual - Owner Name: Home Address: Phone Number:

Partnership - Partner's Names: Home Addresses: Phone Numbers:

Close Corporation Name: Close Corporation Addresses: Phone Number:
VIRSAT, Inc. 112 Thomas Overby Drive (770) 251-6096
) . Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277
Officers of Close Corporation: Home Addresses: Phone Numbers:
Mohammad Igbal Khimani 145 Lofty Eagle Lane, (770) 719-8765
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214
Spencer Edward Kanner 112 Thomas Overby Drive, (770) 251-6096

Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277

Directors of Close Corporation: Home Addresses: Phone Numbers:

Stockholders of Close Corporation: | Home Addresses:
Mohammad Igbal Khimani 145 Lofty Eagle Lane,
Spencer Edward Kanner {igettevllle, Ge§r31@ A0Z14

Thomas Overby Drive (770) 251-6096
Sharpsburg, Georgia 30577

Corporation Name: Corporation Address:

Phone Numbers:
(770) 719-8765

Phone Number:

112 Thomas Overby Drive (770) 251-6096
VIRSAT, Inc. Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277
Name of GA Registered Agent Home Address: Phone Numbers:
named for service process: .

112 Thomas Overby Drive, (770) 251-6096
Spencer Edward Kanner Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277

Is any person who will own an interest in the license/licenses an employee of the City of Peachtree

City? NO
SRR h—




FOR ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LICENSE APPLICATION
WITH THE CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

I, QH (RN N{\‘T‘H AN ‘ (PRINT FULL NAME),

swear that I am at least 21 years of age and am competent to provide this Affidavite«

My address |s7é(é K /5‘(/0&,\/ {‘\\\C\CI\{ C_’( k Q\\VQ/\{(\ &QQ \ A %Q}%é

ADDRESS J cIry STATE ZIu

' AFFIDAVIT AND CRIMINAL HISTORY CONSENT FORM
' uty:“

, ' &
I have resided at this address for: é? >//\ Q (PRINT LENGTH OF TIME)

Previous addresses for the last 10 years are as follows:

(951 toverl Oy = 2o fiowdode (AR 30074

) !
G YRS
My Social Security #: ‘B’éV' ?)7(90@» My Driver’s License #/State:b 7(

. GA
My Date of Birth is: L;/ a’z - L/O( Race: _~ & “n Sex: »’F

I have not, within 5 years prior to the date of this application, been convicted of, nor entered
a plea of nolo contendere to, any felony or a misdemeanor relating to the sale or use of
alcoholic beverages or illegal drugs.

I ave Khave not ever been ever arrested for a crime. If so, please list details below and
the disposition of the arrest. Attach a separate sheet if necessary:

| I have @had beneficial interest in any other alcoholic beverage business in
| this or any other state in which the alcohol license was denied, revoked or other disciplinary

action taken. (Beneficial interest here means when a person holds the license in his own name or
when he has a legal, equitable or other ownership interest in, or has any legally enforceable interest

or financial interest, or derives any economic benefit from, or has control over a business.) If so,
please describe in detail. Attach a separate sheet if necessary:

I@/ am not the applicant for license representative. If so, I swear that I am a manager
of the business and a resident of the State of Georgia.

I have read the Peachtree City Ordinance regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages and I
understand and will comply with the rules and regulations.

I hereby authorize the PEACHTREE CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT to receive any criminal history |
record information pertaining to me, which may be in the files of any state or local criminal
justice agency.

I solemnly swear, subject to criminal penalties for false swearing, that the statements and

) answers made by me to the foregoing questions in this application for city license for sale of
et ‘“uajgoholic beverages are true, and no false or fraudule tement or answer is made herein
@“TE w%%%cure the granting of such license. o7 ;

§name to the foregoing application after stating to me that he/she knew and
Food all statgments and answers made therein, and under oath actually administered
> has sworn at said




06/19/2000 MON 16:25 FAX CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY - oo1/001

P‘&u AFFIDAVIT AND CRIMINAL HISTORY CONSENT FORM
aty FOR ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LICENSE APPLICATION
WITH THE CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

(PRINT FULL NAME), swearthatIam

I, Spencer Edward Kanner
at least 21 years of age and am competent to provide this affidavit..

My address is; 112 Thomas Overby Drive, Sharpsburg, Ga. 30277 . I haveresided
at this address for: 6 years and 2 months. My previous addresses for the last 10 years

are as follows: 320 Rivertown Road, Fairburn, Ga

Social Security #: _267-80-0859 Driver’s License #/State: 025001674
Date of Birth is:_07-27-49 Race: __Caue. Sex:__Male
I ) within 5 years prior to this application, been convicted of, (or entered a plea of nolo

contendere to) any felony or misdemeanor relating to the sale/use of alcoholic beverages or illegal drugs.

1 iz been ever arrested for a crime. If so, details below and the disposition of the arrest
are listed below. I understand that failure to disclose any arrest (including DUI's) may result in denial of the

application.

(Attach a separate sheet if necessary.)

l-awve ad beneficial interest in any other alcoholic beverage business in this or any other
state in which the alcohol license was denied, revoked or other disciplinary action taken. (Beneficial interest
here means when a person holds the license in his own name or when he has a legal, equitable or
other ownership interest in, or has any legally enforceable interest or financial interest, or derives
any economic benefit from, or has control over a business.) If so, please describe in detail. Attach a

separate sheet if necessary:

/ gzt the applicant for license representative. If so, I swear that 1 am a manager of the business and
a resident of the State of Georgia.

I have read the Peachtree City Ordinance regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages and I understand and will
comply with the rules and regulations. I hereby authorize the PEACHTREE CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT to
receive any criminal history record information pertaining to me, which may be in the files of any state or local
criminal justice agency. I solemnly swear, subject to criminal penalties for false swearing, that the
statements and answers made by me to the foregoing questions In this application for city license for sale of

alcoholic beverages are true, and no false or fraudulent statement or answer is; made herein to procure the
granting of such license. W
7 SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT

1do heretéy certify that the foregoing applicant is personally known to me, that he/she signed his/her name to
the §o mqfap{%ication after stating to me that he/she knew and understood all statements and answers
@é\i t Eémf?i, nder oath actually administered to me, has sworn that said statements and answers are

%

SNOTARY PUBLIC: = This A0 day of % PR’/

- < ! O
= . O/
% OO.". P U B\‘\ ..--\Sgs -
v Teer Lee® *
ERCNGES W& KIMBERLY A FREEMAN
Uy, TA ¢O \\\\‘\ Potary Publc, State of Georgls
i My Commission Expres 12:26-02




Peachtree City

Georgia

State of Georgia

City of Peachtree City:

I, Chief of Police James V. Murray, for the City of Peachtree

City, do hereby certify that:

Spencer Edward Kanner
Name

112 Thomas Overby Drive Sharpsburg, GA 30277
Address

has been investigated and found not to have been convicted of, nor
to have entered a plea of nolo contendre, to any felony or
misdemeanor relating to the sale or use of alcoholic beverages or
illegal drugs within five (5) years prior to the date of the

application for this license.

-

/ ) . /”)
(%/QJXLf /{/;/?/Qvﬁﬂﬁ/
4

Signature b?//(;?uo

//;JC'/'// /
MDate/

4 i ” /'- i
\ Zéu L ‘ﬁ
= 2

- Witness

151 Willowbend Road ¢ Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 e (404) 487-7657




Peachtree City

Georgia

State of Georgia

City of Peachtree City:

I, Chief of Police James V. Murray, for the City of Peachtree

City, do hereby certify that:

Shirin Nathani
Name

7616 N. Brian Ridge Court Riverdale, GA 30296
Address

has been investigated and found not to have been convicted of, nor
to have entered a plea of nolo contendre, to any felony or
misdemeanor relating to the sale or use of alcoholic beverages or
illegal drugs within five (5) years prior to the date of the

application for this license.

4.‘// ,,l
/ 7
( e / e / /,,a/zmﬁ:_
Z? Signature ﬁ>4éﬁ%9{)

. ‘
/ /A0
Qéte /

151 Willowbend Road ¢ Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 * (404) 487-7657




POSITION PAPER
Proposed Rezoning: Lynch/Peachtree City Holdings Tract, Crabapple Lane West
Director of Developmental Services P}\ U\/’
June 29, 2000 L

Situation:

The owners of a 60.8-acre tract at the northwest corner of GA 74 North and Crabapple
Lane West have filed an application to rezone their property to accommodate a residential
development of 200 single-family lots at a gross density of 3.3 units per acre (Attachment
“A,,).

Facts:

1. The property is currently under two ownerships. The larger of the two parcels is
owned by Mr. and Mrs. Lynch (46.4 acres). The second parcel is owned by
Peachtree City Holdings (14.4 acres) (see Attachment “B”).

2. The Lynch parcel is currently zoned AR Agricultural, and the Peachtree City Hold-
ings property is currently zoned R-43 Residential (Attachment “B”).

3. The proposed zoning classification is LUR Limited Use Residential for 200 single-
family units. A site plan has been prepared to illustrate the proposed layout
(Attachment “C”).

4. The Land Use Plan indicates the property should be developed as single-family low
density with a minimum lot size of one acre.

5. The Land Use Plan Update of 1995 indicates the Lynch property should be
considered for rezoning to R-43 Residential to be consistent with the existing
zoning on the adjacent Peachtree City Holdings parcel. It further suggests that both
parcels should be developed together in accordance with a unified plan.

6. The tract proposed for rezoning is bordered on the west by land in the city zoned
AR Agricultural and land in Tyrone zoned for a Mobile Home Park.

7. It is bordered on the north by land in Tyrone zoned for agricultural and low-density
residential use.

8. It is bordered on the east by GA 74, by land owned by Fayette County and used for
a water tower, by land owned by Georgia Power for use as an electrical substation,
and by land owned by Peachtree City and used as a fire station.

9. It is bordered on the south by Crabapple Lane. Across Crabapple Lane, the land is
zoned R-43 Residential and AR Agricultural.




Proposed Rezoning: Lynch/Peachtree Holdings Tract, Crabapple Lane Tract
June 29, 2000
Page 2

10. The improvements to the GA 74/Crabapple intersection and the improvements to
Crabapple Lane were predicated on the assumption that all future development in
that area, including the subject property, would be in accordance with the Land Use
Plan at low-density residential standards.

11. At its meeting on June 12, 2000, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that
the proposed rezoning be denied. A copy of the unapproved minutes is included as
Attachment “D.”

Recommendation:

The staff recommends that the proposed rezoning be denied because it is not in
accordance with the Land Use Plan and would be out of character with other existing
development that is adjacent and nearby.

IBW/jir

Attachments “A” — “D”




. 7-07-1998 4:03PM FROM CTYOFPEACHTREECITY 7706312505 . p.3

[%Q—E 1RV E ‘, REQUEST FOR REZONING

e ]

”Aeﬂq 11.329000 CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA

RErcby being made to change the zoning class:ﬁcauon of

111C O

“the fo ow‘ﬁ"glﬁnbcd property: See Attac_hed Legal Descrlptlon.

This property is presently zoned: AR

- The proposed zoniag classification is: LUR

-

I certify thac [ am the owner, Or the duly authorized agent of the

owner, of the property described above:

sl Bpalld] Ll Ml € Ll

orah C. Lynch and D1vers1f1ed Environmental Sciences, I

G. Douglas Dillard, Esq. S

Dillard & Galloway, Esq. :
Address: 3414 Peachtree Road, N.E., Suite 1500, Atlanta, GA 30326

404-965-3682 Darte:

Qwner: Ronald S. Lynch, D

Agent

Phone:

"““i"““‘“I!"t“#"“‘l‘llll"".‘*#

This request, along with the required fee and supplemental documents,

has becn properly submitted and is hereby accepted for consideration by the

Planning Commission and the City Council:

Signature: {—\/ﬁd/wtrg%/ﬁﬁ”"
Title: W@W’P

Date: M 23, ‘ -

Request Numbcr 2000 — 06»
Date of Planning Commission Public Hearing: W [Z, 2P0 ——
Datc of Cicy Council Public Hecaring: HM 6’ 2050 _—

Attachment "A"
Page 1 of 12




Arx-vo-uvvo

4% "l SRV LLAORLE LALLUWAIT s L rAaLe

7-27-1998 4:03PM  FROM CTYOFPEACHTREECITY 7706312505 R 5

REQUEST FOR REZONING

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY, GEGRGIA
A request is hercby being made to change the zoning classification of

the following described property: See Attached Iegal Description.

This property is presently zoned: R-43

The proposcd zoniag classification is LUR

U certify thac [ 3m the owner, or the duly authorized agent of the

owner, of the property described above:

Signature; q .

Owner:_ {ZncwT Cxwy (buﬁn\:&s)lﬂ I

Agear G. Douglas Dillard, Tsq. \

Dillard & Galloway, ESq.
address: 310 Teachivee Road, Nob.. Suite 1500, Atlapta, GA 30326

Phone; 4Ol-965_3682 ' Date;

‘.l.!."‘.."l.a""tl.lt’.’.“#ﬁ.."”‘n.&i

This request, along with the rcquired fee and supplemental documents,
has becn properly submitted and is hereby acécpzcd for consideration by the

Planning Commission and the City Council:

Tidle:
Date: /ﬂﬂ/j 23' 2oo0

Request Number: 2&019 ¢

Date of Plaaning Commission Public Hc:ringzw /2,. 2002

Datc of City Council Public Hearing: ' D_é‘% by ZDOO

Attachment "A"
Page 2 of 12




REZONING APPLICATION
CRABAPPLE LANE PROPERTY
FOR

HYLAND DEVELOPERS, INC.

Peachtree City has almost completed its development of single-family
properties. This is one of the few remaining undeveloped tracts in Peachtree
City and is appropriate to provide a mix of housing in order to accommodate
and ensure a balance of a variety of housing types in order that people who
desire different types of housing can be given an opportunity to live and
work in Peachtree City.

The property is currently zoned agricultural and has no reasonable economic
use as currently zoned. Additional, the same is significantly detrimental to
the property owner and has no benefit to the public as currently zoned.

Attachment "A"
Page 3 of 12




REZONING APPLICATION
CRABAPPLE LANE PROPERTY

FOR

- HYLAND DEVELOPERS, INC.

8. There are no major natural, geographic or cultural features which presently
exist on or near the property. The intersection of GA Highway 74 and
Crabapple Road has commercial, office, residential and community service
facilities. Located immediately adjacent to the subject site is a fire station
and water tower, west of the subject site is a developed subdivision under R-
12 of the Peachtree City Ordinance; and adjacent to Peachtree City is the
City of Tyrone, which property is likewise developed as similar densities. In
light of this type of land use along Crabapple Road, this request is consistent
with these existing land use patterns.

Attachment "A"
Page 4 of 12




11.

REZONING APPLICATION
CRABAPPLE LANE PROPERTY
FOR

HYLAND DEVELOPERS, INC.

The Peachtree City Land Use Map calls for low density residential and
medium density residential along Crabapple Road west of its intersection
with Highway 74. The request is consistent with these recommendations of
the Plan.

The proposal is consist with existing uses of adjacent and nearby property.
This will be basically a single-family community and will be consistent with
the uses which are already present in the immediate vicinity of the subject

property.

Attachment "A"
Page 5 of 12




12.

REZONING APPLICATION
CRABAPPLE LANE PROPERTY
FOR

HYLAND DEVELOPERS, INC.

How will the proposed rezoning affect the City, with respect to:

a)

b)

d)

Tax Base — Based on 150 homes with an average sales price of
approximately $200,000, calculated on the current county mileage
rate, the additional property tax base would be $963,000.

Public Education — Addressed in letter from Fayette County Board of
Education attached.

The proposed rezoning of the property would not cause substantial
detriment to the public good or impair the purposes and intent of the
public services provided by the City of Peachtree City. The Peachtree
City Land Use Map calls for low density residential and medium
density residential along Crabapple Road west of its intersection with
Highway 74. This request is consistent with those recommendations

of the Plan.

The property is located adjacent to the Satterwaite Fire Station
thereby causing no apparent adverse affect or additional burden on
the fire or emergency medical services provided by the City of
Peachtree. The property will be basically a single family community
and will be consistent with the uses which are already present in the
immediate vicinity as well as throughout Peachtree City.

The intersection adjacent to the property has recently undergone
major improvements including an existing traffic light with turn
arrows and acceleration/deceleration lanes. While the development
will increase traffic, the intersection of Crabapple Road and GA
Highway 74 has the capacity to accommodate the additional trips per
day to be generated by the proposed zoning change.

Attachment "A"
Page 6 of 12




g)

h)

All major utilities are currently available to the property.

All environmental protection laws will be complied with during the
engineering and development process. The property under its current
zoning of agricultural has no reasonable economic use. Additionally,
the same is significantly detrimental to the property owner and has no
benefit to the public.

The proposed community will be a Swim/Tennis maintained by a -
Homeowners Association supported with monthly dues.

The Peachtree City Land Use Map calls for low density residential
and medium density residential along Crabapple Road west of its
intersection with Highway 74. The request is consistent with the
recommendations of the Plan.

Attachment ""A"
Page 7 of 12




P.O. BOX 879

FAYETTEVILLE, GEORGIA 30214-0879 ‘
PHONE: (770) 460-3535

FAX: (770) 460-8191 BOARD MEMBERS:
DEBBIE CONDON, CHAR
April 1 l, 2000 GREG POWERS, VICE-CHAIR
CONNIE HALE
DR. JOHN D. DECOTIS : MICKEY LITTLEFIELD
SUPERINTENDENT WOODY SHELNUTT

Planning and Zoning Department
Attention: Jim Williams

151 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, Georgia

302269

Subject: Rezoning for Jimmy Halligan, Land Lot 135, District 7

The Fayette County Board of Education Facilities Planning Division has reviewed the above listed request
for rezoning and is providing the information listed below.

If this application is approved, school system data shows it will impact
the schools listed below as follows:

School Facility Current Previous This Trailers
Capacity Enrollment rezoning rezoning currently
request will increase on site
increases Students by
Kedron Elem 800 814 478 170 -6
Booth Middle 900 1076 182 42 13
Mclntosh High 1476 1417 182 42 6

I hope this information will be beneficial in your deliberations for this rezoning request.

Dr. John DcCotis
Superintendent

Attachment "A"
Page 8 of 12
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- . RightFAX ___ 4/11/00  3:13 PAGE 2/2 RightFAX

LLETTER OF INTENT
Sec. 1304

(d)  The following factors, where relevant, shall be considered in evaluating a proposcd
change to the zoning map:

(1)  WHETHER THE ZONING PROPOSAL 1S IN CONFORMITY WITH THE POLICY
AND INTENT OF THE LAND USE PLAN:

The Peachtree City Land Use Map calls for low density residential
and medium density residential along Crabapple Road west of its
intersection with Highway 74. The Application is consistent with
1liese recommendations of the Plan in that the same will not exceed
3 units to the acre.

(2)  WHETHER THE ZONING PROPOSAL WILL PERMIT A USE THAT IS SUITABLE
' IN VIEW OF THE USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT AND NEARBY
PROPERTY:

The intersection of GA Highway 74 and Crabapple Road has
commercial, office, residential and community service facilities.
Located immediately adjacent to the subject site is a fire station and
a water tower; west of the subject site is a developed subdivision
under R-12 of the Peachtree City Ordinance; and adjacent to
Peachiree City is the City of Tyrone, which property is likewise
developed at similar densities. In light of this type of land use along
Crabapple Road, the Application is consistent with these existing
land use patterns.

(3)  WHETHER THE ZONING PROPOSAL WILL ADVERSELY AFFECT THE
EXISTING USE OR USABILITY OF ADJACENT AND NEARBY PROPERTY:

The proposal is consistent with existing uses of adjacent and nearby
property. This will be basically a single-family community and will
be consistent with the uses which are already present in the
inumediate vicinity of the subject property.

(4) WHETHER THE PROPERTY TO BE AFFECTED BY THE ZONING PROPOSAL
HAS A REASONABLE ECONOMIC USE AS CURRENTLY ZONED:

The subject site is curcently zoned agricultural and has no
teasonable economic use as currently zoned. Additionally, the
same-is significantly detrimental to the property owner and has no
benefit to the public as currently zoned.

Attachment "A"
Page 9 of 12




A ~ RightFAX 4/11/00  10:23  PAGE 3/5  RightFAX R

(5)  WHETHER THE ZONING PROPOSAL WILL RESULT IN A USE WHICH WILL OR
COULD CAUSE AN EXCESSIVE OR BURDENSOME USE OF EXISTING
STREETS, TRANSPORTAT!ON FACILITIES, UTILITIES, OR SCHOOLS:

While the development will increase traffic, the intersection of
Crabapple Road and GA Highway 74 has the capacity to
accommodate the additional trips per day to be generated by the
proposed zoning change. Utilities are available at the site with a
fire station and water tower located immediately adjacent to 1 the
same. There will be additiona! students generated by this
development, however, the school system can accommodate these
additional students,

(0)  WHETHEKR THERE ARE OTHER EXISTING OR CHANGING CONDITIONS
AFFECTING THE USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY WHICH GIVE
SUPPORTIVE GROUNDS FOR EITHER APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF THE

ZONING PROPOSAL:

Peachtree City has slmost completed its development of single-
family propedties. This is one of the few remaining undeveloped
tracts in Peachtree City and is appropriate to provide a mix of
housing in order to accommodate and ensure a balance of a variety
of housing types in order that people who desire different types of
housing can be given an opportunity to live and work in Peachtree
City.

The LUR district allows the Applicant and the City to werk together to ensure greater
flexibility and sensitivity both aesthetically and envirorunentally in the design aud development of
tles residentiz) community. By attaching dwelling units, clustering them together and .also
providing for detached single-family homes, the Applicant is given the opportunity to deal with
the difficuity in development presented by the water tower and fire station, and to then transcend

avaay from these wndesiable land uses to those portions of the property which can be developed

for more tadition single-family delached uses.

Attachment "A"
Page 10 of 12




___RightFAX  4/11/00 10:23  PAGE 4/5 RightFAX

The portions of the Peachtree City Zoning Ordinance as applied to the Property which
classify or may classify the Property into the AR zoning district or to any zoning district other
than the LUR zoning district as requested by the Applicant would be unconstitutional in that theyr
would destroy the Applicant's property rights without first paying fair, adequate and just
compensation fer such ruz,hh in violation of Article 1, Section T, Paragraph I of the Constltutlon
of the State of Georgia of 1983, Article I, Section 111, Paragraph I of the Constitution of the State
of Georgia of 1983, and the Due Process Clause of the 701hlt:gnlh Amenduent 10 the
Constitution of the United States.

The a'pplication of the Peachtree Cityr Zoning Ordinance fo the Property which restricts its
use to any classification other than the LUR zoning district as requested by the Applicant is
unconstitutional, illegal, null and void, constituting a taking of Applicant's Property in violation of
the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the Uni!éd States,
Atticle 1, Section 1, Paragraph 1, and Article 1, Section 111, Paragrph T of the Constitution of the
State of Georgia of 1983, and the Equal Protection and Due Process Clauses of the Fourtesnth
Amendiment to the Constitution of the United States denying the Applicam an economically viabie
use ofits land while not substantially advancing legitimate state interests.

A denial of this Application would constitute an arbitrary and capricious act by the Mayor
and Council of Peachtree City without any rational basis therefor constituting an abuseof
discretion in violation of Article 1, Section 1, Paragraph I of the Constitution of the State of
(;cmgm of 1983, Article I, Section 111, Paragraph | of the Constitution of the State of Georga of
(983, and the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the

United States.

Attachment "A"
Page 11 of 12




4/11/00 - 10:23 PAGE 5/5 RightFAX S

RightFAX

A refusal by the Mayor and Council of Peachtree City to rezone the Property to the LUR
zoning district és requested by the Applicant would be uncoustitutional and would discriminate in
an arbilrary, capricious and unreasonable manner between the Applicant and owners ofthe
similarly situated property in violation of Article L Section I, Paragraph 1 of the Constitution of
the State of Georgia of 1983 and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to
the Constitution of the United Slalés; Any rezoning of the Property subject to conditions which
are diflerent fiom the conditions requested by the Applicant, to the extent such different
conditions would have the effect of further restricting Applicant's utilization of the Property,
would also constitute an arbitrary, capricious and discriminatory act in zoning tbe Propertyto a
unconstitutional classification and would likewise violate each of'the provisions of the State and
Federal Constitution set foith hereinabove.

Accordingly, your Applicant respectfully requests that this A;;plication be granted and the
Property be rezoned to the LUR zoning district as requested by the Applicant.

DILLARD & GALLOWAY, LIL.C

By:

G. Douglag Dilard e
Attorney {6t Applicant

1500 Monarch Plaza
3414 Peachtree Road, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30326

(404) 965-3682
92313

90692.1 -4-

Attachment "A"
Page 12 of 12
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UNAPPROVED EXCERPT FROM MINUTES
OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

JUNE 12, 2000

PH-00-07 Proposed Rezoning, Lynch/Peachtree City Holdings Tract, AR Agri-
cultural Reserve to LUR Limited Use Residential

Mr. Doug Dillard of Dillard and Galloway was in attendance to represent the owners of a
60.8-acre tract at the northwest corner of GA 74 North and Crabapple Lane West. The
Applicant was Hyland Developers, the proposed developers of the property. The
property was under two ownerships; the larger of the two parcels (46.4 acres) was owned
by Mr. and Mrs. Lynch, and the second parcel (14.4 acres) was owned by Peachtree City
Holdings. The owners wished to rezone their property to accommodate a residential
development of 200 single-family lots at a gross density of 3.3 units per acre. The Lynch
parcel was zoned AR Agricultural, and the Peachtree City Holdings property was zoned
R-43 Residential. The proposed zoning classification was LUR Limited Use Residential.

Mr. Dillard explained that the property fronts on Crabapple Lane West and Georgia
Highway 74. The property immediately to the south contained a water tower, a fire
station, and a Georgia Power substation.

Mr. Bill Lincicome, Senior Vice President of Post Landscape Group, addressed the
Commission and explained that this plan had been revised a number of times to
incorporate revisions recommended by City Staff. He noted that it had been controversial
from the beginning. Other alternatives had been discussed, but on the basis of the
existing conditions, he advised his client to present this plan on its own merit and hope
that an open mind to “good and rational planning” would prevail.

Mr. Lincicome described the property proposed to be rezoned and the service-related
activities that occur on the eastern boundary. He went on to explain the plans for the
subdivision and amenities which would include a pool and tennis center and a lake.
Pathway and park concepts were planned throughout the open-space area. The subdivi-
sion would consist of several components to create a feeling of neighborhood which they
felt was consistent with other concepts in Peachtree City. He noted that the Ordinance
requires a 60’ buffer along Highway 74, and they had increased it to 100’

Mr. Lincicome further explained that almost 25 percent of the land would be in an open-
space park concept. Even though this proposal was not consistent with the Land Use
Plan, he felt that based on the fact that the property was located next to a major four-lane
highway, utility structures, and mobile homes, there was a pattern for high-density
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development in that area. They felt this was a logical way to transition away from the
major transportation corridor back to lower-density housing and that this request was
legitimate. Mr. Lincicome pointed out that Mr. Halligan had a history of developing very
successful entry-level housing in Peachtree City. He reminded the Commission that the
City should include all housing levels; and this product would be for seniors, young
professionals, and single parents.

Mr. Dillard stated that the issue was not one of land use but one of density. He ques-
tioned how lot size would relate to the protection of public health, safety, and welfare
when cluster and medium- and low-density residential were located in close proximity to
one another in other parts of the City. Based on the history of Mr. Halligan’s similar
developments, he also contended that the impact on the school system would be very low
despite the numbers predicted by the Fayette County Board of Education.

Mr. Dillard further stated that Staff’s contention that this development was not consistent
with the Land Use Plan was not valid because there were other uses in the area that were
similar to their proposal. He added that a denial was not justified based on the size of the
lot because that would indicate an attempt to exclude affordable housing in this area. He
reiterated that this was a reasonable use of this property that would be compatible with

the neighborhood.

Mr. Rast presented the Staff position which was to uphold the Land Use Plan. That plan
indicated that the Lynch property should be considered for rezoning to R-43 Residential
to be consistent with the existing zoning on the adjacent Peachtree City Holdings parcel.
He agreed that there were a number of cluster developments adjacent to larger lots in the
northern part of the City, but those had been zoned that way for some time. As a
transition into Peachtree City, the property along Crabapple Lane had always been
viewed as low density. The Land Use Plan specified minimum one-acre lots but did not
specify the size of the homes. Staff’s position was that the proposed rezoning should be
denied because it was not in accordance with the Land Use Plan and would be out of
character with existing development that is adjacent and nearby.

Mr. Robert Brown of 102 Planterra Way in Peachtree City felt that Mr. Dillard’s
comment about trying to exclude lower-priced housing from the City referred to a recent
court decision in Henry County where they were asked to revisit a rezoning issue for that
reason. He did not feel this was the situation in this case because there was other lower-
priced housing in Peachtree City, and failure to rezone this property would not be a major
impediment to people of lower incomes moving here.
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Mr. Brown further stated that the owner is not “entitled” to a rezoning and the City
should not have to justify why the property should not be rezoned. On the contrary, the
property owner should be required to show positive reasons why it should be. He felt
there were numerous reasons to deny the rezoning such as the high density of the project,
the traffic that would be generated, the impact on the schools, its inconsistency with the
surrounding zoning, and the number of homes on a single exit that is not on a major
collector road. He added that the density was actually higher than 3.3 homes per acre
because the 200 homes would in reality be built on less than 45 acres after removing the
25 acres that would be open space. His primary reason for supporting a recommendation
for denial was because the rezoning would not be in accordance with the Land Use Plan.

Ms. Paula Taylor lived on a 5-acre lot on the corner of Crabapple Lane and Leisure Trail
in the area of the proposed rezoning. She said that the whole area is 10-, 5-, and 14-acre
lots; and to transition by putting 200 houses on 50 acres was a bit extreme.

Mr. Dillard stated that in 25 years, he had never been able to get anyone to attest to the
supposition that the presence of a smaller home on a smaller lot adjacent to a larger home
on a larger lot had any influence one way or the other on the values of either one. On the
contrary, all the studies indicated that when subdivisions had a mixture of products, they
had a higher increase in value annually on a square foot basis than those subdivisions that
offered a single product. He added that these houses would range in size from 1200 to
2200SF. Mr. Dillard further stated that none of the public services would be over-
burdened by this development, but the lower density would significantly damage both the
Lynches and Mr. Halligan.

Dr. Schumacher disputed Mr. Dillard’s comment regarding the number of families who
would be attracted to this development. He felt that families with children would be
attracted to this neighborhood because of the excellent schools in that area.

Mr. Dillard stated that other developments within the City by Hyland Developers had not
generated that great an impact on the school system. He felt that people were attracted to
Fayette County because of their schools, and the burden on the school system would be
the same whether by this development or another one. In response to this comment, Mr.
Brown stated that there was no way this project would be approved in either Tyrone or
unincorporated Fayette County.

Mr. Dillard questioned the accuracy of the Land Use Plan requiring one-acre lots. He
added that this development would provide better amenities than would be available to
the residents if they lived on one-acre lots. In response to a question from Dr.
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Schumacher, Mr. Dillard stated that the Commission was being asked to consider the
plan that was submitted with the rezoning application as the plan that would be
developed.

Mr. Saunders wondered why Mr. Dillard felt one-acre lots would be unreasonable. Mr.
Dillard stated that when the government tells a property owner how his property can be
used, it must have some public benefit; and in this case, one-acre lots do not. He added
that the American Planning Association and most jurisdictions consider anything under
four units per acre to be low density.

Mr. Ames stated that in considering this rezoning, the impact of this development on the
entire city must be considered. The goal for the City’s development is based on the Land
Use Plan; and although the plan would be reviewed in the near future, at the present time,
the proposed development did not comply with it. He added that, although Mr. Dillard
minimized the impact on traffic, sewer, water, and schools, in reality all of them would
be impacted as well as the overall quality of life in Peachtree City. In and of itself, this
might be a good plan; but it did not make a lot of sense in relation to the entire City.

Mr. Jimmy Halligan of Hyland Developers addressed the Commission regarding his
developments’ impact on the schools. Of the 20 homes that had been sold in Beechwood
Subdivision, there were two students; and of the 52 units in Georgian Park Condo-
miniums, there were seven. Mr. Ames stated that, with all due respect, he did not feel
that these two instances warranted disregarding the information to the contrary provided
by the Fayette County Board of Education.

Mr. Halligan estimated the price range of the homes to be from $130,000 to $180,000.
He stated that the plan was developed by Mr. Lincicome based on information he
provided relative to the type of product he wanted to provide. He felt the homes on one-
acre lots would average $300,000; and he did not feel people would buy homes in that
price range in an area with such proximity to the highway, the fire station, the water
tower, and the substation as well as a mobile home park in Tyrone. He added, though,
that this was a perfect location for affordable housing in Peachtree City, something he felt
was not currently available.

Mr. Ames stated that he felt Peachtree City had done an excellent Job over the past 25
years to ensure that the quality of life within the City was consistent for the people who
started the City as well as the newcomers. He agreed that density was the issue but not
Just for this development but for the entire City; and he felt it would negatively impact
the City’s quality of life. His recommendation was that this rezoning be taken into
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advisement when the Land Use Plan is reviewed. At this point, however, he stated he
would not support the rezoning.

Mr. Granger wondered why one of the City’s current residential zoning districts was not
requested for this rezoning. The current districts clearly spell out the number of units per
acre, the minimum lot sizes, maximum square footage, etc., whereas the LUR
classifications do not. Mr. Lincicome stated that this was done at Mr. Williams’
recommendation. Mr. Granger said that he would be much more inclined to vote for a
rezoning for one of the current designations than for a “blank check.”

Having worked with Peachtree City for many years, Mr. Lincicome was very familiar
with the City’s concept for development. He noted that the original concept had been to
cluster development in order to maintain open space and green space. He felt this had
been done very successfully, but the numbers showed that the density was far below the
original intent for the community. He added that the environment of this region was
changing; and the standards of the Atlanta region would classify this as low-density
development, especially in light of the original concept for the City. He felt the
Commission should keep this in mind as they considered this request. Mr. Lincicome
stated that density was not the issue but rather whether the plan was appropriate and
made sense for the community. The purpose of a rezoning, he added, is to consider
merit, look at existing conditions, and determine whether the request is reasonable.

Mr. Finney disputed Mr. Lincicome’s reference to Peachtree as part of the Atlanta region.
He felt that in Peachtree City, the desire is to offer a quality of life that is different from
what is available in Atlanta.

Mr. Granger stated that he was against rezoning this property to LUR with this density
because it grossly violated the Land Use Plan. He added that a request to rezone to R-43
or no greater than R-22 would have been more appropriate. The density of this
development was close to R-10, the highest density in the City.

After discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Finney and seconded by Mr. Granger to
recommend to City Council that the rezoning request be denied. Dr. Schumacher advised
the Chairman that he would be abstaining from the vote because of his wife’s relationship
with the Lynch family. The motion passed with a vote of 4 to 0 with one abstention.

Jir
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council

VIA: City Manager %‘,\A

FROM: Director of Developmental Services“ /M
DATE: June 29, 2000 |

SUBJECT: Jail Impact Fees

A public hearing has been scheduled for the Council meeting on July 6, 2000, in order to discuss a
proposed Jail Impact Fee Ordinance.

You have previously been provided with the latest copy of the county’s proposed Capital
Improvement Element (CIE) which describes in detail the need for a new county jail, the service
area, the level of service, and the calculation of the proposed fees.

Included with this memo is a schedule we propose to follow in preparing a similar CIE for
Peachtree City. At the public hearing on July 6, we will be prepared to discuss this schedule as
well as the work the county has done to date on jail impact fees. We expect a representative from
the county will be in attendance to assist as necessary.

As you can see from the schedule, if you decide to proceed with this project as outlined in the

Fayette County CIE, we will be ready to submit our proposal to ARC and DCA by September 8,
2000.

JBW/jir




Task

Date

Prepare Draft of Revised Capital Improvement Element (CIE)

August8

Revise Draft as Necessary

August 11

Revise Draft as Necessary

August 17

Present Drafts of Ordinance, Agreement, and CIE to City Council (Public
Hearing)

August 17

Revise Documents as Necessary Based on ARC and DCA Review
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GEORGIA?@

Planning Department

140 STONEWALL AVENUE WEST

FAYETTEVILLE, GEORGIA 30214
770-461-62041

-

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Butler, Brooks
Don Easterbrook, Fayetteville
Jim Williams, Peachtree City

Barry Amos, Tyrone

Mayor Laggis, Woolsey
N
FROM: Chris Venicé;‘ﬁgning Department
DATE: June 16, 2000

SUBJECT: REVISED: Proposed Capital Improvements Element (CIE), amended
Community Facilities Element (CFE) and amended Short Term Work Program
(STWP) for Fire Services and the Jail Facility

As requested by the Board of Commissioners, we reviewed the CIE for errors, omissions, and
oversights. Based on our review, in the Fire Services portion of the CIE, we did find one
instance of a mathematical typographical error and two omissions of fire equipment. This
increased the fire services impact fee by $73.32 (from $527.23 to $600.67).

Attached is a complete CIE, the CFE and the STWP with the incorporated revisions. Please call
this office if you have any questions. Thanks you.

@/M/oo
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INTRODUCTION

The Georgia Development Impact Fee Act, OCGA §36-71-1 et seq. (DIFA), was enacted into
law in 1990. It sets rules for local governments that wish to charge new development for a
portion of the additional capital facilities needed to serve it. DIFA offers a way to help local
governments avoid placing the entire burden of adding capital improvements and expanding
infrastructure capacity on existing taxpayers. It offers a formal mechanism for ensuring that the
development community pays a reasonable share of the costs of public facilities.

This Capital Improvement Element (CIE) of the Fayette County Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan is prepared as a supplemental chapter to the main body of the Plan as required
to be in compliance with DIFA. As required by DIFA, this CIE establishes clear public policies
regarding infrastructure development and ensures sound fiscal planing for capital improvements.
DIFA requires that any public facility for which impact fees may be charged must be included
within the CIE of the Plan of the jurisdiction where the fees will be assessed.

The purpose of a CIE is to establish where and when new services or capital facilities will be
provided within a jurisdiction and how they will be financed. As defined by DIFA, the CIE must
include the following for each category of capital facility for which an impact fee will be charged:

> a projection of needs for the planning period (usually 20 years);

> the designation of service areas - the geographic area in which a defined set of
public facilities provide service to development with the area;

> the designation of levels of service (LOS)- the service level that will be provided;

> a schedule of improvements listing impact fee related projects and costs for the
first five years after plan adoption; and

> a description of funding sources for the first five years of scheduled system

improvements proposed for each project.

This CIE contains a more detailed analysis of the information found in the Community Facilities
Element. This additional information establishes a rational and legally-defensible basis for the
imposition, calculation and expenditure of impact fees.

Categories for Assessment of Impact Fees

To assist in paying for the high costs of expanding public facilities and services to meet the needs
of projected growth and to ensure that the development community pays a reasonable share of the
costs of public facilities, Fayette County has chosen to assess impact fees for fire protection and
for the new jail facility.

Each of the following sections in this chapter provide detailed information regarding the inventory
of the current facilities, the levels of service for the existing population for each service category




used to fund a higher level of service than what currently exists. The following sections indicate
how growth will pay for the additional services it requires.

A number of the factors that form the base-line assumptions in the impact fee calculations may
change over time. The impact methodologies for the service areas should be reviewed annually to
reflect changes in the growth and development of the county. Some of these factors to be
considered are as follows:

. This chapter follows the trend that the county as a whole will continue to grow
with the incorporated areas of Peachtree City and Fayetteville representing the
areas of greatest increase. At the point when Peachtree City and Fayetteville near
buildout, the unincorporated county will begin to experience the greatest gains in
growth.

. The county has expressed a need for additional recreational facilities. Upon the
completion of a Capital Improvement Program for recreation, the impact fee
calculations could be revised to include any new recreation projects being built to
serve new growth.

. Once the metropolitan area is in compliance with the Clean Air Act and the
construction of roads recommences, the county will determine the feasibility of
including roads in the impact fee calculation.

While changes in the pace of development will affect the timing of service delivery, per se, it will
not change the methodology used to calculate impact fees. More rapid growth will result in
increased revenues and an accelerated demand for services. Conversely, slower growth will
result in decrease revenues and a slower demand for services.

Intergovernmental Agreements

Both the county’s fire services and the county’s jail facility serve more than just the residents of
the unincorporated county. Fayette County provides fire service to the jurisdictions of Tyrone,
Brooks and Woolsey. Fayette County provides jail service to all of the county’s municipalities of
Peachtree City, Fayetteville, Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey.

DIFA specifies that impact fees may be collected through intergovernmental agreements to pay
for system improvements that traverse jurisdictional boundaries. These agreements may be used
to pool the resources of several local governments to build centralized facilities. Fayette County
has entered into the required intergovernmental agreements to allow the collection of impact fees
for these facilities in the respective municipalities as well as in the unincorporated county.




Peachtree City, Fayetteville and Tyrone have elected to add the impact fee to their own existing
impact fee ordinance. Brooks and Woolsey have elected to allow the county to charge and collect
impact fees on development within their incorporated areas. The county currently issues building
permits and provides building inspection services for Brooks and Woolsey.




POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS

Projection of Need

Fayette County remains one of the fastest growing counties in Georgia. While growth peaked in
the mid to late 1980's, the county has experienced a growth rate of approximately five percent per
year for the last ten years. This growth is attributed to Fayette County’s proximity to Hartsfield
International Airport and the rapid expansion of the Atlanta metropolitan area. This growth rate
is expected to continue, with an anticipated increase of 110 percent from 2000 to 2020.
Population projections for the planning period are shown in the following table. The projections
for total county population projections are Atlanta Regional Commission projections.
Jurisdictional population projections were obtained from individual jurisdictional comprehensive
plans with extrapolations where necessary.

Brooks 550 700 850 1,000 1,150
Fayetteville 10,876 14,504 19,408 23,189 23,189
Peachtree City 33,983 41,017 43,817 43,817 43,817
Tyrone 4,823 6,719 7,247 7,966 8,579
Woolsey 137 147 157 168 178
Unincorp. Co. 45,531 50,113 61,521 75,060 97,187
Total 95,900 113,200 133,100 151,200 174,100

Day/Night Population Projections

To determine some per capita cost of development, the day/night population was used to represent
the relationship between persons and services demanded. Employees, as well as residents, are
beneficiaries of both the fire and jail services and, therefore, must be included in the per capita
count. The day/night population calculation is a combination of the population projections
combined with future employment information.

Day/night population projections were made through a series of steps:

1. The population for the county, as well as for the individual cities, was projected
(see Table 15-1).




The employment figures for the county as a whole, and for individual census tracts
was projected (see Table 15-2, below).

The actual number of establishments from 1989 through 1996 was compared to the
number of nonresidential building permits issued for the same years (County
Business Patterns 1989-1996). There was an overall 28 percent difference in the
figures, leading to the conclusion that some businesses are moving into existing
structures. This will have an effect on the employment projections, as employees
moving into an existing structure should not be figured into impact fee
calculations.

The employment figures were then reduced across the board by 28 percent.

The employment figures for census tracts 1402.02, 1403.01 and 1403.02 were used
for Peachtree City; the employment figures for census tracts 1404.01 and 1404.02
were used for Fayetteville. This was necessary in that employment data for cities
is unavailable.

Population and employment forecasts for Peachtree City and Fayetteville were
added together and subtracted from the countywide totals. The resulting figure
produces the day/night population for fire services.

1401.01 553 784 1,082 1,381 1,710
1401.02 1,120 1,656 2,361 2,955 3,481
1402.01 1,393 1,837 2,476 3,140 4,140
1402.02 4,360 5,285 6,584 7,657 9,099
1403.01 7,552 8,498 9,715 10,786 12,232
1403.02 3,430 4,358 5,630 6,908 8,378
1404.01 5,515 6,562 7,918 9,210 9,647
1404.02 6,508 7,833 9,183 10,359 10,479
1405.01 321 497 732 1,220 2,472
1405.02 198 290 469 1,084 2,062
Total 30,950 37,600 46,150 54,700 63,700

Source: Atlanta Regional Commission, Vision 2020 Baseline Forecasts, June 1994.




Countywide Jail Facility*

118,184

140,272

166,328

190,584

219,964

101,780

Fire Services**

53,622

61,325

75,001

91,235

117,077

63,455

* Service area includes the entire county.
** Service area includes the unincorporated county and the towns of Brooks, Tyrone and Woolsey.




FAYETTE COUNTY FIRE SERVICES

The Fayette County Department of Fire and Emergency Services is a combination organization of
101 career and 60 volunteer personnel responsible for providing fire protection, emergency
medical services and emergency management from eight stations located strategically throughout
the county. The Department provides these services for the unincorporated county, as well as the
municipalities of Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey. The Department has both an automatic aid and
mutual aid agreement with the City of Fayetteville, which has its own fire department. The
Department has a mutual aid agreement only with the City of Peachtree City , which also has its
own fire department.

Projection of Need

The Fayette County Department of Fire and Emergency Services has historically maintained an
average response time of five minutes to emergency calls within the county. The five minute
average response time is currently provided to the 53,622 day/night population of the area that the
department serves: the unincorporated county, Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey. This existing
quality of service is considered adequate to meet current needs.

It is estimated that the day/night population will increase from 53,622 to 132,179 by 2023. Itis
at this 2023 population that the anticipated improvements to the fire service facilities will equate
to the level of service required by new growth to maintain the five minute average response time
service level. Because it is impossible to purchase half a fire engine, for instance, the level of
service provided will vary marginally from year to year. The following chart indicates the
anticipated day/night population growth that must be served by the Fayette County Department of
Fire and Emergency Services.

Fire Services 117,077 132,179

Service Area

Fire services are provided by the department in the following jurisdictions: unincorporated
county, Brooks, Tyrone and Woolsey. The distribution of eight fire stations throughout the
county provides for a service area coverage that maintains a Level of Service Average Response
Time of five minutes. For any given call, the station in closest proximity will respond. If that
station is unavailable, or that station does not have the appropriate equipment (e.g. the availability




of a tanker truck where public water is not available), the proper equipment will be sent from the
nearest station where such equipment is available. Tankers trucks, for instance, are based at a
limited number of stations, but can respond to a fire emergency anywhere in the service area.

The service area for the provision of fire services is, therefore, the area currently served:
unincorporated Fayette County, Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey. This area is considered a single
service district for fire services. Because of the mutual response nature of the department, an
improvement at any station is an improvement to the entire service area. New stations and
equipment are added to the system as required to maintain the five minute average response times.
This approach ensures that the defined level of service provided to current residents will be
available to new residents as the area develops.

MAP 15-1: County Fire Service Area

Note: Fires Service Area includes unincorporated Fayette County,
Brooks, Tyrone and Woolsey

Current Level of Service

DIFA requires that jurisdictions define existing and future levels of service (LOS). Once defined,
these are the levels of service that must be achieved. The current levels of service are discussed
below; future levels of service are discussed in the following section.

The existing level of service for fire services can be measured in the amount of fire-fighting
equipment, facility square footage and facility acreage available per 1,000 day/night population.
While square footage and acreage are common denominators that can be equally distributed
across the increased population, pieces of fire-fighting equipment do not have the same equality.
That 1s, a brush truck is not the equivalent of an aerial. Equipment is shown in “unit equivalents”.
Using an engine as the baseline equivalent of “1", with a value of $185,000, the other pieces of
fire-fighting equipment represent the following equivalents:




Unit
Cost (‘00) Equivalent
Engine $185,000 1
Brush Truck $35,000 2
Heavy Rescue $150,000 .8
Tanker $165,000 9
Aerial $875,000 4.7

The existing level of fire service, per 1,000 day/night population for equipment unit equivalents,
square footage and acreage is detailed in the following table.

Brush Trucks (3) .6

Engines (8) 8

Heavy Rescue (1) .8

Tankers (4) 3.6

Subtotal - Equipment 13 0.2424
8 Fire Stations (square feet) 35,410

1 Emergency Operations Center 1,000

(square feet)

1 Training Facility (square feet) 1,750

Subtotal - Facility Square Feet 38,160 711.65
8 Fire Stations (acreage) 17.7

1 Emergency Operations Center 1

(acreage)

1 Training Facility (acreage) 3

Subtotal - Facility Acreage 21.7 4047




These facilities are adequate to meet the existing needs of Fayette County residents. The service
levels for new development will be equal to the existing service level. No excess service capacity
exists.

Future Level of Service

To determine future equipment and facility needs, the existing LOS is multiplied by the day/night
population increase. The following calculations show that the anticipated growth during the 23-
year planning period requires that the county add 19.1 new units of fire equipment, 55,902 square
feet of building facilities and 31.8 facility acres in order to maintain the existing LOS:

Equipment: Day/Night Population Growth 2000-2023 (78,557) x Existing Equipment
LOS per 1,000 Population (0.2424) = Future Demand: 19.1 equipment unit equivalents

Facilities Square Feet:  Day/Night Population Growth 2000-2023 (78,557) x Existing
Facility Square Feet LOS per 1,000 Population (711.65) = Future Demand: 55,902 square
feet

Facilities Acreage: Day/Night Population Growth 2000-2023 (78,557) x Existing Facility
Acreage LOS per 1,000 Population (.4047) = Future Demand: 31.8 acres

The equipment listed is representative of the anticipated mix of engines, tankers, rescue units,
aerials and other equipment necessary to provide for the current five-minute response time while
maintaining an efficient fire-fighting equipment arsenal. The facility projects are shown in the
year anticipated.

2000-2005 7,703 1.9 1.9 | Aerial 47
2005-2010 13,676 33 5.2 | Engine (3) 3
Rescue Truck 8
Brush Truck 2
2010-2015 16,234 39 9.1 | Engine 1
Aerial 4.7
2015-2020 25,842 6.3 15.4 | Engine (4) 4
2020-2023 15,102 3.7 19.1
Totals 78,557 19.1 184

10




2000-2005 7,703 5,482 5,482 | Station 1: SR 314 2,900
Station 5: SR 85 South 2,070
Station 7: Woolsey 3,300
Station 10: Seay Road 4,700
Training Facility 13,250
2005-2010 13,676 9,733 15,215 | Station 11: McElroy Road 5,700
Station 12 : Sandy Creek/Ellison 5,700
Emergency Op. Center
5,000
2010-2015 16,234 11,553 26,768 | Station2 : 92N 600
Station 14 : Sandy Crk/ Flat Crk 5,700
2015-2020 25,842 18,388 45,156 | Station 3 : Tyrone 2,500
Station 15 : Gingercake Road 5,700
2020-2023 15,102 10,746 55,902
Totals 78,557 55,902 57,120

2000-2005 7,703 3.1 3.1 | Station 1: SR 314 1.0
Station 7: Woolsey 1.5
Station 10: Seay Road 4.2
Training Facility 15.0

2005-2010 13,676 5.5 8.6 | Station 11: McElroy Road 2.5
Station 12 : Sandy Crk/Ellison 2.0

2010-2015 16,234 6.6 15.2 | Station 14 : Sandy Crk/ Flat Crk 25

2015-2020 25,842 10.5 25.7 | Station 15 : Ginger Cake Road 2.5

2020-2023 15,102 6.1 31.8

Totals 78,557 31.8 31.2
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Schedule of Improvements 2000-2005

There are numerous improvements planned for the Fayette County Department of Fire and
Emergency Services over the next five years. The improvements include construction of four
replacement fire stations (with expanded square footage over the existing stations), one new fire
station, reconstruction of the fire training facility, and the purchase of new fire fighting

equipment.

Projects Year Facility Type
Station 1: ‘SR 314 2001 Building
Acreage
Station 10: Seay Road 2001 Building
Acreage
Station 5: SR 85 South 2002 Building
Station 7: Woolsey 2003 Building
Acreage
Station 11: McElroy Road 2004 Building
Acreage
Training Facility 2003-2005 Building
Acreage
Aerial 2004 Equipment
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Funding Sources 2000-2023

The future facility needs of the Department of Fire and Emergency Services can be met through
the schedule shown in the following table. Costs represent an annual five percent inflation factor.

Proposed Project

Total Amount Eligible Fire Tax
Project from Impact
Cost* Fees

Aerial

Facility Type

Cost*

Subtotal

Engine (3)

$5,300,000

$5,300,000

$904,040

Equipment $875,000 $875,000 $875,000 $0
Station 1: SR 314 Building $775,000 $800,000 $432,456 $367,544
Acreage $25,000
Station 10: Seay Road Building $827,000 $852,000 $702,526 $149,474
Acreage $25,000
Station 5: SR 85 South Building $801,000 $801,000 $245,105 $555,895
Station 7:  Woolsey Building $760,000 $777,000 $435,600 $341,400
Acreage $17,000
Station 11: McElroy Road Acreage & $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $0
Site Preparation
Training Facility Building $943.213 $1,120,000 $253,691 $866,309
Acreage $176,787
$3,019,378  $2,280,622

Equipment $904,040 $904,040 $0
Rescue Truck Equipment $224334 $224,334 224,334 $0
Brush Truck Equipment $57,011 $57,011 $57,011 $0
Station 11: McElroy Road Building $1,225,500  $1,225,500 $1,225,500 $0
Station 12 : Sandy Creek Building $1,225,500  $1,253,500 $1,253,500 $0

Acreage $28,000
Emergency Op. Center Building $1,290,000 $1,306.289 $1,091,289 $215,000

Acreage $16,289 $0
Subtotal $4,970,674  $4,970,674 $4,755,674 $215,000
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Proposed Project

Total Amount Eligible

Project
Cost*

from Impact
Fees

Fire Tax

Facility Type Cost*

Equipment $1,819,062

$1,819,062

Aerial $1,819,062 $0

Engine Equipment $384,602 $384,602 $384,602 $0

Station 2 : 92N Building $1,644,000 $1,644,000 $164,400 $1,479,600

Station 14 : Sandy Creek Building $1,561,800 $1,613,773 $1,613,773 $0
Acreage $51,973

Subtotal $5,461,437 $5,461,437 $3,981,837  $1,479,600

Engine (4) Equipment $1,963,440  $1,963,440 $1,963,440 $0

Station 3: Tyrone Building $2,625,000 $2,625,000 $875,000  $1,750,000

Station 15 : Ginger Cake Building $1,995,000 $2,061,333 $2,061,333 $0
Acreage $66,333

Subtotal $6,649,773 $6,649,773 $4,899,773  $1,750,000

Total $22,381,884 $22,381,884 $16,656,662  $5,725,222

* Where costs are not fixed an annual 5% inflation rate is added.

The table above indicates that, given the equipment and facility needs of the department,
$16,656,662 is required to maintain the current level of service as new growth occurs. This
amount is shown as a per capita cost in the following table:

Day/Night Population in 2023
Day/Night Population in 2000
New Growth: 2000 to 2023

Total Impact Cost for New Growth
New Growth: 2000 to 2023
Impact Cost per capita

132,179
23,622
78,557

$16,656,662
78,557
$212.03
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Calculation of Impact Fee

The impact cost of $212.03 per capita must be expressed in terms of households in order to levy a
residential impact fee. Based on ARC projections, the average number of persons per household
over the 20 year period will be 2.75. This average reflects the projected decrease in household
size over this planning period. This 2.75 multiplied by $212.03 equals $583.08. A three percent
($17.49) administrative fee is added to this amount. Therefore, the residential impact fee is
$600.57 per household (dwelling unit) as shown in Table 15-11.

Household
(dwelling unit) $583.08 $17.49 $600.57

For nonresidential establishments, the impact cost of $212.03 per capita must be expressed in
terms of nonresidential establishment classification as per Table 15-12. Based on County
Business Patterns 1995, for Fayette County each classification contains an average number of
employees. This factor for average number of employees is then multiplied by $212.03 to
determine the preliminary impact fee. If the number of employees anticipated to be employed for
the particular business is less than or equal to the average number of employees on Table 15-12,
this is the final step for calculating the impact fee. However, if more employees are anticipated
than are represented by the average employee factor in Table 15-12, the excess number of
employees must also be multiplied by $212.03 in order to arrive at an impact fee. For example,
for a Retail Trade establishment (Table 15-12) with 20 employees, the impact fee would be
$3,180.45 (average number of employees or less) plus $1,060.15 (for the additional five
employees) for a total of $4,240.60 A three percent administrative fee is then added to this
amount.
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TABLE 15-12
:FIRE SERVICES 1MPACT FEE CALCULATI N'FOR NONRESIDENTIAL ESTABLISHMENTS e
, = Numberof | f tration .
_ Establishment Type | Employees | - | ImpactFee** | (3%) TOTAL
Agricultural Services,
Forestry & Fishing 252 50 5 $1,060.15 $31.80 $1,091.95
Mining 30 3 10 $2,120.30 $63.61 $2,183.91
Construction 2,081 298 7 $1,484.21 $44.53 $1,528.74
Manufacturing 2,985 90 33 $6,996.99 $209.91 $7,206.90
Transportation &
Public Utilities 676 79 9 $1,908.27 $57.25 $1,965.52
Wholesale Trade 1,523 147 10 $2,120.30 $63.61 $2,183.91
Retail Trade 5,445 358 15 $3,180.45 $95.41 $3,275.86
Finance, Insurance,
and Real Estate 1,026 176 6 $1,272.18 $38.17 $1,301.35
Services 6,470 664 10 $2,120.30 $63.61 $2,183.91
Unclassified
Establishments 73 19 4 $848.12 $25.44 $873.56
Total 20,561 1,884

Source of Number of Employees, Number of Establishments, and Average Number of Employees for Fayette County: County
Business Patterns 1995.

* Figures have been rounded.
*x Flat fee used for businesses when their number of employees is equal to or less than the average number of employees
indicated (*). When the number of employees is greater than the average number, the impact fee will be higher.




FAYETTE COUNTY JAIL FACILITY

The existing Fayette County judicial complex includes an 88-bed, 33,620 square foot jail, the magistrate and
juvenile courts building and the courthouse annex on a 33-acre site. This site will also house the proposed
jail facility. The proposed jail facility, at 134,630 square feet, includes two pods with the capacity of 192
inmates each. The cost for the pods is $25,107,000. The facility is designed to be expandable to four pods.
The existing jail will be retained, giving Fayette County a total capacity of 472 inmate beds.

Projection of Need

The existing jail facility was constructed during 1984-1985. At that time, the county population was 44,388.
By 1991, the Average Daily Population (ADP) was 89. The ADP is the average number of inmates on any
given day over a one year period. The ADP remained relatively constant between 81 and 86 inmates from
1992 through 1995. During this same time period, the county’s general population increased from 67,130 to
77,300, an increase of 15 percent. However, beginning in 1996, the inmate population began to increase at a
rate faster than the general population. During the period 1996 through 1999, the county population grew by
13 percent, while the inmate population grew by 81 percent. This represents an annual general population
increase of four percent compared to an inmate ADP increase of 20 percent. This data is depicted in the
following table:

1991 64,970 89

1992 67,130 33% 81 -9.0%
1993 69,300 3.2% 86 6.2%
1994 72,800 5.1% 81 -5.8%
1995 77,300 6.2% 86 6.2%
1996 80,700 4.4% 99 15.1%
1997 84,100 4.2% 119 20.2%
1998 87,400 3.9% 156 31.2%
1999 90,900 4.0% 179 14.7%

Source: General Population - Atlanta Regional Commission
Immate Population - Fayette County Sheriff’s Office

The current Fayette County jail facility has an operating capacity of 88 beds. The actual ADP, however, is

closer to 200 inmates. Inmate population projections for Fayette County range from a low of 364 to a high of
860 (sources include Georgia County Guide 1999, Facility Justice Group study 1999 and county population
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projections). Based upon information available, it appears that a jail facility with a capacity of 472 will
reasonably provide for the needs of Fayette County until the year 2020.

The day/night population for the planning period that must be served by the Fayette County Sheriff’s Office is
identified in the following table:

TABLEIS14

TOTAL DAY/NIG] v ., , :
' 2015 | 2020 | Change

. . L. i S 2000-2020

Countywide Jail Facility 118,184 140,272 166,328 190,584 219,964 101,780

Service Area

The services of the jail facility are available on a county-wide basis without regard to political jurisdiction. In
addition to the unincorporated county, the cities of Brooks, Fayetteville, Peachtree City, Tyrone, and Woolsey
all utilize the services of the jail. Because the jail facility benefits the entire county as a whole, the service
area for the jail facility is considered to be the entire county.

Map 15-2: County Jail Facility Service Area

Note: The county jail facility service area is the
entire county, including all municipalities.

Level of Service

As Table 15-13 indicates, there is no direct relationship between general population growth and inmate
population growth thereby making it difficult to determine a LOS for a jail facility. Many factors besides
county population projections are involved in determining daily inmate population and in projecting future
needs. Changes in state and local laws, politics on crime, and judicial decisions can all affect the number of
county inmates at any given time and projected into the future.
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Several factors could be used as the basis for determination of an LOS for impact fees, e.g. square footage,
beds, inmates. The factor of square footage is commonly used in capital improvement projects. Concerns
were expressed regarding the use of beds, inmates, or some factor other than square footage as the basis for
the LOS. Square footage provides a straight line approach tied to the general population. However, this must
be tempered through utilization of American Correction Association (ACA) standards. Due to these
concerns, the calculation of impact fees for this facility will be based on square footage with the following
conditions:

. That the ACA standards will determine the basis for the provision of facility space; and

. That the ADP will be monitored to determine whether excess jail capacity exists and to
determine at what point an additional pod must be constructed.

Impact fees can only be charged for excess capacity. When inmate ADP approaches jail capacity, based on
ACA standards, planning for additional facilities would become necessary in order to continue assessing an
impact fee. A regular monitoring of ADP will ensure proper notification for planning purposes for additional
facilities when needed.

The Level of Service for the jail facility will be expressed as 0.7649 square feet per capita (refer to Chart 15-2
and Chart 15-3). The total jail facility is comprised of 168,250 square feet. This facility is projected to serve
a Day/Night population of 219,964 in the year 2020. This equates to a level of service of 0.7649 square feet
per capita (168,250 square feet divided by 219,964 (2020 Day/Night population) equals 0.7649 square feet
per capita). The use of a Day/Night population figure to determine the Level of Service recognizes that the
population of the County increases during the day due to the presence of the work force supplying labor for
the various classifications of commercial enterprises within the County.

Breakdown of Impact Fee Costs

Capital Improvement Component: As proposed, the new 384-bed jail will provide 134,630 square feet of
inmate housing space. Chart 15-2 delineates the steps used to calculate the impact cost for new growth. The
Total Jail Facility (square feet) figure for inmate housing of 168,250 square feet is a combination of the
existing jail’s square footage (33,620) plus the proposed jail facility square footage (134,630).

Interest Component: The Development Impact Fee Act , OCGA §36-71-1 et seq. (DIFA), allows the
assessment of certain interest costs when capital costs are funded through bonded indebtedness. Fayette
County will fund this jail facility through the issuance of tax exempt revenue bonds. The steps used to derive
the interest component to the proposed impact feet are as follows:

. The cost of excess capacity is determined on Chart 15-3 and is referred to as Total Impact Cost
for New Growth.
. The interest component of the debt service for the bond issue for 20 years was determined.

Consistent with DIFA, the portion of that interest dedicated to the jail facility may be funded
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through development impact fees. However, that portion of interest attributable to existing
deficiency must be removed.

. The interest component derived in Step 2 is then divided by the Day/Night population. The
per capita result is then multiplied by either 2.75 (persons per household), or the appropriate
employee factor for nonresidential development. The interest component per capita of the
proposed impact fee based on the pricing of the bonds is $137.71.

The impact cost per capita for the capital improvement component and the interest component are shown in
the charts on the following two pages.
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Day/Night Population in 2020
Day/Night Population in 2000
New Growth: 2000 to 2020

Total Jail Facility (square feet)
Facility Life Population (2020 pop.)
Jail LOS in square feet per capita

Jail LOS in square feet per capita
Day/Night Population in 2000
Current Need (square feet)
Existing Facility (square feet)
Existing Deficiency (square feet)

Jail LOS in square feet per capita
New Growth: 2000 to 2020
Future Demand (square feet)

Total Cost of Jail Facility
Total New Jail Facility (square feet)
Cost per square foot

Cost per square foot
Existing Deficiency (square feet)
Total not eligible for Impact Fee

Cost per square foot
Future demand (square feet)
Total Impact Cost for New Growth

Total Impact Cost for New Growth
New Growth: 2000 to 2020
Impact Cost per capita

219,964
118,184
101,780

168,250
219,964
0.7649

0.7649
118,184
90,399
33.620
56,779

0.7649
101,780
77,852

25,107,000
134,630
$186.49

$186.49
56,779
$10,588,715

$186.49
77,852
$14,518,619

$14,518,619
101,780
$142.65
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Day/Night Population in 2020
Day/Night Population in 2000
New Growth: 2000 to 2020

Total Jail Facility (square feet)
Facility Life Population (2020 pop.)
Jail LOS in square feet per capita

Jail LOS in square feet per capita
Day/Night Population in 2000
Current Need (square feet)
Existing Facility (square feet)
Existing Deficiency (square feet)

Jail LOS in square feet per capita
New Growth: 2000 to 2020
Future Demand (square feet)

Total Interest Cost
Total New Jail Facility (square feet)
Cost per square foot

Cost per square foot
Existing Deficiency (square feet)
Total not eligible for Impact Fee

Cost per square foot
Future demand (square feet)
Total Impact Cost for New Growth

Total Impact Cost for New Growth
New Growth: 2000 to 2020
Impact Cost per capita

219,964
118,184
101,780

168,250
219.964
0.7649

0.7649
118,184
90,399
33,620
56,779

0.7649
101,780
77,852

24,238,524
134,630
$180.04

$180.04
56.779
$10,222,491

$180.04
77,852
$14,016,474

$14,016,474
101,780
$137.71
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Calculation of Impact Fee

The calculation of the impact fee must include both the capital improvement as well as the interest
component. The fee will vary from residential to nonresidential, and from one nonresidential type to another.

Residential Impact Fee:

The capital improvement component of $142.65 per capita must be expressed in terms of households in order
to levy an impact fee. Based on ARC projections, the average number of persons per household over the 20
year period will be 2.75. This average reflects the projected decrease in persons per household over this
planning period. This 2.75 multiplied by $142.65 equals $392.29. Therefore, the capital component of the
impact fee is $392.29.

The interest component of $137.71 must also be expressed in terms of households in order to levy an impact
fee. The 2.75 persons per household, discussed above, is multiplied by $137.71. This equals $378.70.
Therefore, the interest component of the impact fee is $378.70.

The residential impact fee results in adding the capital improvement component ($392.29) and the interest
component ($378.70) for a total residential jail impact fee of: $770.99. A three percent administration fee is
added to the fee in Table 15-15.

Residential Impact Fee Components
Capital Component ($142.65 per capita) Interest Component ($137.71 per capita)

Impact Cost per capita $142.65 Impact Cost per capita $137.71

x | Persons per household 2.75 x | Persons per household 2.75
= | Capital Component Impact Fee $392.29 = | Interest Component Impact Fee $378.70
Residential Impact Fee Residential Impact Fee with 3% Administration Fee

Capital Component Impact Fee $392.29 Residential Impact Fee $770.99
Interest Component Impact Fee $378.70 | +| 3% Administration Fee $23.13

= | Residential Impact Fee $770.99 | =] Residential Impact Fee w/ Admin. $794.12

Nonresidential Impact Fee:

For nonresidential establishments, the capital improvement component of $142.65 per capita and the interest
component of $137.71 per capita must be expressed in terms of nonresidential establishment classification as
per Table 15-16. Based on County Business Patterns 1995, each classification contains an average number of
employees. This factor for average number of employees is then multiplied by $142.65 to determine the
capital improvement impact fee and by $137.71 to determine the interest component fee. If the number of
employees anticipated to be employed for the particular business is less than or equal to the average number
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of employees on Table 15-16, this is the final step for calculating the capital improvement and interest
components of the impact fee. However, if more employees are anticipated than are represented by the

average employee factor in Table 15-16, the excess number of employees must also be multiplied by $142.65
and $137.71, respectively, in order to arrive at a final capital improvement component and interest component

for the impact fee.

Example: For a Retail Trade establishment (Table 15-16) with 20 employees, the capital improvement

component would be $2,139.75 plus $713.25 (for the additional five employees) for a total of $2,853.00. The

interest component would be $2,065.65 plus $688.55 (for the additional five employees) for a total of

$2,754.20. The impact fee for such a retail trade establishment, then, would be $5,607.20.

: Nonresidential Impact Fee Components
Example: Retail Trade Establishment with 20 Employees
Capital Component ($142.65 per capita) Interest Component ($137.71 per capita)

Employees - Average Number $2,139.75 Employees - Average Number $2065.65
+ | Employees - 5 Additional Empl 713.25 | + | Employees - 5 Additional Empl. 688.55
= | Capital Component Impact Fee $2,853.00 | = | Interest Component Impact Fee $2,754.20

Nonresidential Impact Fee Nonresidential Impact Fee with 3% Administration Fee

Capital Component Impact Fee $2,853.00 Nonresidential Impact Fee, Retail
+ | Interest Component Impact Fee 2.754.20 | + | Trade Estab. w/ 20 Empl. $5,607.20
= | Nonresidential Impact Fee, Retail = | 3% Administration Fee 168.22

Trade Estab. w/ 20 Empl. $5,607.20 Nonres. Impact Fee w/ Admin. $5,775.42

The following tables identify the impact fees for both residential and nonresidential structures. A three
percent administrative fee is added to the cost.

R

TABLE1S-1S .
JAIL FACILITY IMP

Household $312.29 $378.70 $770.99 $794.12

(dwelling unit)
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES
PUBLIC SAFETY
LAW ENFORCEMENT

The following section addresses personnel and facility needs for unincorporated Fayette
County, Brooks and Woolsey. The cities of Fayetteville, Peachtree City and Tyrone provide their
own law enforcement functions.

Existing Situation

There are currently two county law enforcement groups providing law enforcement in
unincorporated Fayette County, Brooks and Woolsey: the Fayette County Sheriff’s Department
and the Fayette County Marshal’s Office. '

The Fayette County Sheriff’s Department currently employs 97 employees. The
breakdown of personnel include the sheriff, 26 uniformed deputies, five (5) officers in the traffic
division, five (5) general investigators, six (6) members of the drug task force, five (5) officers
associated with warrants and civil actions, five (5) communications officers, four (4)
administrative personnel, seven (7) identification technicians, 27 detention officers for the jail,
three (3) food service employees, one (1) nurse and (1) maintenance officer and one (1)
telephone operator. The Sheriff’s Department is the primary law enforcement agency for
unincorporated areas of the county and provides support for the municipalities, as well as
superior court when it is in session in Fayette County.

County jail services are atso-provided by the Sheriff’s Office. TheFayette-CountyJait

ity: The services of
the jail facility are available on a county-wide basis without regard to political jurisdiction. In
addition to the unincorporated county, the cities of Brooks, Fayetteville, Peachtree City,
Tyrone, and Woolsey all utilize the services of the jail. Because the jail facility benefits the
entire county as a whole, the service area for the jail facility is considered to be the entire

county.

The current Fayette County jail has an 88-bed capacity. The jail facility was
constructed during 1984-1985. The average daily population (ADP) remained relatively
constant between 81 and 86 inmates from 1992 through 1995. During this same time period,
the county’s general population increased from 67,130 to 77,300, an increase of 15 percent.
Beéginning in 1996, the inmate population began to increase at a rate faster than the general
population. During the period 1996 through 1999, the county population grew by 13 percent,
while the inmate population grew by 81 percent. This represents an annual general
population increase of four percent compared to an annual inmate population increase of 20 -
percent. Currently the ADP is reaching 200.




The Fayette County Marshal’s Office answers directly to the Fayette County Board of
Commissioners. It has four employees, including a chief marshal, two (2) deputy marshals and
one (1) clerk. The Fayette County Marshal’s Office was created by the Board of Commissioners
to enforce all county ordinances and to provide security services for county property. They also
enforce zoning regulations and state laws, including hunting, fishing and boating safety
violations, on county property and recreational facilities owned by Fayette County. The Fayette
County Marshal’s Office recommends and develops safety policies and procedures for all county
employees and monitors existing safety programs. Instruction in defensive driving and
commercial driving techniques is offered by the Marshal’s Office. It is the responsibility of the
Fayette County Marshal’s Office to investigate Workman Compensation claims, traffic accidents,
personal injury, or property damage involving county property or county equipment.

Future Needs

The Uniform Crime Report published by the U.S. Department of Justice reports an
average of 2.8 law enforcement employees per 1,000 population nationally for suburban counties
as of October 31, 1989. With a total of 97 Sheriff’s Department employees, Fayette County
averages approximately 2.8 law enforcement employees per 1,000 population. This is based on
the unincorporated population as well as the populations of Brooks and Woolsey. However,
there are many factors and variables, both tangible and intangible, which affect law enforcement
needs from county to county. These averages should not be used as a basis for the size of a
police force.

Within the next five years, Favette County will begin construction of a $60 million
judicial/administrative complex. Included in this complex will be a new jail facility consisting
of two pods housing 192 prisoners each. The construction of the new jail is scheduled to
begin in the year 2003. Construction is anticipated to take two vears. The facility is designed
to be expandable to four pods. The existing jail will be retained, giving Fayette County a total
of 472 inmate beds which should meet the needs of the county until 2020.

The Fayette County Sheriff’s Department has also identified needs in the following
categories; administrative, operations, technical services, investigations, and communications,
traffic and training. The Fayette County Marshal’s Office has identified needs in the way of new
vehicles, computers, photo equipment, safety equipment and various other law enforcement
equipment.

Overall, it is obvious that as the population increases so will the needs of law
enforcement agencies in Fayette County in terms of personnel, equipment and facilities. Specific
needs are difficult to assess due to the complicated nature of calculating these needs.

FIRE PROTECTION

The following section addresses facility and personnel needs for unincorporated Fayette
County, Brooks, Tyrone and Woolsey. Fayetteville and Peachtree City provide their own fire
protection functions.




Existing Situation

The Fayette County Department of Fire and Emergency Services provides Fire
Protection, Emergency Medical Services, Emergency 911 System and Emergency Management
(formerly known as Civil Defense). The county fire department serves the unincorporated areas
of the county and cities of Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey. Peachtree City and Fayetteville have
their own fire departments. Mutual aid and automatic aid agreements are maintained between
the respective agencies.

There are eight existing fire stations that the county fire department operates in Fayette

County withnine-more stations-planned-over the next- tenyears-depending-uponrpoputation
growtirand-other factorssuch-as-average responsetimes: Property has recently been acquired on

Seay Road, and-Sandy Creek Road and McElroy Road for future fire stations. The fire
department also maintains a Bureau of Fire Prevention with engineering, education and
investigation responsibilities. Equipment consists of ten eight engines, six four tankers, one
heavy duty rescue unit, three brush trucks, one boat and five EMS vehicles. Personnel consists
of 69 101 full-time ﬁreﬁghters/EMT s and twcnty 60 volunteer ﬁreﬁghters Thc-ﬁrcdcpamncnt

The Fayette County Fire Department maintains an average response time of five minutes.
The five minute average response time is currently provided to the area that the department
serves: the unincorporated county, Tyrone, Brooks and Woolsey. This existing level of and
quality of service is considered adequate to meet current needs. Fayette County has an
Insurance Services Office (ISO) rating of five (5) in areas served by public water and an ISO
rating of nine (9) in areas not served by public water.

Future Needs

According to the standards of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1.875
firefighters are required for every 1,000 population. Additionally, staffing models recommend a
minimum of four firefighters for each apparatus. The Fayette County Fire Department serves an
approximate population of 37,561, or 60.1 percent of the total county population, 62,415. This
includes the unincorporated county, Tyrone Brooks and Woolsey. An additional thirty-one
firefighters are presently needed to adequately staff existing stations and equipment. Additional
support staff in Administration, Training and the Bureau of Fire Prevention will also be required
as demand for service increases. Fayette County will require 69 firefighters based on NFPA
standards. Fayette County will require 165 firefighters based on 60.1 percent of the projected
population of 149,000 in 2010.

The Fayette County Fire Department maintains and updates a ten year plan annually for
the organization. This plan gives an overview of the present situation, immediate needs and
future needs. The report covers the ISO Grading Schedule, fire stations, equipment, personnel,
training and communications. There are numerous improvements planned for the Department
of Fire and Emergency Services over the next five years. The improvements include
construction of four replacement fire stations (with expanded square footage over the existing
stations), one new fire station, reconstruction of the fire training facility, and the purchase of




new fire fighting equipment which includes an aerial truck.  The relocation of fire fighting
equipment from Station 4 located in the corporate limits of Fayetteville will moved to a new
station, Station 10, which will be located on Seay Road in the next ten years. Five new
stations are planned over the next twenty years depending upon population growth and other
factors such as average response times.
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% s POLICE DEPARTMENT e I\
] ¥ ’\xf\‘\‘d
ZPS# 153 Willowbend Road ¢ Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 ¢ 770-487-8866 » Fax: 770-631-2512 Um&,’
S, 74 )

JAMES V. MURRAY
Chief of Police

TO: MAYOR AND CITY C IL

FROM: JAMES V. MURRA IEF OF POLICE
DATE: JUNE 19, 2000

REF: RESOLUTION OF WIRELESS 911 CHARGE

Please accept this memo as my endorsement and recommendation for City Council to
adopt the resolution to impose a wireless enhanced 911 charge within Peachtree City.
This monthly charge of $1.00 for wireless communication is authorized by state law and
has been endorsed unanimously by the Fayette County Communications Board.

The funds generated by this charge will allow the Fayette County Communications
Center to remain state of the art in providing emergency communication for the residents
of Peachtree City and Fayette County. Again, it is my recommendation for this
resolution to be adopted.

JVM/cms

Cc: City Manager

An Internationally Accreditated Agency
A State Certified Agency

R e T e e e s




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council
FROM: City Clerk@{%/
VIA: City Manager
DATE: June 29, 2000

SUBJECT: Discussion regarding Retail Big Boxes

Councilmember McMenamin requested this item be placed on the agenda for
discussion.




Big Box Stores
Summary of Findings to
Support an Ordinance Limiting
the Scope of Development

Should you have any questions, please contact
Steve Brown at 770-487-7790

Note: As we have learned in Peachtree City, bringing a development matter up for
discussion works as a catalyst for action. If we want to seriously discuss this matter
in an objective fashion without developers sneaking in projects to “grandfather”
them into the process, a moratorium needs to be enacted immediately.

Peachtree City’s Land Use and Zoning Ordinances were written in a time when
big boxes did not even exist. Unfortunately, our ordinances have not evolved
with the changing developmental patterns. Our commercial zoning was never
intended for the gigantic superstore format. Our roads and traffic patterns were
not developed with big boxes in mind (they did not exist).

Our worry should not be that we have developers of big boxes stating we are
“anti-growth” but rather we should focus on avoiding developments that are
“anti-community.”

Objections to big boxes:

1. Impact on our quality of life. It is imperative that the city adhere to the Code of
Ordinances of the City of Peachtree City, Appendix A - Zoning, Article III; Appendix
B - Land Development Ordinance, Article I, Section 102 and Appendix B, Article XI,
Section 1101. “Regional” shopping centers promote traffic congestion, crime and
detrimentally effect the health safety and welfare of our residents.

2. Aesthetic qualities and vacancies. Big box retailers are turning America into a
continuous landscape of one-story, pre-engineered, windowless metal frame buildings
sitting on concrete slab foundations. In design circles this is known as “dead
architecture.” This type of architecture with its huge expanse of impervious parking
surface does not fit into our view of quality, visually inviting development. Much of
the character of our community has to do with its visual appeal.

What happens when big box stores leave our community? As of February 1999, Wal-
Mart alone had 26 empty stores that they had abandoned in Georgia. The empty
eyesore on GA Highway 85 in Fayetteville is one local example. Few businesses will
purchase or lease such a large site and in many cases Wal-Mart leaves the stores
vacant on purpose to prohibit the competition from taking possession.

3. Environmental problems. Currently, the State of Connecticut is suing Wal-Mart
regarding the stores polluting the environment. Fertilizer runoff from garden centers




and automotive pollutant runoff from parking lots is at the heart of the lawsuit. The
threat to water quality was sufficient enough for the state to file a lawsuit. Of course,
we also lose a lot of green, open space, trees and unique natural areas due to the
enormous amount of space needed for the large building and parking surfaces.

Economic devastation. According to a study from the Wharton School, University
of Pennsylvania, big boxes cause job opportunities in small retail establishments to
disappear as small retailers, wholesalers and service activities begin to suffer and
eventually close for not being able to compete. A local example is the Belk’s
department store having to abandon the Bank’s Station shopping center for a better
location in a “power center” comprised of several big box stores. Not only do the
smaller stores feel the sting of losing an anchor store, but also commercial traffic then
drastically shifts to the new power center and away from the smaller, traditional stores
causing them to fail. Disinvestment usually causes deterioration of the smaller
shopping centers making them targets for graffiti and property crime.

The profits from big box stores are dispatched to the corporate office while the profits
from our small businesses are reinvested into our community.

Retail redundancy. In a majority of the cases, products carried by the big boxes can
already be found in the community. Since the big boxes are usually not distributed in a
uniform manner throughout the city like the smaller businesses, traffic bogs down on
roads near the big box stores. The concentrated traffic compels the community to
increase infrastructure expenses to alleviate the burden. The intersection of GA
Highways 54 and 74 is already the most dangerous in all of Fayette County. The
additional traffic will only exacerbate our current health and safety concerns.

Saturation and cannibalization. Many of the big box retailers saturate the markets
by building stores in close proximity to one another. This is done in an effort to
eliminate and intimidate the competition. Some of the stores are so close to one
another that they actually steal profits from each other. If a purchase is absolutely
required at a big box store, the consumer can usually find one within a short driving
distance.

Crime and property values. In many cases big boxes lower the value of other
zonings such as residential and commercial which in turn could reduce public
revenues. 24 hours of operation at a “regional” big box store could attract certain
crime elements at night. Some big boxes experience a great deal of crime in the
parking lots and that accounts for surveillance cameras and security guards in the
parking areas. In 1998 there were a total of 434 police calls to the Chandler, Arizona
Wal-Mart. Rohnert Park, California had 614 police calls in a 17-month period at a
local Wal-Mart Plaza. The Wal-Mart in West Boylston, Massachusetts generates
more police calls than any other retail establishment in the town. Some communities
have had to hire more police officers to cope with the additional demand. It goes on
and on.

Big box retailers have other concepts. In 1998, Wal-Mart announced that it was




planning to roll out a new 40,500 square foot store plan. Wal-Mart acknowledged
“that the giant stores require a time commitment and energy that shoppers don’t
always have.” Home Depot also has a smaller plan called Villager’s Hardware.




1999 FAYETTE COUNTY’S 23 HIGHEST TAX PAYERS
(Ad Valorem Property Tax)

1. NCR $813,003
2. Photocircuits 737,833
3. The Pavillion 601,072
4, Panasonic 548,966
5. TDK 465,206
6. Coweta-Fayette EMC 438,067
7. Avery Dennison 411,227
8. Bell South 404,020
9. Siemens 388,626
10. Lawson Mardon 372;113
11. Hoshizaki 363,949
12. Atlanta Gas Light 344,481
13. Oglethorpe Power/GA Transmission 304,207
14. Aberdeen Woods Conference Center 286,594
15. Georgia Power 247,856
16. AT Plastics 233,251
17. Wyndham Conference Center 222.562
18. AMLI Apartments 221,592
19, Balmoral Apartments 220,772
20. Cooper Lighting 197,996
21. JDN Properties 156,338
22. Piedmont Hospital 140,192
23. Evander Holyfield L325,397

$8,255,370

Source: Fayette County

G\USER\RUTH\GODFREY\TAXPAYERS99 LST wpd




CRIME REPORT - MAY 2000

PART I CRIMES JAN FEB | MAR APR MAY JUN [ JUL | AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC | YTD | YID 1999
” 2000
MURDER 0 0 ,m 0 0 0 o0 0
RAPE 0 0 0 0 1 1 i
ROBBERY 0 1 0 0 0 1 ]
AGGRAVATED 7 1 »
ASSAULT 0 3 m 1 0o | M [ s 4
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 w [0 0
AUTO THEFT 3 0 ] 7 10 _ 0 7
THEFT 11 1§ | 16 I8 29 92 108
BURGLARY 0 2 1 1 2 6 7
TOTAL PART I CRIMES ,
13 24 | 19 26 43 125 132
ALCOHOL/DRUG ”
ARRESTS ,
DUI - TOTAL |19 16 14 6 13 68 50
DUI- ADULT 14 14 3 ] 10 55 46
DUI - UNDERAGE 5 ) 1 2 3 13 !
OTHER UNDERAGE ”
ALCOHOL ARRESTS 7 25 | 24 8 7 71 58
DRUG ARRESTS 10 12 14 3 16 60 30
ARRESTS
|
PROPERTY CRIMES 7 5 7 4 ! 8 28 31
PERSON CRIMES 4 7 ,. 8 5 6 _ 30 16
| W W
CITY ORDINANCES [ 41 48 V 31 a7 59 4 [ 243 | 168
| i
1
*OTHER 126 H 145 | 127 89 135 W , BZEEEE
| | ﬁ
| ADMINISTRATIVE I [ "
AVERAGE RESPONSE |
TIME 515 535 | 531 5.45 5.49 535 3.76
|
CALLS ANSWERED [ 3595 3637 | 5133 4965 5134 22464 12328
7
TRAFFIC
CITATIONS ISSUED 673 604 576 441 634 2928 2649
WARNINGS ISSUED 611 443 403 256 558 2271 2138
| 7 ﬂ
ACCIDENTS - TOTAL | 60 63 83 69 71 W 348 440
[ | ﬁ _
W | |
TOP 5 ACCIDENT LOCATIONS - MONTH TOTAL # TOP 5 ACCIDENT LOCATIONS - YEAR TOTAL #
1. HWY 34/HWY 74 7 1. HWY 54/HWY 74 21
2. HWY 54/WALTBANKS ROAD 3 2. HWY 54/WALTBANKS ROAD 18
3. HWY 54/WILLOWBEND RD. 3 3. HWY 54/PEACHTREE PARKWAY 17
4. CROSSTOWN DR/PEACHTREE PARKWAY 3 4. HWY 74/CROSSTOWN DR. 10
5. HWY 54/PEACHTREE PARKWAY ) 5. HWY 54/HUDDLESTON DR. 9
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14. NOTICES-
COUNTY OF FAYT

Legal 5855

ADVERTISEMENT FORBIDS |

Sealed bids for FSLCy%ZQOQ
Service will be received by Fayette C
" School System Purchasing Department 210
Stonewall - . Avenue, P.O. Box 879,
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214-0879. Bids will

29, 2000. No bids will be accepted after that
time.

A Pre-Bid Conference will be held on
Thuréday, June 15, 200 at 10:00 a.m. in
Conference Room #2 at Fayettte: County
Board of Education, 210 Stonewall Avenue,
Fayetteville, Georgia. All bidders are urged
to attend the Pre-Bid Conference in order to

uments and to pick up bid packages.

If you have any qucstions/concer‘ns,
please_contact Gerline. Evans, Purchasing
Department at (770) 460-3522. .

Fayette County School System reserves

waive any technicalitites. -
May 31, June 7,14 2000

Legal 5880

To be sold on the first Wednesday in July
2000, during legal hours of sale :at the
Courthouse  door being 145 ‘John'spn
Avenue, Fayetteville, Georgia. .

Fifth District, Fayette County, Gea[g.ia.
" All that tract or-parcel of land lying and

follows: Being Lots 23, 24, 25, and 26 of
Breckenridge Subdivision.

This property described in deed from:
Williams een
To: Dan Stinchcomb . -

Address: 218 Ebenezer.Road
Fayetteville, GA 30214

Dated: October 12, 1988

Said deed being recorded in deed book

Superior Court of Fayette' County, Geor,

Said property levied on as the property o
same to satisfy a FIFA in'favor of George
Wingo, Fayetie County Tax Commissioner
against said property for County Taxes for
the year (s) 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999. :

Sold fer the benefit of the County of
Fayette. ot "

Sharon’ M: Stephens
Ex-Officio Sheriff
Fayette County Tax Office "

June 7, 14, 21, 28, 2000 :

FAYETTE COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM -
County

be received at 11:00 a.m., Thursday, June

clarify questions regarding the bidding doc- »

the right to reject and and-all ‘bids and to:

ADVERTISEMENT OF TAX SALE

Being in Land' Lots 255 and 256 of the'

being in Land Lots 255 and 256 of the 5th -
*|Land-District. of Fayette County, Georgia, -
and being more particularly described as

Talmadge L. Wi‘ll‘iavms‘v a{ld Douglas 0

524, page 273, in the office of the Clerk:of :

£l

G Slg?ia]s;.

. June 7, 14, 2000

Q8 Wil by the V'City‘ of
Fayetteville from General Contractors for
‘all labor and maferials to-complete the work

received at the City of Fayetteville, 240 S.
Glynn Street, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214,
at 2:00 p.m. legal local time, Thursday, June
22, 2000. Bidding documents may. be
obtained from Don Easterbrook, City
Engineer, (770) 461-6029. The work gener-
a(}y includes removal, reconstruction, and

- widening of Grady Avenue between SR 54
and Fayette Middle School.

June 7, 14,2000
Legal 5914
 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Application has been made by the under-
signed requesting the issuance of a license
to sell Malt Beverages and Wine Beverages
for On/Off Premise Consumption at the fol-
lowing locali‘on:}_ - g TR
Name: Tanner’s Corner Grill
Address: .94 Pavilion Pkwy :

" 'Fayetteville, GA 30214
Applicant: Kathleen Karyl Heath

_The application will ‘be heard by the
Mayor and Council ‘of ‘the City of
Fayetteville, Georgia, at City Hall during a

at 7:09 Pl
| June 14,21, 2000
Legal 5930

. ADVE

Bids will be received by the City of
Fayetteville (also referred to as the City and
the Owner) from General Contractors,
including work for all labor and materials to

Bids will be received at the City. of
. Fayetteville, 240" S. "Glynn Street,
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214, at 3:00p.m.
legal local time, Wednesday, June 28, 2000.
‘Bidding documents may be obtained from
‘ the-City. of:Fayetteville Water Department
_ Office located at 240 S. Glynn Street,
Fayetteville, Georgia, 30214, Telephone
770-460-4237.
- The project requires that the Contractor
" substantially complete the work within 30
-~days form Notice to Proceed (NTP) and

“|. ‘final completion be accomplished within 45

days of NTP. . :
. No bid may be modified, withdrawn, or
canceled for a period of 60 days after time

designated for receipt of Bids or until noti-
‘fied bv Owner whisrkavas 34t 2.

for the construction-of ‘the Grady Avenue
Intersection Improvement. Bids will be"

 public hearing to be held on July 10, 2000,

- Wireless Enhanced “911” Systen,

SEMENTFORBIDS | 2 nd 500 pm.

2 South Lift

Legal 5929

" CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY |

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
JAIL IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE

The City Council of Peachtree City will
~hold a public hearing on Thursday, July 6,

2000, at 7:00 p.m. Tt will be held in the City

Hall Council Chambers at 151 Willowbend
Road in Peachtree City. All interested par-

~ ties are invited to attend and be heard.

The purpose of the hearing is to allow for
public discussion of a proposed Ordinance
that would establish a Development Impact
Fee to help offset the construction cost of a

new Fayette County Jail that will also serve -

all municipalities in Fayette County.

Information pertaining to this public hear- -

ing is available at City Hall, Monday
through Friday between the hours of 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

June 14,2000

- Legal 5930

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
911 WIRELESS TELEPHONE

‘ CHARGE

The City Council of Peachtree City will
hold a public hearing on Thursday, July 6,
2000, at 7:00 p.m. It will be held in the City
Hall Council Chambers at 151 Willowbend .
Road in Peachtree City. All interested par-
ties are invited to attend and be heard.

The purpose of the hearing is to allow for
public ‘discussion of a proposed 911
Wireless Telephone charge of $1.00 per
month for every wireless telephone number
subscribed to by wireless telephone sub-
scribers who reside with the city limits of
Peachtree city. This proposed charge would
be imposed to offset the costs associated

with the maintenance and operation of the

Information pertaining to this public hear-

‘ing is- available at City Hall, Monday

through Friday between the hours of 8:00

June 14, 2000

17. NOTICES-
TOWN OF TYRONE

~ Legal 5899

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

A Public Hearing will be held, before the
Tyrone Planning Commission on June 29,
2000, at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers
at Town Hall, 881 Senoia Road, Tyrone,

‘Georgia 30290 to consider an Ordinance to

amend the land yse classification and zon-
ing of property located in Land Lot 139 and
117 of the 7th District of Fayette County,
Georgia, said property consisting of approx-
imately 22 acres and being bordered by
Tyrone Road and Highway 74, .in the Town
of Tyrone, Georgia, said property being part
of the estate of Ferrell Louise Adams fram

*invited to atten

located at 1918 Hig

Information per
request is available
hours of 8:00 AM
through Frida

June 14, 21, 2000

Legal 5925

NOTICE C

IN THE MAGI
OF FAYET
STATE O}

Fayette Wrecker, Inc,
It appearing the ow
interested parties as
Foreclosure precedin;
1985 PONTIAC BO!
2G2GR69AXF22444
1986 OLDSMOBILE
1G3GM47YXGP3082
EZ-GO GOLF CART
794F24175738 -
1979 MERCURY CQ
9H93F737255 -
1986 FORD THUND!
1FABP4630GH21584
1988 BUICK REGAL
2G4WD14W1J14364!
1989 PONTIAC SUN
1G2JD11M9K 750013
1984 DODGE VAN

" 2B4HB21TXEK2713¢

1984 CHEVROLET C
IGIAS87H3EN 141821
1989 FORD THYNDE
1FAPP6241KH102085
1984 FORD VAN -
IFTDE14Y6EHAD184
1981 HONDA CIVIC

- JHMWD5524BS502445

1977 FORD F-1 00
F10HNO061721
1989 MERCURY TOP,

. IMEPM38S52KK62602

1985 HONDA ACCOI
JHMADS5328FC09310
OTHER GOLF CART
1986 TOYOTA CELIC
JT2ST63CIG7062848

1989 FORD RANGER
1FTCR10A9KUCS869

" 1985 FORD LIMITED

1FABP3931FG196118
1989 PONTIAC GRA!?
1G2NES4U6KC77439
1978 TOYOTA CORO),
TE51665015 T
1989 PONTIAC SUNE
1G2IB11K2K 7558161
1982 PLYMOUTH SAl
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14. NOTICES-

COUNTY OF FAYETTE
Legal 5855

FAYETTE COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM

- ADVERTISEMEN'

Sealed bids for FSLC-062900; La

Service: will be received by Fayette oumy

School System Purchasing Department 210
Stonewall  Avenue, P.O. Box 879,
Fayetteville, Georgia 30214-0879: Bids will
be received at 11:00 a.m., Thursday, June
29, 2000. No bids will be accepted after that
time.

A Pre-Bid Conference will be held on
Thursday, June 15, 200 at 10:00 a.m. in
Conference Room #2 at Fayetite County
Board of Education, 210 Stonewall Avenue,
Fayetteville, Georgia. All bidders are urged
to attend the Pre-Bid Conference in order to
'clarify questions regarding the bidding doc-
uments and to pick up bid packages. -

If ‘you have any questions/concerns,
please contact Gerline. Evans, Purchasing
Department at (770) 460-3522.

Fayette County School ‘System reserves
the right to reject and and-all bids and to
waive any technicalitites. :

May 31, June 7,14 2000

Legal 5880

ADVERTISEMENT OF TAX SALE

To be sold on the first Wednesday in July
2000, during legal hours ‘of sale :at the

i Courthouse - door being . 145 Johnson

Avenue, Fayetteville, Georgia.

Being in Land Lots 255 and 256 of the -

Fifth District, Fayette County, Georgia.
~ All that tract or parcel of land lying and
being,in Land Lots 255 and 256 of the 5th

~Land-District of Fayette County, Georgia,
and being more particularly described ‘as

follows: Being Lots 23, 24, 25, and 26 of
Breckenridge Subdivision.

This property described in deed from:
Talmadge L. Williams and Douglas 0.
Williams S0i el G R

To: Dan Stinchcomb. . :

Address: 218 Ebenezer Road

Fayetteville, GA 30214

Dated: October 12, 1988

Said deed being recorded in deed book
524, page 273, in the office of the Clerk
Superior Court of Fayette County, Georgi

Said property levied on as the property of
same to satisfy a FIFA'in favor of George
Wingo, Fayette County Tax Commissioner
against said property for County Taxes for
the year (s) 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999. )

Sold for the benefit of “the County of
Fayette. iR e :

Sharon M. Stephens
Ex-Officio Sheriff
Fayette County Tax Office *

June 7, 14, 21, 28,2000

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS

Bids will be received by
Fayetteville from General - Contractors for
all labor and maerials to-complete the work

Intersection Improvement. Bids will be
received at the City of Fayetteville, 240 S.
Glynn Street, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214,
at 2:00 p.m. legal local time, Thursday, June
22, 2000. Bidding documents may. be

Engineer, (770) 461-6029. The work gener-
ally includes removal, reconstruction, and

and Fayette Middle School.
: June 7, 14, 2000
Iilégal“5‘914‘k -
. NOTICE OF PUBLIC ﬁEARlNG "

Application has been made by the under-
signed requesting the issuance of a license
to sell Malt Beverages and Wine Beverages
for On/Off Premise Consumption at the fol-
lowing location: e i
Name:  Tanner’s Corner Grill
Address: .94 Pavilion Pkwy

" “Fayetteville, GA 30214
Applicant: Kathleen Karyl Heath
_The application” will be heard by the
Mayor -and’ Council “of ‘the 'City of
Fayetteville, Georgia, at City Hall during a
public hearing to be held on July 10, 2000,

at 7:00 P
~ June 14, 21,2000
Legal 5930

| -~ ADVERTISEMENTFORBIDS

Bids will be received by the City of
Fayetteville (also referred to as the City and
the Owner) from General Contractors,
including werk for all labor.and materials to
complete the work for the S.R. 92 South Lift

Bids will ‘be: received at the City. of

- Fayetteville, 240 S. Glynn Street,

Fayetteville, Georgia 30214, at 3:00p.m.
legal local time, Wednesday, June 28, 2000.
Bidding documents may be obtained from

- the-City of ‘Fayetteville Water Department

Office located at 240 S, Glynn Street,
Fayetteville, Georgia, 30214, Telephone

- 770-460-4237.

The project requires that the Contractor
substantially complete the work within 30
“days form Notice to Proceed (NTP) and

. ‘final completion be accomplished within 45

days of NTP, ; S
-No bid may be modified, ‘withdrawn, or

canceled for a period of 60 days after time
gnated. f Bids or until noti-

&

the City of

for the construction of the Grady Averue

obtained from Don Easterbraok, City

. widening of Grady Avenue between SR 54

- | Legal 5929

" CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
JAIL IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE

The City Council of Peachtree City will
~hold a public hearing on Thursday, July 6,

2000, at 7:00 p.m. It will be held in the City

Hall Council Chambers at 151 Willowbend
"Road in Peachtree City. All interested par-
ties are invited to attend and be heard.

The purpose of the hearing is ta allow for
public discussion of a proposed Ordinance
that would establish a Development Impact
Fee to help offset the construction cost of a

new Fayette County Jail that will also serve )

all municipalities in Fayette County.

Information pertaining to this public hear- -

_ing is available at City Hall, Monday
through Friday between the hours of 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

June 14, 2000
Legal 5930

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
- 911 WIRELESS TELEPHONE
‘ CHARGE

The City Council of Peachtree City will
hold a public hearing on Thursday, July 6,
2000, at 7:00 p.m. It will be held in the City
Hall Council Chambers at 151 Willowbend .
Road in Peachtree City. All interested par-
ties are invited to attend and be heard.

The purpose of the hearing is to allow for
public ‘discussion of a proposed 911

.'Wireless Telephone charge of $1.00 per

month for every wireless telephone number
subscribed to by wireless telephone sub-
scribers who reside with the city limits of
Peachtree city. This proposed charge would
be imposed to offset the costs associated

with the maintenance and operation of the

- Wireless Enhanced “911” System.

Information pertaining to this public hear-

‘ing is available at City Hall, Monday

through Friday between the hours of 8:00
a;m. and 5:00 p.m. e

June 14, 2000

17. NOTICES-
TOWN OF TYRONE

~ Legal 5899

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

A Public Hearing will be held, before the
Tyrone Planning Commission on June 29,
2000, at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers
at Town' Hall, 881 Senoia Road, Tyrone,

‘Georgia 30290 to consider an Ordinance to

amend the land yse classification and zon-
ing of property located in Land Lot 139 and
117 of the 7th District of Fayette County,
Georgia, said property consisting of approx-
imately 22 acres and being bordered by
Tyrone Road and Highway 74, in the Town
of Tyrone, Georgia, said property being part
of the estate of Ferrell Louise Adams. fram

-of the setback
and reduction of
The ‘subject pro
located at 1918
Information p
request is availab
hours of - 8:00 A
through Friday.”,
*invited to attend.

June 14, 21, 2000

Legal 5925
NOTICE

IN THE MAG
OF FAYE'
STATE ¢

Fayette Wrecker, In
It appearing the oy
interested parties as
Foreclosure precedi
1985 PONTIAC BC
2G2GR69AXF2244
1986 OLDSMOBIL,
IG3GM47YXGP308
EZ-GO GOLF CAR
794F24175738
1979 MERCURY C(
9H93F737255
1986 FORD THUNE
1FABP4630GH21 58
1988 BUICK REGA!
2G4WD14W1J14364
1989 PONTIAC SUM
1G2ID11M9K 750013
1984 DODGE VAN

" 2B4HB21TXEK2713

1984 CHEVROLET (
IGIAS87H3EN14182
1989 FORD THUND!
1FAPP6241KH10
1984 FORD VA

IFTDE14Y6EHA018:
1981 HONDA CIVIC
JHMWD5524B50244,
1977 FORD F-1 00
F10HN061721

1989 MERCURY TOF

. IMEPM38S2KK 62602

1985 HONDA ACCO

JHMADS5328FC0931(
OTHER GOLF CART
1986 TOYOTA CELI(
JT2ST63CIG7062848

1989 FORD RANGEF
1FTCR10A9KUC586¢

" 1985 FORD LIMITEL

1FABP3931FG196118
1989 PONTIAC GRA|
1G2NES4U6KC77439
1978 TOYOTA CORQ
TE51665015
1989 PONTIAC SUNE
1G2IB11K2K 7558161
1982 PLYMOUTH SA|




LEISURE SERVICES MONTHLY REPORT 2000

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION UNIT January | February | March April May June July August | September | October November| December 2000 Year to Date 1999 Year to Date
|~“NOTE revision In Books Circulate for Jan/Feb/Mar 2000
LIBRARY [
1. Books Circulated Num. 10,975 11,807 12,831 11,396 13,091 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60,200 108401*
2. Average Daily Traffic
a. Monday - Saturday Num. 539 623 565 520 507 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 539 545
b. Sunday Num. 288 385 423 289 222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 286 307
3. Story Time Participants Num. 85 150 182 185 174 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 776 721
4. Revenue from Overdue Books Dis. 313 1,128 1,450 1,456 1,747 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,094 8,381
5. Revenue from Copy Machine Dis. 485 1,105 1,492 540 564 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 4,166 4,542
6. Reference Assistance Num. 842 976 958 1,015 987 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 4,778 3,183
7. Internet Usage Num. 754 837 833 867 978 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,269 542
8. Renewals by Phone Num. 756 812 832 918 902 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,220 3,380
+FY98 Circulation totals skewed due to glitch in old AS400 system.
RECREATION
Leisure Prog
1. Adult Athletics
a. Ongoing Programs Num. 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 7
b. New Programs Num. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
c. Participants Num. 285 285 1,215 1122 1,217 0 o 0 0 0 o] 0 4,124 2,803
d. Revenues Dis. 1] 4] 28,085 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28,100 30,301
e. Expenses Dis. 146 32 6,979 4,225 3,939 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,321 13,421
f. Refunds Dls. 0 0 0 657 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 657 656
g. Balance (+ or -) Dis. -146 -32 21,086 -4,882 -3,904 0 o] 0 0 o] 0 0 12,122 $16,221.00
* Some figures for Jan/Feb were erroneous! reported as Adult Athletics as well as Classes
RECREATION
Leisure Programs
1. Cl Prog
a. Classes/programs Num. 99 98 96 102 103 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 498 537
b. Participants Num. 2,055 2,139 3,794 2,143 2,562 0 0 o] o] 0 0 0 12,693 9,442
c. Revenues Num. 16,503 17,753 24,016 18,520 17,217 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 94,007 85,774
d. Expenses Dis. 12,908 13,460 19,088 14,629 13,395 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 73,480 67,166
e. Refunds Dis. 180 777 64 11 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 1,032 305
{. balance (+ or -) Dis. 3,415 3,516 4,863 3,880 3,822 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $19,495.20 $18,302.73
2. Special Events
a. Events Num. 0 8] 3 7 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 18
b. Participants Num. 0 0 493 1,045 76 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 1,614 2,531
c. Revenues Dis. 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 35
d. Expenses Dis. 0 0 220 1,541 365 0 0 0 3] 0 0 0 2,126 1,463
e. Refunds Dis. 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 25 35
f. balance (+ or -) Dis. 0 0 -220 -1,541 -365 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ($2,126.00) ($1,462.95)
Sports and Facilities
1. Playing Surface Mowing Hrs. [¢] 112 239 315 260 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] 026 804
2. Playing Field Preparation Hrs. 339 690 697 518 552 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,796 2,663
3. Building Maintenance Hrs. 240 199 168 32 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 719 874
4. Parks/Poolsftennis Courts
a. Safety Inspections Num 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢] 40 20
b. General Repairs/Maint. Hrs. 292 210 100 48 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 714 928
c. Grounds/Landscape Maint. Hrs. 308 176 96 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 628 839
5. Litter Removal Num. 128 128 128 128 88 0 0 o] 0 0 0 3] 600 626
6. Vandalism Repairs Dis. 0 0 0 0 0o 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
7. Complaints Answered Num. 0 0 [*] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
]
City of Peachtree City Page 1 6/13/00




Monthly Report

Activity Description

CART PATHS

1. Const./Reconst./Overlay
2. Drainage Maintenance
3. General Maintenance

4. Mowing

5. Litter Removal

FLEET MANAGEMENT

1. Equipment Maintenance
2. Equipment Repairs

3. Vehicle Maintenance

4. Vehicle Repairs

5. Fleet Down Time

GROUNDS

1. Litter Removal

2. Right-of-Way Mowing
3. General Maintenance

LANDSCAPE

1. Litter Removal

2. Mowing (Sub. Entrances)
3. General Maintenance

4. Planting

RECYCLING SITE

1. City Employees Hours
City Employees Salaries
Revenues

Participants

a. Recycling

b. Composting

c. Mulch (Pick Up)

P F N

SIGN MAINTENANCE

1. Building Maintenance

2. Subdivision Sign Maintenance
3. Traffic Sign Maintenance

STREETS

1. Street Sweeping

2. Pavement Patching
3. Drainage Maintenance
4. General Maintenance

MISCELLANEOUS

1. Vandalism

2. Complaints Answered
3. Wash Police Cars

Unit

Ft.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Hrs.
Dls.
Dis.

Num.
Num.
Num.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.
Hrs.

Dls.
Num.
Hrs.

January February March

50
83
180

68

43
121
76
237
482

321

874

20

657
100

151
1,188
31

546
1,296
68

20
81
148

o O @

576

139
90

0
105
414

0

45

39
171
118
256
542

257

752

32

689

110
866
515

659
1,084
112

21
102
143

40
213
102
356

79
38
83

2,086
113
361

0
90

43
154
133
283
620

464
331
797

70
226
544

69
544
740

570
1,159
187

23
172
82

16
147
210
399

161
24
68

April

560
114
114
135

53

12
167
104
229
521

380
653
431

68
625
264

23

142
1,120
654

680
1,446
261

20
93
287

70
154
117
258

89
34
15

2000montr1
5/4/00

2000 MONTHLY REPORT
PUBLIC SERVICES DIVISION

2000 1999

May  June  July August September October November December YEAR-TO-DATE YEAR-TO-DATE

2,696 7,035
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it e 2000 MONTHLY REPORT e
PUBLIC SERVICES DIVISION

2000 1999

Activity Description Unit January February March April May June July August September October November December YEAR-TO-DATE YEAR-TO-DATE
CART PATHS
1. Const./Reconst./Overlay Ft. 50 0 2,086 560 2,696 7,035
2. Drainage Maintenance Hrs. 83 105 113 114 415 476
3. General Maintenance Hrs. 180 414 361 114 1,069 862
4. Mowing Hrs. 0 0 0 135 135 143
5. Litter Removal Hrs. 68 45 90 53 256 316
FLEET MANAGEMENT
1. Equipment Maintenance Hrs. 43 39 43 12 137 56
2. Equipment Repairs Hrs. 121 171 154 167 613 636
3. Vehicle Maintenance Hrs. 76 118 133 104 431 247
4. Vehicle Repairs Hrs. 237 256 283 229 1,005 1,103
5. Fleet Down Time Hrs. 482 542 620 521 2,165 5,151
GROUNDS
1. Litter Removal Hrs. 321 257 464 380 1,422 2,085
2. Right-of-Way Mowing Hrs. 0 0 331 653 984 812
3. General Maintenance Hrs. 874 752 797 431 2,854 2,520
LANDSCAPE
1. Litter Removal Hrs. 20 32 70 68 190 200
2. Mowing (Sub. Entrances) Hrs. 0 0 226 625 851 042
3. General Maintenance Hrs. 657 689 544 264 2,154 1,188
4. Planting Hrs. 100 0 0 23 123 251
RECYCLING SITE
1. City Employees Hours Hrs. 151 110 69 142 472 636
2. City Employees Salaries Dis. 1,188 866 544 1,120 3,718 6,050
3. Revenues Dis. 731 515 740 654 2,640 2,188
4. Participants

a. Recycling Num. 546 659 570 680 2,455 2,540

b. Composting Num. 1,296 1,084 1,159 1,446 4,985 5,088

c. Mulch (Pick Up) Num. 68 112 187 261 628 359
SIGN MAINTENANCE
1. Building Maintenance Hrs. 20 21 23 20 84 83
2. Subdivision Sign Maintenance  Hrs. 81 102 172 93 448 368
3. Traffic Sign Maintenance Hrs. 148 143 82 287 660 519

STREETS

1. Street Sweeping

2. Pavement Patching
3. Drainage Maintenance
4. General Maintenance

MISCELLANEOUS
1. Vandalism

2. Complaints Answered
3. Wash Police Cars




