
City Council of Peachtree City
Agenda

January 20, 2000
7: 00 p. m.

I. Pledge of Allegiance

II.       Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

Employee of the Month  - Chris Campbell

Supervisor of the Quarter - Carolyn Stanton

Ten-year pins - John Jenkins and Ira Walker

1999 - Builder' s Awards

Employee Recognition for Y2K Efforts

III.      Minutes -      December 16, 1999

January 6, 2000

IV.       Old Agenda Items

V. New Agenda Items

01- 00- 05 Consider Lifting the Annexation Moratorium

01- 00- 06 The Oaks Subdivision Cart Path Connection to Amenity Center

01- 00- 07 Consider Resolution and Ordinance Amendment - Ethic' s Ordinance

01- 00- 08 Consider Ordinance Amendment- City Council Meeting Procedures

01- 00- 09 Consider Appointments of City Attorney/ Solicitor and Judge

01- 00- 10 Resolution - Request for ARC Grant for Cart Path System Study

01- 00- 11 Consider Bids- Design Proposals for Kedron Multi Purpose Rink

VI.      Council/ Staff Topics

VII.    Executive Session

Note:  This agenda is subject to change up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.



ANNOUNCEMENTS — JANUARY 20, 2000

1.  Employee of the Month  - Chris Campbell

2.  Supervisor of the Quarter - Carolyn Stanton

3.  Ten-year pins - John Jenkins and Ira Walker

4.  1999 - Builder' s Awards

5.  Employee Recognition for Y2K Efforts



Recognition:

As we all know,  this month began with the date change to the Year 2000,  which was

accompanied by a great deal of national speculation on the effects of possible computer
malfunctions.  While the transition went smoothly here and around the world, a lot of work went
into preparing for any eventuality.

First, I would like to commend the entire City staff for their efforts over the past year to address
the Y2K bug.   I would also like to recognize four people who played important roles in our

planning process:

Brad Williams is the Systems Administrator who ensured that all the City' s computer systems
were Y2K compliant, which included some upgrading of systems and a great deal of testing in
the past six months.  Brad also took the lead in coordinating an interdepartmental committee to
address these problems over the past 18 months.

Our Public Information Specialist, Betsy Tyler, ensured that our citizens were informed of the
City' s Y2K Contingency Plan, including what modest actions individuals should take to prepare
for any problems, and how they could obtain emergency services if power or communications

110
were interrupted.

David McDaniel, who is responsible for Facilities Maintenance, tested, upgraded and retested

numerous systems at each of our City buildings, including the HVAC and emergency generator
systems.   David spent a lot of time beyond normal business hours completing these tests to
minimize the disruption of our normal operations.

Finally, Captain Stony Lohr of the Peachtree City Fire Department served as the architect of
our Y2K Contingency Plan.  This detailed volume outlined the planning process and emergency-
related responsibilities for all City departments to ensure that we could continue to provide
essential services, primarily in the form of public safety, to our residents.   Stony' s exhaustive

efforts identified some deficiencies in the City' s existing Disaster Plan, resulting in backup
systems to ensure a smooth operation if power or communications fail.   The resulting Y2K
Contingency Plan was tested over the New Years weekend, and has resulted in a functional
emergency plan that we can adapt to any disaster that might affect our residents.



City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Meeting
December 16, 1999

7: 00 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met in a regular session, Thursday, December 16, 1999, 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: Annie McMenamin, Carol Fritz, Jim Pace and
Bob Brooks.

ANNOUNCEMENTS, AWARDS, SPECIAL RECOGNITION

Mayor Lenox recognized Jim Pace for his service on City Council.

Mayor Lenox presented the Employee of the Month award to Joyce Williams.

MINUTES

McMenamin made a motion to approve the minutes of December 2, 1999, as presented.  Pace

seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

OLD AGENDA ITEMS

There were no old agenda items.

NEW AGENDA ITEMS

12- 99- 05 Alcoholic Beverage License Change— Mexico City Gourmet

Mayor Lenox explained that Maria Martinez and her son, Pedro Martinez would be purchasing Mexico
City Gourmet, located at 100 Peachtree Parkway.   They submitted an application to transfer the
alcoholic beverage license into their name.  McMenamin said the paperwork appeared to be in order
and made a motion to appoint Maria Martinez as the Licensee and Pedro Martinez as the License

Representative for Mexico City Gourmet. Fritz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

12- 99- 06 Consider Appointments— Airport Authority

City Manager, Jim Basinger, said a selection committee ( composed of Councilmembers Annie

McMenamin and Bob Brooks, and himself) considered nine applicants for a vacancy on the Airport
Authority. The committee recommended that Mark Bunker be appointed to serve a term from January
1, 2000 until December 31, 2004.  They also recommended Jerry Cobb be appointed to serve as an
alternate to fill any vacancy which may occur. McMenamin made a motion to make the appointments
as recommended by the selection committee. Fritz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

12- 99- 07 Discuss Selection Process for Judge, City Attorney and Solicitor Services

Bob Brooks said he had requested this item be placed on the agenda. He said there had been concerns

expressed regarding written bid requests and the replies that had been received for the City Attorney
position. He explained the City received responses back for Solicitor services separate from City
Attorney services, and that separate bids had not been received in the past. In response, the City staff
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made an effort to try and clarify a couple of the bids.  He felt the staff had good intentions, but

unfortunately, he felt the purity of the bid process might have been compromised to some extent. He
thought it was appropriate for Council to discuss what they had wanted to put out for bid and to
consider requesting new bids.  He said Council normally selected the judge and City Attorney at the
first meeting in January, but he suggested they re- bid the process and be ready to select a new judge
and City Attorney at the first meeting in February. He said there seemed to be controversy surrounding
conversations that might have taken place to clarify issues with one group and not another. He felt the
bid process should be fair and equitable across the board and that everything should be in writing. He
felt staff' s intentions were honorable across the board, but felt there was room to second guess what

had happened.

Fritz did not have a problem requesting new bids, but she was not quite clear as to what the process had
been in the past.  She said the process had not been handled in the same manner as bids for contracts

or other services. Basinger explained that staff had actually requested Request for Proposals ( RFP).
He said a case could be made that while there was more flexibility given with RFPs as opposed to bids,
the process still needed to fair and equitable.  He said if Council had concerns staff could certainly
request new proposals.  He asked for Council' s guidance concerning the City Attorney and City
Solicitor. He said the City' s Attorney normally performed the duties as Solicitor, but that had not been
clarified when staff first requested proposals. He said the City did receive a proposal for Solicitor
services separate from City Attorney services.  He asked if Council wanted the City Attorney to
continue to perform the duties as Solicitor, or if they wanted to create a separate position for those
duties. He felt there were some benefits to having the City Attorney also serve as the Solicitor because
the City Attorney would be available to city staff every Wednesday ( after court.)

Brooks said it should be taken out of the realm that one person would bid on the job.  He said that to

some extent one person might represent an agency or a whole practice. He agreed with Basinger that
there was a significant advantage to having tlje-eity>Attorney firm be responsible for City Attorney
responsibilities and Solicitor services. He felt ifthe,5ity clarified that it wanted the City Attorney to
be responsible for both services, it would nim a certain about of depth from a firm to provide a

certain amount and range of service that the City would not have to pursue from someone else. He said
it was his personal opinion that Council should go ahead and give the City staff some direction and

instruct them to continue to bid the services as they have in the past and not to separate the City
Attorney and Solicitor services.  He said staff should request services for a Judge, separate from the
City Attorney services. He felt the City Attorney and solicitor services should be provided by one law
firm because it would reduce redundancy for certain issues that must go back and forth between the
City Attorney and the Solicitor.  He also felt it would help the City retain a law firm that had more
depth to it. He felt it was important for the City to retain a law firm with several attorneys so they could
provide more information, insight and depth on various issues.

McMenamin agreed with Brooks.  She said she would like a stronger sense of a level playing field in

the bidding process.  She wanted it to be clearly understood what services the City was requesting.  She
declared that her daughter was an attorney with the law firm, Webb, Stuckey and Lindsey, and stated
if they were actually involved in the bidding process she would refrain from voting on the appointment.
She said she did not know if Webb Stuckey and Lindsey would submit a bid, and she did not feel she
had a particular conflict of interest in voting on issue regarding a fair playing field for the bid process.

Lenox said staff had actually requested RFP' s in the same manner as they had in the past, but he agreed
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with Brooks and McMenamin that it had become so confused that it would be better to got through the

process again with instructions from City Council.

For the benefit of the public in attendance, Brooks explained that bids were requested and some

responses were received that the City staff did not anticipate. He said the staff went ahead and made
some follow- up telephone calls for purposes of clarification. He felt staff made the telephone calls in
a manner to be conscientious, but the telephone calls were not made across the board. He felt certain

people could second- guess what they did. He said he wanted to make sure that everything was above
board and equal and that everyone was on a level playing field.

Brooks made a motion to re-bid the position of Judge and City Attorney, and that the City Attorney as
a sub- index should include Solicitor services.  His motion included instruction that staff should re-

advertise after the Christmas holidays and to contact everyone that had already submitted a bid of any
kind. His motion also called for Council to make a decision during the first meeting in February for the
next year, and that the City would maintain the status quo as far as the relationship that it had with
Webb & Lindsey until the end of January.   McMenamin seconded the motion.   Motion carried

unanimously.

12- 99- 08 Appeal Home Depot

Mayor Lenox explained that the Home Depot appeal was not required to be, nor would it be, a standard
public hearing.   He said no one present had any right to speak unless specifically requested or
authorized to do so by himself or by an act of Council. He instructed anyone recognized to speak must
do so from the podium and clearly state their name and address. He explained that City Council would
elicit sufficient information and facts in a manner and to the extent that they choose to enable them to

reach a decision. He said they had established a formal agenda for the hearing designed to achieve this
purpose. The agenda was distributed to the public.  He said it was the intention of Council to render a

discussion on the matter that night. He said the meeting would be conducted in a rational, orderly, and
mutually respectful manner. He said there would be no clapping or cheering. He said there would be
no signs, no hooting, no outcries, and no talking among those present. He said everyone authorized or
requested to speak would be heard politely and with respect, and would not be interrupted or disturbed
by crowd comments or noise.  He said any individuals violating the rules would be asked to leave.

For the purposes of these minutes, a brief synopsis of this appeal agenda is included below along with

the action taken.  A complete transcript of lengthily discussion concerning this item is attached and
made a part of these minutes, herein.

Home Depot Hearing Agenda

1)  Land History and Ownership— Jim Williams

ownership

zoning— dates and circumstances

Land Use Plan

Consistency
Recent Changes

2)  Review of Suggested approval conditions— Jim Williams



City Council Meeting
December 16,  1999

Page 4

Planning Commission
City Staff

3)  Legal Situation and Opinions— Webb & Lindsey
Traffic Ordinance

Clean Air Restrictions

Zoning Law Situation
Monetary Loss and Control Loss risks
Expected developer strategies/ outcomes

4)  Traffic Study Results— Ed Ellis

Existing situation
Schematic drawings

Peak/ non- peak performance

Suggestion Improvements

How developed and tested

Schematic drawings

Model run

Peak/ non- peak performance

5)  Emergency Vehicle Access Concerns— Stony Lohr
Access alternatives

Problem areas

Overall assessment

6)  Property Value Assessments— Bob Lenox

Appraiser Opinion

Realtor opinion

Pavilion experience

7)  Immediate Neighborhood Input— Various

Planterra Ridge

Huddleston Road

Wynnmeade

Developer/ Property Owner

8) Audience Question and Answer Period

All questions directed to chair

Chair selects answering party
Two question person limit - no speeches please

7)  Council discussion and decision

McMenamin made a motion to table the appeal until the City heard from the Atlanta Regional
Commission ( concerning lifting the restrictions of the Federal Clean Air Act.)  Fritz seconded the

motion. Motion failed 4- 1 with Lenox, Brooks, Pace and Fritz voting Nay.
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Bob Brooks made a motion to uphold the appeal and approve the conceptual site plan, send the issue

back to the Planning Commission for further action, if necessary, with the following conditions which
would be included into a written agreement between the City and the applicant:

1.  The developer shall be responsible for making traffic system improvements as recommended by
the City' s traffic consultant, Dames and Moore to include, but not be limited to the following:

a.   Install a new traffic signal at the Home Depot entrance and inter-connect it with
the other signals in the GA 54 Corridor;

b.   Install two through lanes for southbound traffic on GA 74, along with a dedicated
right- turn lane;

c.   Extend the second westbound through lane from SR 74 to the existing right- turn
lane at Market Place Boulevard;

d.   Install a continuous through lane on GA 54 westbound between the railroad bridge
and Wynnmeade, along with the necessary turn lanes at the key inter- sections; and

e.   Install a long decel/ stacking lane for GA 54 eastbound at Huddleston, along with
double left- turn lanes from Huddleston westbound.

The developer must obtain approval from the GA DOT for all traffic system improvements
prior to the issuance of any development permits.  All site- specific improvements shall be

completed by the developer prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Funds for
system improvements shall be paid by the developer to the City and shall be held in escrow
until such improvements can be completed by the developer and/ or the GA DOT. The costs
for such improvements shall be determined by the City' s Traffic Engineering Consultant.

2.  The developer must provide a green space area along the north side of GA 54 to reflect the
existing green space on the south side of the highway in front of Planterra.  In addition to the

60- foot buffer parallel to GA 54, a green space corridor at least 200 feet wide should be
provided in the area where the entrance drive extends between GA 54 and the Home Depot

parking lot;

3.  Home Depot must adopt an architectural program for its building, similar to the program it
proposed for its Kedron Center store; and that program must be approved by the City as a
part of final site plan approval;

4.  Home Depot must agree that it will not conduct out- of-store marketing or store any materials

outside its building unless the displays and materials are under canopies approved as a part of
the project architecture;

5.  The developer must agree to provide the City with acceptable plans for landscaping, exterior
lighting, and signage; and those plans must be approved by the City as a part of final site plan
approval; and

6.  The architectural plan, landscaping plan, and signage program which are developed for Home
Depot and approved by the City should serve as a model for all other commercial
development in the GA 54 West Corridor.
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7.  The developer will continue the discussions with the Planterra Homeowners Association and
consider making reasonable buffer enhancements on the south side of the street

8.  If Planterra experiences cut through traffic, the City ( and not Home Depot) would pay for
traffic calming devices

9.  The city will study the feasibility of requiring all trucks to use the Line Creek entrance and service
road and not the Planterra light.

10. Reduce parking lot pollution.  The developer must agree to make every effort to reduce projected

runoff through the incorporation of design principles as directed by the Planning Commission
and/ or City Engineer. All parking lots shall be required to have the capability to contain one inch
of precipitation in a twenty- four-hour period. Runnoff shall be directed toward permeable areas
and away from pollutant- laden areas such as parking lots.

Doug McMurrin and Charles Trammell both agreed to the conditions for the record.

Jim Pace seconded the motion.  Motion carried 4- 1 with McMenamin opposing.

COUNCIL/ STAFF TOPICS

There were no Council/ staff topics.

Lenox made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Pace seconded the motion.  The motion carried

unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 11: 30 p.m.

Attest:

Nancy Faulkner, City Clerk Mayor
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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF DISCUSSION CONCERNING HOME DEPOT APPEAL

Mayor Bob Lenox: Jim Williams will give us a land history and ownership background of the last 25 years that have
brought us to where we are tonight.

Jim Williams: What we are talking about tonight is what is called the Huddleston tract, it's about a 40 acre site on the
north side of hwy 54 adjacent to and behind the Line Creek Baptist Church which is just over the railroad bridge heading
west toward Newnan. The Huddleston tract is part of a much larger tract that is on that same side of the street that has

historically been land used plan and zoned for general commercial purposes. It is also a part of a much larger tract that
includes land on the south side of the street that is also land use planned and zoned for general commercial purposes or

has up until a fairly recent time actually been planned and earmarked for general commercial. The question of the prop
on the south side of the road, we're glad over time has evolved into what is now the entrance to the Planterrra Subdivision.
It was previously a big chunk of general commercial property, which we were able to negotiate as a part of the Planterra
Subdivision as a part of the green space and Tennis Center. We have been working with other parcels in the corridor to
achieve similar less intensive types of development than would naturally result in a general commercial type situation.
One example is the prop that is immediately adjacent to the Huddleston tract, a much larger tract that Huddleston tract.
We were able to bring the development pattern there from a very large general commercial situation down to one that has
a significant residential component to it and still has a very minor commercial component along the highway and we are
still working on that portion of it. But, the basic idea in that west side corridor has been to try to accommodate the large
commercial uses that are characteristic to any type of developed comm. That will possibly be out of step or out of place
in a typical village center.  From earliest days we have anticipated that if a new car dealer came to town for example,
something large and not necessarily efficient would probably want to be located in that area and naturally any of the larger
retailer chains would want to be located there. The evolution of this began in the early 1970' s thinking of how this would
be perhaps the commercial downtown of Peachtree City, focusing on the 74/ 54 int. going west all the way to the Coweta
county line. The early master plans for the city included that component as a part of the master plans but it wasn' t until
1985 that the city actually began to formalize the process with the 1985 land use plan which was officially adopted at that
time and called for. The land use plan is a great big red spot here which defines these properties, the zoning ordinance
that was developed consistent with that land use plan then reflected that as general commercial zoning. There have been
several attempts to try to reshape that area over and above what I've already mentioned and for various reasons, these
attempts were unsuccessful. But what we have here on the Huddleston tract is about 40 acres that has been historically
land used plan and zoned for general commercial use and I think that from the onset it was pretty much a given among

the people that have been with this from the very start that that is the way it would be used. The project that evolved before
the Planning Commission took a number of variations before it actually came before the planning comm. It came in at
first as a combination site with 2 big boxes on it and there were many problems that we saw with that, we went through
maybe 3 or 4 different site plans and got to a project which we felt was a reasonably good land use solution for that
particular tract. This site plan was brought before the Planning Commission toward the end ofNovember and the Planning
Commission voted to deny approval of this site plan mainly on the basis of their fearing that the traffic issues were not
fully and adequately taken care of and they had also concerns that there was an adverse affect on existing businesses
particularly those businesses on Huddleston and they wanted something done to mitigate that impact. They felt that the
needs of the Planterra residents were not properly taken care of and that needed some attention and they also felt that the
task force that was created to look into the problems with the corridor needed to have a chance to explore these issues and
come forward with recommendations and they felt that the action the Planning Commission was being asked to take was
a little premature. Then they included a reference to public health, safety, welfare, etc., etc. that they felt was not properly
taken care of. The staff did not really concur with this conclusion and when the position paper was written for the meeting
tonight we continued with our recommendation that the site plan be approved and the basis for that is that the project

absolutely in our opinion complies with all of the direct and indirect requirements of the Land Development Ordinance.
Relative to any kind of a site plan review. In addition to that, the developer has followed to the letter the requirements
of our Traffic Impact Ordinance which was imposed on this property from the beginning and has agreed through their
consultant and our consultant to implement a series of improvements to the highway which we have been assured would
result in the highway being able to function after the home depot is constructed at least as efficiently as it is now and in
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many respects better.  We felt that having complied with those two requirements that we really had no choice but to
recommend approval but we did feel that there were some conditions that should be attached to this to achieve the best
results. The conditions we have identified in the position paper first of all have to do with an understanding right up front
that the developer would have to be responsible for installing or having installed all the improvements that were identified
in the traffic impact study and negotiated through that process so that there would be no question that that work would
be done prior to the traffic being generated by the project.  We will get into exactly what those were later in the
presentation. But the developer would have to obtain the approval from the GA DOT for all these approvements and that

they would need to make sure that we could be comfortable that they would be done before any development permits
would be issued. The second condition is that the plan be modified to reflect the site planning that occurred on the other

side of the street, in other words, rather than jam up a series of commercial outlots at the entrance and they just take a
driveway on back to the home depot project, we were asking that a very sizable green area be installed at the entrance
reflecting the green area that is on the other side of the street and that that green area be at least 200 ft wide and that's in
addition to the buffer that is running parallel to 54, this would be parallel to the entrance road going back and provide a
landscaped entrance that would probably be unique in approaching a store of this size. In addition to that, we wanted to
see this project result in the creation of an architectural program that could be used for all of the development that goes
on in the rest of the corridor and we would like for starters for us to not do a typical home depot concrete block and orange

building but to come up with a concept similar to the one that was developed for the one in Kedron which they abandoned
to come down to this location that had a little more architectural character to it, had a little more finished materials than
the painted concrete block and a little less of the orange to be in your face.  We don' t t feel that that is necessary or

appropriate in this particular setting. And that once this concept is developed and agreed upon, we would apply it to what
ever other stores go into the corridor so that we would have something resembling a planned area there. Using this as an
opportunity to get some consistency there where we don't have any right now. The next point, we've been told is crucial
as far as Home depot and other major retailers are concerned. That is that they keep their marketing inside their building
or inside the canopied areas and not mushroom out into the parking lot and beyond. It is tempting when you are selling
railroad ties and 2 x 4' s and things to stack them up all over the place but we would like to see all of the marketing handled
in or adjacent to the building and under the canopies that would be designed for the garden center, the bulk materials and
that there not be piles of storage outside. The next condition is that they agree to provide acceptable landscaping plans,
exterior lighting plans and signage plans so that we can be assured that when the building and site are finished off, it will
look well and will be compatible with other commercial areas that we have in the community and once again that it would
be used for a model for other things that would be built in that corridor. The last condition is that all come together as
one unified model for the rest of the corridor. The landscape architect for the project has come up with a concept of doing
large street trees down both side of 54 in such a way that we can get a jump on the growing of those trees and they will
be out of the way of the highway construction so that when that highway is finished we would be able to have something
that is much softer and nicer than anything we have out there right now.  So we do think that there is a very real

opportunity not only to do a first class home depot location but to do a first class corridor. We feel that this is not the first
step, we feel that there are a number of steps that have preceded it but this might be the most important step because it
might signal how we are going to handle the new coml. Development in the area. The Tennis Center is absolutely a first
class situation which turned the corner from what I am sure was going to be a somewhat less than desirable aesthetic
experience going down there to one where I think we have the opportunity now to make something really significant and
beneficial.

Jim Webb: The purpose of my presentation is to give you some information about various legal considerations that are
relevant to your decision. Various attorneys in our office have conducted research on these issues and in some instances
have more detailed info than do I. So if you have any questions that Lindsey and Ott can answer I will refer to them at
the end of my presentation. This is an appeal by Ram, the developer, from the planning comm. Decision to deny approval
of the conceptual site plan submitted for development of a home depot on the Huddleston property.  This appeal is

authorized by our city land development ordinance, Section 402f. You must decide whether or not to sustain the Planning
Commissions decision or to overturn it. If you sustain the decision, the conceptual site plan submitted by Ram will remain
unapproved. Ram will either submit another plan or appeal your decision to the Fayette Co. Superior court or they may

take both actions simultaneously. That is they could file their appeal and at the same time begin preparing another site
plan. If you overturn or reverse the Planning Commissions decision, and the conceptual site plan is approved, ram can
move forward with its development pending dot approval. You could also reverse the Planning Commissions decision
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and give the Planning Commission specific direction as to what the members should do before they approve the site plan.
Another course of action is also theoretically available to you and Ram. You might negotiate another agreement tonight,

which you and Ram both find to be acceptable. For example, you could say to the developer, we approve your submitted
site plan if you will do a and b. If ram voluntarily agreed to add those request, then the site plan would be approved with
those request added. The standard of review for you to reply to this appeal is called denovo. This essentially means a new
hearing. The city council has wide discretion in determining how to conduct the hearing. You can hear testimony and
take evidence as if this were the first time this manner has been heard or you could simply review the facts as presented
to the Planning Commission or review the facts as previously presented and hear addl. Testimony, you have wide latitude
with respect as to how to conduct the hearing. In making your decision there is no need for council to question the zoning
of the property, that is not an issue here or whether or not the use being proposed is a use that is appropriate for that
zoning. As Mr. Williams has already informed us, the property is zoned general commercial and this development is one
allowed in the general commercial zoning category? There is no legal way for council to tell ram or home depot that no
store will be permitted in this location. The developer has the absolute right to put the home depot store there is he
complies with all of our city ordinances. You should also keep in mind that even if you approve this plan, ram and home
depot can not begin development until they have secured approval from the dot to make the road improvements. Currently
the clean air act and subsequent court decisions would possibly prevent improvements to increase capacity, for example,
you might not be able to put an additional through lane. As you might imagine, the city has little or no control over dot,
or over state or over federal authorities. There are well entrenched constitutional rights protecting a landowners privilege

of using his property as he sees fit. Courts have allowed governments to restrict those rights by reasonable regulating the
uses of land, however, government can only go so far in permissibly restricting the uses of land.  Such restrictions are
accomplished through zoning and through ordinance pertaining to the development of land. Such rules must be reasonable
and not unduly restrict a property owners rights.  The city can only impose restrictions that are contained in our city
ordinances and those ordinances must be fairly applied. If a property owner complies with our ordinances, we cannot stop
his development from proceeding.  Similarly, if he can prove our ordinances violate the state or the United States
Constitution, he does not have to comply with our ordinances. So a property owner can argue first, I've complied with
your ordinances and should be able to proceed and second even if I haven' t complied with your ordinances, they are
unconstitutional and I don' t have to comply. Ram, if they appeal this, will undoubtfully make both arguments. There are
two ordinances that directly apply to councils' decision. The cities Land Development Ordinance, section 101 - 1202 of

appendix b to our code of ordinances and our recently enacted Traffic Impact Ordinance, section 1201- 1209. The land
development ordinance contains certain rules and regulation s of the development of property within the city.  These
regulations include such things as buffer standards, set back requirements and landscaping guidelines. By submitting the
conceptual plat, Ram or the owner by implication is saying that he believes the plan complies with our development
standards. The plan is then reviewed by staff and the Planning Commission to determine if the plan actually complies
with our development ordinance. We believe that there are 3 primary legal issues for your to determine tonight, the first
is whether or not Rams submission of a conceptual site plan after the announcement that council was considering passing

a traffic impact ordinance, relieves Ram from having to comply with the requirements of that ordinance.  Generally, a

landowner is entitled to have his or her application for development considered under the ordinances existing at the time

a proper application is submitted. When the property owners in this case learned that the city was considering the adoption
of a moratoriums on building on the 54 corridor or a Traffic Impact Ordinance, they submitted a conceptual site plan for
the development of this property. The site plan contained two buildings with parking for each but it was a very rough and
preliminary plan. City staff rejected this plan since it did not comply with city ordinances in many respects and lacked
a significant amount of information required by city ordinances. The belief of staff was that the plan was submitted in
haste to try to bring the project for consideration before the discussed moratorium or traffic impact ordinance could be
passed. The developers submitted other site plans between the time the first one was rejected and the final passage of
the Traffic Impact Ordinance. At various times, staff did inform the developer that the plans were not in compliance with

city ordinances and began to work with the developer. The developer will have a strong case under existing case law that
the plan must be considered under the ordinances existing when the plan was submitted, meaning the traffic ordinance
would not then apply.  The city could argue that the developer was aware that the city was considering a building
moratorium or traffic impact ordinance and prematurely submitted plans knowing the ordinance if passed could apply.
In other words, we would essentially be arguing that they really didn' t submit a valid plan, they did it for one purpose only

and that was in anticipation of the traffic impact ordinance so they were trying to avoid the impact of the traffic impact
ordinance. We have not found a case in GA that is directly on point when you have these types of facts, the court could
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simply apply the long standing rule that the developer is entitled to have his project considered under the existing
ordinance s when the plan is submitted. We would make our argument, the court would have t o rule, and I think really
that it is a question of almost first impression in our stay.  So it's hard to predict the outcome of that particular debate.
I would however say that existing case law is more favorable for their side than the city' s side on this issue. So if you

determine that the developers submission of various site plans before the actual enactment of the traffic ordinance were

valid submissions, and not just prematurely submitted to avoid the dictates of the traffic ordinance, it is our legal opinion
that the probability is that the court would not force ram to comply with the traffic impact ordinance.  And at the

conclusion of our hearing tonight, we recommend that you specifically state whether or not the conceptual site plan
submitted prior to the enactment of the traffic impact ordinance complies with the city' s then existing land development
ordinance and whether or not you find it was prematurely submitted simply in an effort to avoid the affect of the ordinance
and that would be a question of fact that I think you need to resolve. The second legal issue we urge you to consider is

whether or not ram complied with the city' s land development ordinance in regards to the site plan actually considered
by Planning Commission. That will be the site plan that Planning Commission considered and ultimately rejected. That' s
the site plan that is the whole basis for this appeal. As Mr. Williams said, the conceptual site plan was not approved by
the planning comm. However, there was a general consensus among city staff that the plan met the requirements of the
development ordianc3e and there was testimony orally and in writing to that affect at the Planning Commission meeting
and in fact Mr. Williams has just said that within the last 10 minutes for this podium. It is now up to council to decide
if the Planning Commission denial should be upheld or if the property owner has complied with the land development
ordinance. In reaching this decision, remember that you must evaluate the developers proposals and then determine if
those proposals live up to and comply with the standards in our city ordinances. You cannot impose any requirements
that are not already contained in our land development ordinance, however, you do have the right to interrupt the
requirements of our ordinances and as we all know, you have the perfect right to reject staffs opinion. You are the final

arbiter of that conclusion. Staff is entitled to it's opinion just as I've stood before you and given you my opinion before
and have it rejected on occasion, you have the perfect right to reject staffs opinion or our opinion. The final decision is

yours. At the conclusion of this hearing, I recommend that you specifically state your findings regarding compliance or
lack of compliance with the Land Development Ordinance and if you find a lack of compliance I recommend that you

specify in which ways you find that ram failed to comply with our land development ordinances. If you find a lack of
compliance in the submitted site plan, you do not have to reach the question of whether or not ram has complied with the

traffic impact ordinance because technically your rejection of the site plan for failure to comply with the land development
ordinance could conclude your deliberation. However, even if you reject the site plan on that basis, I recommend that you

also consider the question of whether or not ram is proposing compliance with the traffic ordinance.  Because your

decision on this issue could give the city a stronger case, in the event this case is appealed through our states court system.
The court might also give the city some guidance as to the validity of our traffic impact ordinance. As probably most

people in this room know, we may be the first city in the state to have a traffic impact ordinance. I am not aware of any
litigation at the state level that really gives us much guidance as to the constitutionality fan ordinance like this or exactly
what the city can or cannot do. We have attempted to model our ordinance on ordinances passed in other states and we've
done the best we can do to draft a good ordinance but we just don' t have any case law in our state to evaluate it.
Regardless of how you resolve these first two issues, the third issue we recommend you consider is whether or not the

proposal of ram complies with the cities Traffic Impact Ordinance.  We are not aware of any apparent decisions
specifically addressing a traffic impact ordinance such as ours.  And thus have no court decisions to assist us in

determining in legality of this ordianc3es.  At least one court has held that a municipality may not require the last
developer in an area to bear the burden of the road improvements needed because of growth in the area.   Several

jurisdictions have held that you can not deny a development permit solely because of traffic congestion. To my knowledge
the GA supreme Court has not yet directly stated that conclusion, however, in a case called Dekalb County verses Flynn,
the GA supreme Court noted that the county has the power to control traffic as it thinks necessary. The court then added
the county has the duty and the obligation to work with property owners to allow them the highest and best use of their
property. By considering on it's own motion ways in which the countys objections to a proposed development could be
eased by county action, meaning roads are within the domain of the county, the county could do something to improve
the traffic situation other than restricting a property owners right to develop his property in a manner which is consistent
with the in placed ordinances. In another case where traffic was raised as a reason to deny development, the GA supreme
court upheld a finding by the lower court that traffic congestion existed but that with proper planning and traffic controlled
by the city, the construction of a neighborhood shopping center, an office and institutional complex would not add to the
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traffic burden, therefore it appears that the general law in GA follows the majority of states and the denial of a
development by a municipality based solely on traffic congestion is impermissible. However, in all of these cases the
court has apparently presumed that the governing body whether it be a county or a city has the power to make decisions
that could alleviate traffic concerns if we were forced to address these issues at the appellant level, I think that we would

principally argue that the traffic in our city is so bad in this particular location that it is a true danger, and adversely
impacts the health, safety and welfare of our towns citizenry and perhaps in more importantly in an effort to distinguish
our situation from existing case law, the federal mandates under the clean air act apply to the situation and even if the city
wanted to correct the problem and had the where with all to correct the problem it is beyond your power to correct the

problem because of the restrictions imposed under the clean air act. So we would essentially be arguing that the situation
we are confronted with is novel, it is beyond your control and it constitutes a danger to the city and we would try to
distinguish the impact of these other cases based on those arguments.  We cannot predict with any certainty how the
courts would view that type of argument, however I think we do know that if the Atlanta Regional Commission is
successful in getting it's traffic plan approved by the environmental protection agency this spring as rumored, this point
becomes mute and the defense of our traffic impact ordinance becomes more difficult if not impossible because once the
clean air act restrictions are removed, I think we would be back to the case law as it currently stands which would mean

it would be within the city' s ability to do something to that road to correct the problem. Once the clean air act is gone,
I don' t know that you need the traffic ordinance anymore and I don' t know whether a traffic ordinance would even be
enforceable in that situation.   In the present case home depot has proposed to construct extensive road system

improvements but according to the citys own traffic engineer allow the development to comply with our traffic impact
ordinance. Thus unless the council should decide not to accept the city engineers report, there is no legal basis under the
traffic impact ordinance to deny approval of the conceptual site plan.  If council should decline to accept the traffic

engineers report, then it should state in our opinion the reasons for your decision. Council should keep in mind that legally

defending a refusal to use our own experts opinion would be difficult at best. If the city council should affirm the planning
commissions decision disapproving the conceptual site plan, and should home depot elect to appeal that decision through
the court system, the city then faces the possibility of paying money damages if the developer ultimately prevails. The
United States Supreme Court has held recently that a court may award money damages in such cases and that decision
is the City of Monterey versus DelMonte Dunes and Monterey Limited, United States Supreme Court case decided in May
of this year. These damages may include litigation costs, attorneys' fees and loss profits. If a suit is filed appealing your
decision, we can expect that it will take a few months to one or more years before the courts reach a final decision. In

addition to the risk of substantial monetary damages being awarded, we also risk loosing the system improvements home
depot has agreed to perform.  Home depot has agreed to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to construct lane
extensions, install traffic lights and perform other improvements to help the existing situation.   These system

improvements will benefit more than just the proposed home depot development and therefore the city cannot legally

require those improvements. They've been negotiated and ultimately volunteered by Home Depot. If this matter ifs forced
into court and we loose, in addition to the other risk such as monetary damages, we also face the risk that home depot will
be built without the system improvements.  The wisdom displayed by this city council in adopting the traffic impact
ordinance has allowed the city to be in a significantly better position than we were in before its adoption. The goal in
enacting the ordinance was not to stop development but to allow the city and developers to work together to prevent
worsening an already bad situation. Due to the ordinance, Home depot has stepped up to the table with a proposal to do
significantly more than we will be able to require if we loose in court. If the court goes so far to invalidate our traffic
impact ordinance, then not only will it be invalidated for this case but in all likelihood, it will be invalidated for the next
development and the next development after that. I have tried to give you sort of an overview of the case and I would like

to in sort of summary form show you the issues that I would like for you to decide tonight and articulate.

1. Did the conceptual site plan( all conceptual site plans submitted before the final conceptual site plan) submitted prior

to the adoption of the traffic impact ordinance substantially comply with the cities then existing land development
ordinance? Yes or No and in what ways did it not comply if you find it did not comply.

2. Regarding the final conceptual site plan, the one that the Planning Commission was considering. Did the landowner' s
final conceptual site plan comply with the cites Land Development Ordinance? Yes or No and if not specifically in what

way did it fail to comply. Staffs opinion is that it did comply, but you have the perfect right to disagree with staff if you
are so inclined.
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3. Did the landowners comply with the cites Traffic Impact Ordinance and suggested solution proposed by Home Depot
and reviewed by the city engineer. Answer yes or no and if not in what way did they fail to comply?

In summary, our opinion is that if you sustain the Planning Commission decision and it is appealed, we would have only
a small chance of winning the appeal and that chance is essentially based on the clean air act and the fact that the court
would have to interrupt how that act and its results affect existing case law. Even with that act, your city staff has told
you that ram complied with both of the city ordinances in question. If they are correct, you will loose the case. You are
going to have to articulate reasons why they are wrong for the city to prevail.  Even though we are to some degree in
uncharted legal waters, I would have to concede that in my opinion, the existing case law does not favor the decision of
the Planning Commission.

Annie McMenamin: Do we know who actually owns this property, do the Huddlestons still own it, or does Ram have
an option on the property?

Jim Webb: I have no idea.

Annie McMenamin: If it is an option, does the rule apply for the best use for an option or is it clearly the landowner?

Jim Webb: I don' t believe it would make any difference whether they had an option. We are talking about the use of the
land and whoever has the right to control the land.

Annie McMenamin:  I guess my concern is, you keep using the term, does the " landowner" comply and does the
landowner" do this, and does the" landowner" do that and I think that there is a case law where an option does not apply

to the best use of property.

Jim Webb: I am not aware of that.

Ed Ellis: Ed Ellis with Deems and Moore Traffic Consultants hired by the city to help you develop a traffic ordinance
and to evaluate developments that are submitted to the city to see if those developments in fact can meet the traffic
ordinance that was passed by you folks. I will give you a little bit of summary of what we have done, what we believe
the home depot improvements and proposal means in terms of the traffic ordinance and our recommendations. The reason
for the traffic ordinance is primarily due to the fact that the state route 54 widening has been postponed due to the clean
air act and was considered a grandfather project subject to a lawsuit overturning the right ofDOT to pursue those kinds
ofprojects. We met with Georgia DOT this week as a matter of fact and it appears that the highway 54 widening, if the
region comes back into compliance this springs, will begin construction in July 2001 and probably will take 18 to 24
months to complete.  So you are looking at several years before that road is widened or significantly improved unless
something to the effect of the proposals that you will see tonight will take place. The traffic ordinance that we helped
develop has criteria based on capacity of an intersection and seconds of delay. Seconds of delay relate to the stop delay
of a vehicle, the average stop delay of a vehicle at an intersection and the criteria we chose or recommended to you that
you adopted is an average delay of 60 seconds. That is stop delay. Now when we get into intersections that have extreme
congestion, because of unusual situations or because of just pure and heavy traffic loads, those seconds of delay can
translate into a ripple affect down the road and you see that ripple affect on hwy 54 every morning. We can get into that
into some more detail if you like. The criteria we used is based on national acceptance standards and computer programs,

modeling programs that are also developed by national organizations and used throughout the country. We looked at the
existing conditions; we modeled the existing conditions, and in fact simulated the existing conditions in the computer
model.  We then reviewed the traffic study performed by Home Depot and after some discussions with the traffic
consultant with home depot, reached an agreement as to the number of trips that project would generate, the direction those
trips would likely travel, and the impact that those trips would have on the system. We then worked with the consultant
for home depot to develop a series of improvements to 54 and 74 in order to attempt to meet the criteria in the traffic
ordinance. Those improvements were modeled and those improvements will meet the traffic ordinance and the criteria
that was established. I think maybe the best thing to do is that I just walk you through those improvements over here on
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the map. This is hwy 54 going across the sheet, this is hwy 74, we are down here and the home depot site is in this area
right here. One of the improvements that we are proposing to you is than an additional lane be constructed on 74 in this
location which would allow a new right turn lane from hwy 74 to 54. Also, some widening on 74 past the intersection
with the affect to be to re- stripe the existing right turn lane to make it a 3 lane so that you would have 2 three lanes on 74
where you currently only have 1. With enough widening past the intersection so that the grouping of automobiles can get
through the intersection in 2 lanes and then once they get past this restriction of a traffic signal, settle down into the 1 lane
past the intersection which will obviously allow more cars to get through this intersection than they currently can. The
improvements continue down here at Huddleston Road, the proposed widening of Huddleston Road to allow 2 lanes to
exit Huddleston Road onto hwy 54. The left most lane being a left turn only, and the right lane being optional right turn
and left turn so that you could turn 2 vehicles simultaneously into a widened hwy 54. On the home depot side of 54, there
would be a continuous lane all the way down past Line Creek Parkway to tie into the existing deceleration lane at
Wynnmeade Parkway. In addition to that lane for the entire length there would be a deceleration lane into the home depot
driveway and another lane that would actually create left turn lanes at line creek drive and Planterra Way. Probably the
most significant system improvement is the widening of 54 to allow a right turn or deceleration lane into Huddleston Road,
the right turn activity here is very significant in the mornings in particular and has a great deal to do with the cause of the
backup on 54 that you see coming into town. It was suggested to us that this improvement could be similar to the right
turn lane improvement that was made on hwy 74 at the I- 85 ramp some time back which caused a significant improvement
in congestion on 74 approaching I- 85.  We believe that with these improvements that traffic flow will improve over

existing conditions and that based on the modeling, clearly these improvements will allow this development to occur and
meet the conditions and the criteria of the traffic ordinance.  The real question here is will all these improvements be

allowed under the current restrictions imposed by the clean air act. We think that there is a possibility that the 74 lane
in re- striping the through lane could be questionable, the lane for the entire length of the frontage could be questionable.
Although the contacts that we made at the District with GA dot indicated this week that they thought that all of this could

be approved under the current conditions. So until that is pursued, we really won' t know. Clearly the bulk of this can be
done and the net effect of this can be achieved even under the current restrictions.  With that, I would like to end my
presentation and entertain any questions you may have.

Mayor Bob Lenox: There are a number of alternatives, is that correct?

Ed Ellis: That is correct, one of the sheets that I had Ryan Elliot of our office hand to you was a menu of improvements.

We developed as a part of our task for you, a menu of improvements that could be chosen from for any developer that
attempts to develop in this corridor and as you can see, some of those are not being proposed for this development which
means that there are still some improvements that could be made for future development if we are still in this situation

for some time.  And some of the improvements that are in there might actually be substituted for some of these
improvements if they are deemed to be disallowed based on the clean air restrictions.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Would you say that the key improvements, regardless of the Home Depot question, are the
improvements on hwy 74 and the right turn lane into Huddleston?

Ed Ellis: Absolutely, the 74/ 54 intersections clearly suffers because of the one lane through the intersection from hwy
74, it blocks the left turn lane to 54, it causes significant cueing, it makes timing the signal very difficult. So to be able
to move two through lanes through, even though those two through lanes will eventually have to settle into one past the
intersection, it will be a significant improvement. We believe that the Huddleston Road right turn lane will yield a very

dramatic improvement, particularly in the morning.

Mayor Bob Lenox: What about lengthening that left turn stacking lane on Hwy 74 which I've perceived to be a problem
on several occasions?

Ed Ellis: We think there are several options there, one is that we think if we provide for the 2 through lanes on 74 through

the 54 intersection, that the cueing will then be reduced to a length that will allow you to get access to that left turn lane
much easier than you can today. If for some reason we can' t add the 2nd through lane on 74, then we will recommend to
you that the left most lane on 74 become the left turn lane and the right most lane which now must turn right into 54
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become the through lane on 74 which will then allow you access to that left turn lane all the way back to I-85 essentially.
But it will drop the left lane so it won't close you out to get into that left turn pocket. We think that is a good temporary

measure until 74 is approved.

Bob Brooks:  Did you speak with anyone about the potential for going underneath the railroad bridge for Huddleston
Drive?

Ed Ellis: We are pursuing that right now with DOT. We talked with them about that, they expressed a sincere interest
inursuin anything that made sense for the corridor. My personal concern is that they are a long way down the road withp g

that bridge design right now and the cost of redesigning it and the cost of constructing it in a way that would allow an
under pass could be significant and certainly we don't want to slow the process down. But we are pursuing that and we
will bring you the options that we think are available.

Bob Brooks: Just to follow up on that point, I actually think that we' re dealing with two different circumstances. One
is on the short term as far as enhancing a certain amount of viability on that road and 2nd is enhancing long term viability
of Huddleston Road in access to the business park. In random conversation with others, and also my conversations with

people in the business park, I think it is extremely important for us to emphasize to dot that we need Huddleston Drive
to be a viable way in and out of the business park long term and that I think the city is significantly interested in trying
to do a redesign as far as extending that bridge and having Huddleston come under 54 with the ability then to cloverleaf
back in and head out to 54 west. Long term, if the dot is continuing with plans to put a median block on Huddleston, that
will cause significant problems for us. I think that the individuals that live in Planterra Ridge and also just anybody that
has a business in the Huddleston area would tell you that all of a sudden we would become dysfunctional.   Essentially

Huddleston represents the only access road that we have into the business park west of the railroad tracks. Frankly I think,
not only should we being trying to maintain it but we should be trying to be able to enhance that avenue long term so that
people look at Huddleston as the alternative of choice as opposed to going down 54 and 74 and that anything that we can
do long term with the dot to emphasize that is something that we need to pursue.

Jim Pace:  I would totally concur with Dr. Brooks. Huddleston Road has got to be protected and the point that I had
hoped you were going to make tonight was that the dot does plan to not have a median cut there. After the explanation
that you gave to me, I think that it's important that the people here tonight understand that the 4 laneing of that road and
what ultimately happens there is probably of more consequence than what we are discussing tonight. If the median cuts
are not crossed from Huddleston and Planterra Way, it is going to create some significant problems for us so coming up
with an alternative way. If they won' t give us the 2 median cuts, which you indicated you didn' t think they would, then
we have to get Huddleston underneath that bridge and putting it underneath that bridge is a relatively cost efficient
alternative. If it just means some additional design time, it is basically only one under section of the bridge. I think we
would make a tragic mistake to not aggressively pursue that or some other alternative to keeping that lane open both to
right- hand and left-hand traffic.

Ed Ellis: We will pursue that, I should have clarified that. The current DOT plans do show a median opening that allows
left turns both in and out at Planterra Way but not at Huddleston.

Bob Brooks: Right and I think the message that needs to be sent is that the dot in their current plan has a critical mistake
in their plan for the 54 corridor. And I think that' s a unanimous viewpoint not only of council but probably of the business
people that live there and any residential people that live on the west side of the city. If that happens that they block the
median access there, we essentially have cut off access to the business park from a practical standpoint where everybody' s
got to go out of their way and one of the things that is probably one of the most significant concerns of the Planterra
residents here this evening is maintaining that the through road capacity of 54 to get people by there residents and into
the industrial park without looking at Planterra as a viable shortcut. I truly believe that as long as we set up a workable
plan on 54, that' s not going to happen and with some of the traffic studies that have been done that it is not a problem at
this point and time. But long term if the dot closes that median down then not only does Planterrra have a problem, the
city has a problem to a good 40% to 50% of our business park. It just has to be an extremely strong message that their
plan at this point and time will not work based on the flow that we will that there is.
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Ed Ellis: We will certainly take that back to Dot and quite frankly when we discussed the possibility of eliminating that
left turn movement now, it's not a requirement for home depot to meet the ordinance that that happen and the only reason
that I suggested it is that it could improve traffic flow now and if it is going to happen in the future, you might consider
it now. With the strong feelings, I'm hearing right now, obviously we need to pursue other alternative and we will do that.

Bob Brooks: Well in the short term, what you suggested I think will significantly enhance the capability of Huddleston
Road. If we have an extra through lane, a couple of more turn lanes, we' re able to bring in the evening 2 lanes of traffic
turning left out of there and that' s great. In the mornings we build a right hand lane, the viability is enhanced. It's only
when the median all of a sudden gets blocked that we basically have a disaster. It' s the long- term plan that is the potential
problem.

Annie McMenamin:  I just want to add to Bob that it might also be prudent that, I've already talked to some of our

legislatures locally and hopefully if we all got together and talk about the critical impact on our industrial park and on our
business park, that our legislatures on the state level would be listening to us. I think that it is very important that we start
applying pressure to them for their assistance.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Is the topography there such that you could solve the problem simply by having a median cut?

Ed Ellis: Well the current criteria that Georgia DOT uses is 660 ft. between median openings and I quite frankly don' t

remember how far Planterra Way would be from Huddleston.

Mayor Bob Lenox: The real problem is the one at City Circle.

Ed Ellis: It's both. But that doesn' t mean that there haven' t been exceptions to that rule. It's an exception that is difficult
to get but not impossible.

Mayor Bob Lenox: But given the relative cost, if the way the bridge design is set up and the way Huddleston. If they
come together at grade and you could resolve the problem simply by putting in the appropriate left turn lanes and
signalization and maintain the functionality much as it is today but on an improved basis, the only problem with the
underpass idea which is great but it eats up a lot of expensive land and it would be an expensive option.

Ed Ellis: It would be an expensive option and again it could cause some delays to the project. If there are other options,

we certainly would want to pursue those. But I'm not going to tell you that it can' t be done.

Bob Brooks: I guess my feeling is, you just made the comment that it might delay things to some extent certainly from
a planning timeline. If you' re talking delay in planning, I'm going to presume that' s a few months one way or the other
but not in years and I think dollars effects years as opposed to planning.   If we have the ability to try to pursue re-

planning, I think the long term gain of having the ability to bring in the evening, a lane or two of traffic out of Huddleston
without being stopped by a light, passing underneath 54 and then coming back into Cloverleaf justifies a few months delay
and I would strongly urge and I think that I would be backed up by council that that is the way to go and the back up plan
would be , O.K., let' s go for a median cut but if we can enhance that access we've got. A right-hand turn lane only and

then also potentially another lane in the morning. So that essentially if we feel like we've got according to your traffic
count 500, 600, 700 vehicles going in to that area as far as what time frame, then the more that we can get going in there
in the morning through Huddleston Drive because it's been implanted in their minds, that' s the easy way to go, then long
term all of us benefit. All along the corridor and I would feel very strongly that that' s the goal to go for and then ifwe
can' t achieve that, if the DOT will not let us, then you go for the back up plan of saying ok let's settle for the median. I
would also suggest to you that I believe that within reason that the city is willing to back that up with probably an effort
if there is certain minor costs or what ever that we can do to contribute to that. Obviously, we do not have the wheretoall
that the DOT does but I would think that that' s the course that we would want to strongly pursue and take the other as a

backup.
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Mayor Bob Lenox: Does council have any other questions?

Jim Pace:  I just have one other comment.  This may not fall directly within your program but one of the other
improvements that I have previously suggested is that the current kink in Huddleston Drive which occurs at Pascal where
there is this little jog, that that needs to be straightened out as well and that would smooth the flow and I think that all of
those things need to be looked at concurrently to make that road as easily as accessible as we possibly can. If you're
involved in the overall wish list, be sure to put that on it too.

Ed Ellis: We' ve been out there and ridden that, looked at it and we're ready to help you implement all of those kinds of
improvements. I think that was very important.

Bob Brooks: I'm sorry, there is one other item. Under the access to Huddleston Road, we had had a conversation during
that briefing that you had a week or two ago. As far as the left turn movement from state road 54 to Huddleston and I
know I've had an informal spot discussion once or twice with some other individuals and I just wanted to try to bring it

up, I don' t know if theirs any disagreement. But one thing that I would recommend is that if we implement this plan that
I would like to see the westbound movement on 54 be able to continue to have a left turn movement capability onto
Huddleston after the time that we' ve improved the road. Because various traffic studies that say that there is the ability
to handle a certain number of cars, then what I would suggest, because this is very critical to a number of business owners
on Huddleston Drive, and I would like to make that suggestion for a slight modification. But then, a number of months

after with the city government and active participation from business owners on Huddleston Drive if we find that there
is a significant detriment to the movement of through traffic through that area that members of the Huddleston Business
Association working with members of council will reevaluate it. But that is the one suggestion that they change that I
would like to make is that we at least suspend that recommendation until after all the road improvements are done and
that we reevaluate that. And that is something that does not require any change in infrastructure being put down and it
simply would be resolved in the matter of a sign or two or recalculating a light but I think that it' s one where there is
actually some significant disagreement as far as how well that works and how many cars stack up in that direction and
that would be a suggestion that I would make.  I actually like everything that you've said and frankly I agree with
everything that you've said but that' s one issue that I would like to suspend as far as when we implement it, in fact suspend
the implementation completely and then after it has been in place for 3 or 4 months, with active participation from the
Huddleston business association we reevaluate it and if it seems like it's been a break even proposition that we leave it
in place. If not we work actively with the Huddleston business individuals to see what a solution would be.

Annie McMenamin: Well also Bob, I think the city could take some aggressive measures in improving that right wrap
around to left turn lane and go ahead and do something quickly on that. That' s probably long over due as well as go ahead
quickly and do something with the right turn out of Huddleston.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Any other council questions? Next, we wanted to look at the question of emergency vehicle access

concerns. Gerald Reed is on medical leave, currently undergoing chemotherapy, Stony Lohr is his standing in tonight and
Stony will give us an over view of the fire departments concerns and viewpoints.

Stony Lohr: Mr. Mayor, members of council and ladies and gentlemen, my name is Captain Stony Lohr and as the mayor
indicated I am representing Chief Gerald Reed. The fire department provides EMS rescue and fire suppression services
for the city of Peachtree City. Chief Reed drives this route everyday, I drive it occasionally. I would offer the following
information concerning the public safety aspect of this project. In 1999, the fire department responded to 96 calls in this
area, west of hwy 74 in access from hwy 54. This represents approximately 5% of our call volume. It included 39 EMS

calls, 34 motor vehicle accidents and 23 fire incidents. Response times have ranged from 2 to 8 minutes, we've only had
four that were 8 minutes, we' ve had two that were 7 minutes, we' ve had 16 that were 6 minutes, everything else has been
5 minutes or less.  Concerning access, the fire department has access west from hwy 54 and the intersection of 74, access
from Huddleston Road which is our primary route from the closest station, which is station 81. It is the primary route
because it is the shortest and because it has the least traffic. We have another route that would take us along Kelly Drive
turning into Planterra and would also give us the option to the new Cardiff Park. I would note that we have never used
this because of its length. Problem areas include access for an incident that occurs over there, we have to get to it and in
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the case of a medical incident, we have to return to the appropriate medical facility. Obviously during traffic areas, it takes
us longer because there is more traffic. In the case of a motor vehicle accident, another problem is the staging and working

area. Whenever we respond over there, we have to have an area to set up and to work, since there are only 2 existing lanes
and the shoulder is narrow and unimproved, that typically blocks the entire road.  That causes traffic backup to only
increase and that further causes problems with accidents. As far as assessment of this project, we have reviewed that and
we believe that the proposed road improvements would result in a traffic flow that is at least as good and probably better
than what exists now. Our judgement is based on the fact that we have the equivalent of 2 more lanes added so even if
we blocked 2 lanes to use for working, there are still travel lanes open for traffic to move and that means that we can move
also. I believe that these are the relevant comments from the fire department unless you have additional questions.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Any questions for Capt. Lohr? Have you looked at all the residential that will be up there?

Stony Lohr: As far as a response area, the areas that we considered were the Planterra region up to the intersection with
Terraine Ridge and the Wynnmeade area.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Thank you. Next item is property value assessments.  I had actually mentioned this topic at the
recent Traffic Commission meeting that we had. I had actually talked with one of the top appraisers in Fayette County
and with the president of a 30 person real estate in Peachtree City and asked them if they would be willing to come here
and speak to us tonight. Both of them declined, however, both of them said I was free to quote them as long as I didn' t
use their names. I will do so and you are of course free to call around and solicit your own opinions but for me this was

a very real concern and a very real question and I thought I ought to ask it of the people who knew. When I called each
of them, I stated the question in the following manner: Will the presence of a Home Depot, and of course they were both
thoroughly familiar with the situation, and the other development planned on hwy 54 have any impact on home values
in Wynnmeade or Planterra, positive or negative?  Both of them took a moment to think about it and both of them

responded ironically in the same manner. Both of them said that it was their opinion that that would have no impact on
the home values of those subdivisions plus or minus. Both of them also went on to add the same comment, unsolicited.

That comment was that the best thing we had done for home values in Planterra Ridge was to provide protected access
at Kelly Drive with a traffic light and that the best thing we could do in the future for home values in Planterra Ridge
would be to protect the access at hwy 54 with a traffic light. End of conversation. On that one, I later called the same
appraiser because there is an analogous situation in Fayette County which is a neighborhood which is called Pine Trail
which is directly across GA 85 from the entrance of the Fayette Pavilion and was for many years a quiet subdivision in
the country until Fayetteville annexed and rezoned the pavilion and created that shopping area across from Pine Trail and
installed a traffic light.  I didn' t know this at the time, I thought pine Trail was a dead end subdivision, I discovered from
this appraiser, don' t put this in the paper because the folks in pine trail will kill me, but you can actually come out of Home
Depot in the pavilion over there, go straight across into Pine Trail and if you know the way, you can weave your way
through that subdivision and you can come out onto Banks road and avoid all of that traffic on GA 85 and fmd yourself
halfway back to Fayetteville. This was fairly analogous to the situation so I asked the question of the appraiser, If since
this has already taken place he had seen any evidence of any change in property values in Pine Trail as opposed to the
similar subdivisions off of GA 85. His answer was with the exception of two homes, No. The difference in the property
values of those 2 homes was not due to the pavilion, it was due to the office depot and that other little thing they built that

literally backed up to these 2 homes and hurt their value. I researched this just because I had a very serious interest in it
myself, as I say you are free to call and check it out but those are the answers I received.
What we've done from this point forward if you've been following the agenda, as we have planned at this point to ask for
immediate neighborhood input.  When we looked at the immediate neighborhoods, we really considered, obviously,

Planterra Ridge, the Huddleston Drive Business Community and the Industrial Park in there, the Wynnmeade Subdivision
and the Huddleston family, the developers and the property owners. With a little pre-planning, we tried to get what we
felt was appropriate representation from each of these areas.  What I would like to do at this point is just start with

Planterra Ridge and we' ll hear first from Eileen Shaw' s representative. Eileen wanted very much to be here tonight but
she is sick and can not be here. She has prepared a written statement. Then I would like to hear from Mr. John Proffit
on behalf of Huddleston Road and the industrial community, then from John Dillahunt from Wynnmeade Subdivision.
Then we will go back to Planterra Ridge to hear two more people and then last we will hear from the two representatives
of the developer and property owner. After that we' ll go into questions and answer. So I believe Lisa Jones.
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Lisa Jones:  My name is Lisa Jones and I reside at 126 Terraine Ridge in Planterra Ridge.  I'm Vice President of the
Planterra Ridge Community Association which is the 437 home subdivision which is adjacent to the proposed
development. I'm here to represent the association' s board of directors and residents of Planterra Ridge. As the mayor

said, Eileen Shaw is our president who is presently ill with the flu and our treasurer, Jeff Troxwell is out of town on
business. Eileen did prepare a statement so I'm going to read that. We appreciate the information obtained from city staff
and council members, especially their willingness to listen to our questions and concerns and to discuss this difficult issue
with us. The Planterra Ridge board along with Cheryl Pemberton and John Proffitt, representing the Huddleston Industrial
Park and as well as Mr. Doug McMurrain of Ram Development, Mr. Charles Trammell of Home Depot and Mr. Lewis
Chalmers of Lowe and Associates on Monday. We appreciate the information they provided on the proposed development
and hope to continue our discussions with them. We approached them with our two main concerns, the traffic problem

and the implication of the clean air act and the location of the development and it's main entrance directly across from our
subdivision. No where in Peachtree City does this situation exist or has been allowed to exist. We recognize the rights
of the land owners to sell their property and the right for it to be developed under the existing zoning restrictions as long
as that development complies with all the appropriate city ordinances, for example, the land development ordinance and
the traffic impact ordinance. From the beginning, our concern has been primarily the health, safety and welfare of the
residents of Peachtree City. The traffic on Highway 54 West corridor is already a problem. As you know, gridlock occurs
regularly.  Mr. Mayor, you appointed a traffic task force to consider this very issue.  At the task force meeting on

December 61h, you stated that the very earliest we could see a widening of the corridor and bridge over the railroad tracks
would be the year 2005, it could well be must later than that.  The fact that the bridge can not be widened imposes a

serious threat to the health, safety and welfare of the residents here. If the bridge is blocked, how will emergency vehicles
get to the other side? If the traffic is snarled, isn't it reasonable to assume that the traffic will cut through Planterra ridge?

Will they have to drive all the way down to TDK Blvd? And come back on Dividend before going via Kelly or
Huddleston?  How much time will be lost?  The federal lawsuit and resulting Clean Air Act has imposed severe
restrictions on road construction in the Atlanta region. These restrictions prohibit road widening, bridge construction, or
increase in road capacity. The cities hands are tied and you cannot build new roads or widen existing ones even if you
wanted to. The ARC expects to submit a plan to the Federal Government in the spring, if this plan is accepted, then the
restrictions of the Clean Air Act could be lifted. This brings us to the eclipse of the matter, the" IF". There is no guarantee
from either the ARC, the Georgia DOT or the Federal Government that the plan will be approved and relief granted. The
cities traffic impact ordinance states that the proposed development cannot worsen traffic. The cities traffic engineer, Mr.
Ed Ellis of Dames and Moore, has stated that the proposed road changes are necessary to mitigate the increased traffic
from the home depot site. If these improvements are not in place before development is completed, then traffic will be

worse and public safety at risk. Since we do not know whether the proposed mitigations will be allowed under the Clean
Air Act and since we believe that some of the proposed mitigations will in fact increase capacity, the only prudent thing
to do would be to wait until we know what happens with the ARC plan. Furthermore, any increase in traffic on the Hwy.
54 west corridor whether from the proposed development or an inability to mitigate traffic because of the clean air act,
restrictions or any limitations of access to Huddleston Road in any direction will have a serious impact on the health,
safety and welfare of the residents of Planterra Ridge. For that reason on advice of our attorney, I would like to submit
a letter preserving our constitutional rights. In conclusion, we would urge you to consider carefully the implications of
Traffic Impact Ordinance relative to the proposed mitigations and whether they can be enacted under the Federal Clean
Air Act restrictions. AT the very earliest, we will not know the answer to that question until Spring. Wouldn' t a short wait
be the prudent thing for Peachtree City and its residents?
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you Lisa. At this point I would like to ask Mr. John Proffit on behalf of Huddleston Road
and the Industrial Park representation to give us their view.

Mr. John Proffit:  Somebody stole my act. I had a real good speech and a lot of demands and threats and council really
took it away. It's not fair, I thought I could be quite eloquent and entertaining. I would like to thank you for accepting
the fact that we had some major concerns on Huddleston Road. The life of the businesses there have depended on access.

It was restricted at one time and had a very dramatic effect. It was removed, no intrusion in the traffic was noticed and
it has been flowing smoothly since. The businesses in the industrial park have had quite a trauma with this idea of putting
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in a median strip because the majority of employees come from Coweta County. As a result, the position of a median
would be detrimental to the obtaining of good help which is a real critical problem we have now.  But again, you' ve

acknowledged the fact that that is a critical issue. You have addressed both of the things that bothered me most. It appears

that I've been talking to the tail instead of the head of the dog in the city because I've been told that the best thing to do
is culdesac Huddleston Road, discontinue left turn, and meeting with people in council and the mayor, all of sudden we

are being recognized that we actually live over there. We have business and work and it's quite a surprise. But I do want
to thank you for recognizing that. We have been working with conjunction with the people in Planterra and working with
them, you cannot appreciate the dramatic problem they have with this entryway being across from home depots main
entrance. If there is any way you can give them the consideration you've given us on Huddleston Road, I want to join in
the emphatic appreciation of what you've done for us and ask that you do everything for them that you've done for us.
Again, you've stole my act, you' ve recognized more than we could have expected on Huddleston.  You've told us the
importance to you of what access is to the westward movement of traffic is towards Newnan. I want to thank you for your
indulgence in listening to what our problem is.  Again, I would ask you to give that same consideration to Planterra.
Thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you John. Next, we would like to hear from John Dillahunt from Wynnmeade.

John Dillahunt: Good evening. My name is John Dillahunt, I live in Wynnmeade. A lot to digest here tonight, I think
that if anyone came into this meeting thinking that it was an open and shut decision, you just like drugs, had to say no and
the problem would go away, you were coming in terribly naive.  As a homeowner and a longtime 26 year resident of
Wynnmeade, I get the personal thrill every morning of touring up and down this corridor that we're talking about tonight.
As do all my friends and hundreds of people I know at work. Our concern is simply stated, the outcome of this adventure

truly has to be avoidance of any further degradation of the traffic situation in this area. Everything keys with us on health
and safety, the fire department brought up the very valid point that with two lanes, one small accident blocks the whole
road. Today one of those small accidents happened and actually because there are additional lanes being widened, we
actually were able to move traffic today that we couldn' t have moved 2 months ago. So in many respects, I'm encouraged
by the actions I've seen taken. I've been impressed with the amount of care and study, the expense and everything else
that has gone in to this project. It has not been a lightly considered issue on anyone' s part. The council has a very difficult
and thorny situation on it's hands. But the route of it all has to always be the health and safety of the community, naturally
the rights of the property owners including the developers and the owners of the Huddleston property. I don't dispute that
for a moment. Personally, I'm not enchanted with the idea of a big box store but I don' t personally find them the worst
thing that could happen to an area. Having been in this area for 26 years, I've know for over a quarter of a century that
something was going to go into this general commercial area, they weren' t going to just make it a bird sanctuary for the
rest of my life. Nice thought, but it just isn't real. So, I urge the City Council to continue the tract they started. Pursue
this traffic ordinance, pursue enforcing it, pursue getting all of the improvements that are on the table made. Explore every
legal avenue to stop any development that doesn' t go hand in glove with these improvements. I think the biggest tragedy
of all would be to loose our heads over this thing, deny it on some emotional issue, go to court and loose everything and
then come back and have it shoved down our throats like we' ve already had another big project already happen to us. So
again, I encourage and if our courts, if we can' t prevail on a case that is based on an ordinance that again is based on
health and welfare of the community.   Not against development but the traffic ordinance was put in from my

understanding based to support the health and welfare of the community. If we can' t prevail in a case like that if it has
to go to court, then gentlemen and ladies, you might as well all go home because what do we need you for? What do we

need the courts for? So if it comes to that, I think we ought to fight it with everything the cities got. And if we need more
attorneys, I will personally pitch in to buy some or hire some. Having said that we have the finest government in our
country that money can buy, thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox: At this point, Eileen has asked also that we had two other people from Planterra that would speak.
That would be Robert Brown and Steve Brown.

Robert Brown: Mr. Mayor, Council Members, Robert Brown, 102 Planterra Way. You know I've spoken before the
Council on a number of occasions before and not always just as a resident of Planterra Ridge. I'm always interested in
everything that' s going on in the city development and I speak today not only as a resident of Planterra Ridge but also as
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a member of your traffic study group and just as a concerned citizen of Peachtree City. There are seven areas that I'm
concerned about and I've provided a copy to council so if I may skip over some because of the time. Health and Safety,
one of the things that hasn' t been discussed is the increased volume of tractor trailer rigs on Highway 54 and how that
would impact on the traffic flow and the safety in the corridor. We have already talked about the ability of fire and police
and the traffic light at Planterra Way. The traffic study group that you formed Mr. Mayor, we've only had so far two
meetings. We have not had enough time to really look at any of the data in detail and make a recommendation to council
on development and traffic in this area.  Some other things we need to look at are commuting patterns from Coweta

County, the proposed extension of TDK Blvd. And it' s impact on traffic in the 54 corridor. The task force has not seen
the study done by the cities traffic consultant and based on those factors, I would ask that the city table the RAM
development request until the task force could evaluate the impact of this project and others and make a recommendation

to city council. This is a major project and I would hope that we would not feel the need to rush to a decision on this. City
Council needs to carefully evaluate all the available data before reaching a decision. I would recommend that we listen
today to all of the information, table the motion, adjourn, think about it and come back to a meeting in the future and then
make a decision. We could also send the issue back to the planning comm. For another review with instructions from the
council to look at specific parts of the development proposal and evaluate those and make a recommendation back to the
council. The landowners have had this property as they have stated on numerous occasions for 42 years, I don' t think that
another month or two should cause irreparable harm to their development project. However, allowing the developer to
proceed without due consideration by the council may cause irreparable harm to existing residents and businesses. And
once approved, there is no going back on this project. Concerning compliance with the traffic ordinance, the developer
has proposed a number of road improvements to comply with the ordinance. I think that the council should return the
action again to the Planning Commission with instructions to evaluate each one of these improvements and to recommend
whether the improvement should be approved based on the impact to existing residents and businesses. It was not the
intent, I believe, of the Traffic Impact Ordinance to allow the developer to just have carte blanche on his changes to the

traffic flow that may have negative impacts on existing residents and businesses. For example, a developer could come
in and say, O.K., I want to block off all existing entrances to Highway 54 and that would bring my project into compliance
with the traffic ordinance but that would obviously not be approved by the city. So I think each one of the proposals that
have been put forth by the developer and the cities traffic consultant need to be evaluated by the planning comm. Any
decision or recommendation to council be made by the Planning Commission as to whether those proposals could be
implemented without negative impact on existing residents and businesses. And also with those improvements that require
approval from the DOT, I would recommend that we have the developer obtain the approval from the DOT before moving
forward with approval and if the DOT declines to approve any particular improvements that have been proposed, then the
cities traffic consultant would go back and restudy the corridor with any improvements that were disapproved by city and
any that were disapproved by DOT taken out of the equation and then see if the proposal meets the city traffic ordinance.
Then it could come back to council for a decision. The Huddleston Road extension that we talked about in the traffic
study group the other day, I would ask, has the developer actively pursued this option, that is extending Huddleston Road
across hwy 54 and making that the main entrance into the development rather than having the main entrance directly
across from the Planterra Ridge subdivision.  If he has not actively pursued that, then why not?  That has several

advantages, there is already a traffic light at that intersection that serves existing businesses, and it would also provide
access to a traffic light for the church and it would limit the pass through of Planterra Ridge that would be facilitated by
putting a traffic light at Planterra Ridge. I had a number of comments about comparing this project to the Mews Project
that was proposed on the East side of the city and I'll just leave those comments for your reading pleasure. However, I
will comment that I checked the phone directory today and there are 28 Home Depots listed in the phone directory. I was
able to check 27 of those Home Depots, the only one I couldn' t get in touch with because they wouldn' t answer their
telephone was in Hiram, GA. All other 27 Home Depots have direct access to a four- lane highway. So this would be the
only one in the Atlanta area that would go onto a two- lane highway and particularly one that is already highly congested.
In closing, the highway 54 widening is 4 to 6 years in the future, that is assuming that the regional compliance with the

Clean Air Act early next year, assuming continued compliance through the project approval of the widening of Hwy. 54
and assuming the project is grandfathered if we go out of compliance with the Clean Air Act. That is a lot of assuming
on which to base an approval of a project of this size. Thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you Robert. Steve Brown.
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Steve Brown: I promise there is only one speaker, he' s just going to help me hand out some materials so we' ll keep it
brief. I had a lot to say and then I was told that I had 5 minutes so I threw half of it in the brief case and I'm going to give
you the other half shotgun style, so if I go a little quick and you have questions, let me know. My name is Steve Brown;
I live at 148 Terraine Ridge, Peachtree City, Georgia. For starters, I would like to submit some signatures on a petition
that have been previously read at some other public meetings. We have 844 additional signatures, these are from residents
outside of Planterra Ridge. That brings the total number of signatures to over 1600 signatures and I would like to remind

the council that these are signatures that were collected by a group of less than 15 people. Had the numbers been greater
and had we not been in the midst of the holiday rush, I guarantee you would see a lot more response on this. So I will turn
this over to the City Clerk.  Unfortunately, I believe that the introduction of big boxes in Peachtree City is going to
effectively eliminate our village system as it stands now. These big box developments, and this is documented in several
university studies, creates severe swings in traffic patterns.  The village system in set up to eliminate such things but
unfortunately if we allow big boxes in Peachtree City, you are going to get violent swings of traffic from one end to the
next, left to right, north to south.  It is going cause a severe problem.  This Huddleston property proposal before you
tonight, will not only create traffic gridlock but it will also endanger the health, public safety and welfare of the citizens
of Peachtree City. There have been many concerns regarding health, public safety and welfare in regards to police and
fire safety. Planning Commission members rejected this proposal before you 4 to 1 and with the reminder that the one
vote was not in favor, they merely wanted to table.  However, I think we can avoid the situation that we have found

ourselves in. I think that it is interesting to note that when the Huddleston property was zoned commercial there was no
such thing as a big box development. We need to keep that in mind legally; there is some ground there to move on. Home
Depot and Wal- Mart and other big boxes have been defeated all over the United States and Canada. There are web sites
with all of this information posted on it, I think we seriously need to do some research and find out what cities have
incidences that coincide with some of the things that we are finding and possibly learn from their mistakes or what they
are doing properly. The Pinegate situation, that the Mayor referred to, took place in 1995. Wal- Mart was represented by
Doug McMurrain. They wanted to build Wal-Mart next to one of Fayettevilles subdivisions. The Fayetteville Planning
and Zoning Comm, as they call it, began to hear this site proposal on 5/ 23/ 95. It is interesting to know that they tabled
the project, tabled it once more on 6/ 27/ 95 and then again on 7/ 25/ 95 they stated and I will quote " That the Wal-Mart site
plan be tabled indefinitely". I think that conveys their feelings on the project. I think if you talk to the Pinegate people,

I have talked to some of them, they are very displeased with how that situation worked out. Also, too, I've heard some
talk that we are going to pass this proposal based on the ARC possible, spectrally getting approval by the Federal
Government on the Clean Air Standards, I don' t think you should pass anything based on speculation.  I think that is
incredibly dangerous.  If you decide to approve that plan they're going for in March, I would strongly ask you to
reconsider. Even if the ARC' s plan is approved, there is a good chance that the approval will be legally challenged, thus

leaving the city open to a lawsuit under the provisions of the 5`h amendment since you allowed home depot to begin
building their facility. Please keep in mind that the ARC' s plans failed miserably in 1998 and even Ed Ellis of Dames and
Moore stated that if the ARC' s plans gain approval, it might be for best 3 years and then we might end up being in the
same situation where we started with the highway left stranded. If you vote in such a way and the ARC's approval, if it
is approved, is legally challenged, you could be placing the citizens of Peachtree City in serious danger. I would like to
show you, if I could, I've got a document here from the Atlanta Business Chronicle, the number one newspaper handling
business in Atlanta. There is an article here by C. Richard Yarborough. He expresses with the ARC in mind, he says,
many of the responses sited, and he is talking about urban sprawl, traffic problems and things of that nature previously
mentioned in this column required regional corporation, " as the people leave the city, they choke the infrastructure with
too many cars, the Atlanta Regional Commission, otherwise known as the ARC, is in the best position to deal with that
problem, but it is dominated by county politicians who must look out for their own self interest first and the regions
second." This reiterates, I could probably give you about a hundred different articles that would say the exact same thing.
It is important to know that the previous plan to the ARC, presented in 1998, was rejected and it was rejected soundly.

Also, too, if you will look at the 3` d page, there is a CNN story here talking about the halting of the highway funding. If
you will notice the highlighted paragraphs, it says " the plaintiffs in the case included the Cierra Club, the GA

Conservancy, Georgians for Transportation Alternatives and the Southern Environmental Law Center." I have spoken

to the attorneys in that case that halted the highway funding.  One in particular is a gentleman by the name of Mr. S.
Wesley Wolfe. He was one of the attorneys with the Southern Environmental Law Center and was one of the ones who
posed the suit that halted the highway funding in the first place. He is extremely concerned with what we are doing here
in this mitigation. It almost, in his opinion, is adding capacity and it could be legally challenged on our basis and it is



City Council Meeting
December 16,  1999

Page 22

important to know that the ARC's proposal that they put before the Federal Government, even if approved, could be
challenged legally by these same entities if they are not pleased with the way it works. I would like to read this to you,
just a section, " Dear Mr. Brown, thank you for your interest. Your specific inquiry regarding the grandfather road projects
has a historical component and a possible future component. Let me first say that the SELC does not have a position
against road building. Roads can be a legitimate strategy in providing residents of Atlanta region accessibility to necessary
destinations and can improve mobility generally. The SELC is working to address sprawl related environmental issues
such as air quality and especially sprawl development patterns subsidized by public tax dollars. The historical part of that
work involves the litigations we filed in January, 1999 considering approximately 61 grandfathered highway projects( of
which our is included).   Those projects were part of an ARC transportation plan that did not comply with the clean air
act. That legal action was successful in stopping continued federal funding of 47 of those projects. We did not file that
lawsuit for the purpose of pulling construction crews off the road side and hence 14 construction projects were allowed
to go forward.  As you know, the highway 54 corridor was one of those 47 halted grandfatheed road projects and
construction of the project regardless of the source of funding will require that the project be part of the ARC
transportation plan that complies with air quality standards. The ARC has announced its intention to adopt such a plan
in March 2000. WE have serious questions about its compliance with air quality standards. First, however, we must adopt
an air quality plan called a State Implementation Plan, otherwise known as SIP, which sets limits on ozone pollution from
motor vehicles and other sources of pollution. The ARC' s road building plans are limited by this air quality plan which
itself must meet standards under the clean air act. Compliance of the SIP with the clean air act is highly questionable
these are the same exact people that halted it in the first place).    For instance, the act clearly requires that the SIP

demonstrate that the region will meet air quality standards by November 1999. GA was unable to make that showing so
the U.S Environmental Protection Agency adopted a" Policy" that has extended the deadline to 2003. Ironically, even with
the possible illegal extension, the SIP still doesn' t show attainment of air quality standards by 2003 but EPA is allowing
a" fudge" factor since the SIP does not come close to showing attainment by 2003. That fudge factor or weight of evidence
determination, as it is called, is in itself questionable legally. Without a SIP, ARC' s tried desperately in that the state, and
this has some constitutional ramifications, that the city has broad discretion to deny or otherwise limit the application
based on upon economic considerations that the city is adequately served by uses similar or identical to the proposed
Home Depot use or that the intensity of the use proposed by Home Depot, they were up against type of situation, would
create a condition of oversaturation, unwarranted by local market needs. What is more, the city properly, may premise
such a denial or at least in part upon finding that the applicant has failed to demonstrate the need for a new or increased
intensity of use. Home Depot is going to tell you that they've maxed out on stores on both ends of our city, in Newnan
and Fayetteville. Newnan is highly questionable, and I doubt it, but also what you have in this legal opinion is identical
uses.  That also includes Lowes and other home improvement stores.  So that leaves open the question, are we over

saturating, and we can deny the site strictly based on that alone, as a legal opinion.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Jim, is that law in Georgia?

Jim Webb: No, it' s not .

Mayor Bob Lenox: Because we' ve had this opinion before and studied it relative to California.

Jim Webb:  I think we' ve looked at that specific case or we' ve looked at California law and the distinction between
California law and Georgia law, is that there is a constitutional or chartered provision for cities in California that give them

powers that our cities in Georgia do not have. So California law is entirely different from Georgia law in that respect.
We just don' t have that ability.

Mayor Bob Lenox: But, actually you did provide this to us Steve and we did investigate that to see if it did open up any
doors and it was a good one to find.

Steve Brown: Right, and the same thing I would like to address with Mr. Webb is that, in regards to the 5th amendment,
takings by law, there is some legal opinion by Christopher Durkenson and Richard Zoeke Rodwig and I would like to point
out that they say" no- one has an absolute right to use his his land in a way that may harm the public health or welfare or
that damages the quality of life of neighboring landowners or the community as a whole. Property owners have a right
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to a reasonable return for use of their land but the U.S. Constitution does not guarantee the most profitable use.

Jim Webb: And I don not disagree with that statement of law as a general premise.

Steve Brown: It's important to know that there were several cases in the Federal Courts and the Supreme Courts. I would

like to site William C. Haas and Co. versus the City and County of San Francisco, In recent years Courts have shown an
increase in inclination to reject challenges to spite large reductions in value. For example, in the case I just mentioned,

in 1979 a California Federal Court approved a local regulation that reduced the allowable height for a future residential

high- rise building on the plaintiffs property from 300 to 40 feet. Despite a reduction in speculated value of the property
from $ 2, 000, 000 to $ 100, 000, in so ruling the court sited that substantial public benefit of reducing congestion in the
neighborhood, preserving light and air available to the neighbors and serving aesthetic values to the city as a whole.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Steve, can I ask you to kind of cut it short there because I have let you go considerable over five

minutes and I swore that I wouldn' t listen to any attorneys give me legal opinions tonight and site cases but you' re filling
in really good.

Steve Brown: Well, I'll give you some other sheets. One thing I would like to point out, the State of New Jersey has
Office of State Planning under the Governors Office, has listed some major impacts here and I've given you copies of those
impacts of a study that they have obtained, these home improvement super stores receive approximately 40 tractor trailer
trucks per day and 6 van shipments. It is important to know that is a major play in public safety and I would like to know
if that was represented in the model that we had for the city.

Mayor Bob Lenox: I tell you, you can pack more into 5 minutes. What I would like to do, I would like to have two more

people. One from Huddleston Road and one from Wynnmenade to speak and then I've had a request to take a 5 minute

break. We will hear from the developers at that point and then go into a question and answer session. It's taken us a while

to get to this point so I would like to ask first of all if Mr. Jim Harris from the Huddleston Business Community would
address us.

Jim Harris: Mr. Mayor, Council, Ladies and Gentlemen, I am Jim Harris. I'm here representing the Huddleston Business

Owners Group on Huddleston Road. I will make this real short and quick. I am a 20 year resident of Peachtree City along
with a lot of the others that have businesses on Huddleston. We were very concerned when we heard about the traffic light
change or possible change at the corner of Huddleston and Highway 54. It is a very, very congested situation. I'm very
encouraged tonight with what I've heard from the City Council here and the others that maybe we could solve this
problem. I know that you will, down the road, do what is best for everybody involved. I really feel that and all I wanted
to quote here were a couple of things. In a city hall meeting on December 13t, I believe that was Monday night, Mr. A.
Chambers, Jr. Director of Traffic Engineering with Lowe and Associates. He said" Our traffic survey of the Highway 54
corridor west show no affect on the flow of traffic due to the left turning traffic on Highway 54 onto Huddleston." It is,

like I said, a very congested situation. It would be very detrimental to all our businesses and like I said, I represent 19
different business owners on Huddleston. A lot of them are here and I would like them to stand. Like I said, it would be

very detrimental to each one of our businesses.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you Jim and lastly I would like to ask Mr. Jim Barber from Wynnmeade if he would close
out our neighborhood comments.

Jim Barber: Yes, I'm Jim Barber, I live in Wynnmeade. I've listened to everything that has been said here tonight and
listened to what has been said leading up to tonight. There are a few things I really don' t understand. If this land is zoned
for this development, wouldn' t it be better use of resources to make sure that we get the concessions that we want rather

than dragging everybody in here and ending up in court and not getting what we need out of this. It seems to me that a
lot of good proposals have been made and we should just follow through with them rather than denying this and ending

up in court. Thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you Jim, thank you very much. That concludes our input except for the developer, property
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owner who will get their 2 people at 5 minutes each but I would like to move that we take about a 7- minute break.

Mayor Bob Lenox: O.K., we have two more people to hear from and then we' ll go into our question and answer period.

We have two representatives from the developer and property owner. Mr. Carl Westmoreland will speak to us first on
behalf of the Huddlestons, the owners of the property.

Carl Westmoreland: Thank you Mr. Mayor. My name is Carl Westmoreland and my address is 191 Peachtree Street.
As you' ve said I represent the Huddleston family, all of whom are sitting over here and saying Thank goodness we don' t
own land in California.  They have owned this land, however, since, as you know before Peachtree City existed. As
you' ve heard from Mr. Williams and others, the property has been zoned general commercial for over twenty years.
Even before that, it was contemplated, as you said that it would be used for not just commercial but large scale

commercial.  What we have heard from the neighbors is a lot of discussion and understandable concern about the road

improvements and whether in fact those can be made given the restrictions of the Clean Air Act.  Whether in fact this

complies with the both the Development Ordinance and the Traffic Impact Ordinance.  As you heard from Mr. Ellis,

most if not all of these improvements can be made to spite the State' s non- compliance with the Clean Air Act.  As

you' ve heard from Mr. Williams and Mr. Webb, yes this does comply with the development regulations of the city and

yes as Mr. Ellis also said it does comply with the cities traffic ordinance, although as you also heard, there is a better
than good argument that the ordinance does not even apply to this.  From the owner' s standpoint, they have owned the
property for a long time; they have waited for a long time to come forward with a developer for a development
proposal.  Their position is simply that they feel that they and the developer have complied with the rules, have gone
beyond complying with the rules that existed at the time they filed the application and simply don' t want those rules to
change at this point.  I think they and the developer both have shown extraordinary cooperation with the city.  We feel
that we comply with both ordinances that have been mentioned.  We feel like the improvements that everybody feels

are necessary can be made and we would simply ask you to reverse the decision of the Planning Commission and
approve the Home Depot plan.  Thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Thank you.  Then last from our neighborhood input would be Mr. Doug McMurrin, the developer.

Doug McMurrain: Thank you Mr. Mayor.  This is Chuck Trammell; Chuck is a real estate manager at Home Depot.

My name is Doug McMurrain; I am a partner of Ram Development Group.  This application and appeal is really about
cooperation.  In cooperating with the city, cooperating with Planterra and the residents in the area, in Wynnmeade.
Cooperating with the business centers in Huddleston that we have met with.  The fact of the matter is I have friends that

live in Planterra; I live on the South side.  My wife is actually here for the first time in a presentation ever which is
unusual; she will actually shop at the project, as will I.  We are committed to making this a safe, accessible project.  Safe
for Planterra, Wynnmeade.  We are committed and support your initiatives and statements tonight on Huddleston and we

reiterated that with John Proffit when we met with them and the Planterra representatives for four hours on Monday.  From
that standpoint, we want to cooperate.  We comply with your ordinances, we comply with your Traffic Ordinance and
we' ve proposed improvements that we think are substantial, they cost a lot of money and we think they will be very
effective.  We' ve read conditions, we agree to conditions that staff has recommended.  We want to make that side of

Peachtree City look like Peachtree City.  Right now it doesn' t look like Peachtree City, we' ve got a whole team over here
of engineers, architects, landscape architects and in working with your staff, I think we' ve come up with some really
positive and beneficial bonuses, if you will, that if this is denied it may not be on the table for the next developer.  I think

we' ve made a substantial leap, as Jim said, from our first application.  We want to do these things; we want to make it look
like Peachtree City.  Our partnership owns a substantial amount of the strip on the North side of 54; we' re involved with
Mike Rossetti in developing Line Creek Parkway and those improvements.  We believe that with the consultants, the

lawyers and the people that we know that we can do those improvements that we have proposed.  I urge you that we would

like to have approval of our appeal tonight and will continue, as we have stated with the people from Planterra and
Huddleston, we will continue to work with them on an ongoing basis.  This is just Phase 1 that we are proposing here, and
we would like to do it in a manner that we can work together in the future.  Is it O. K. Mr. Mayor if Chuck says anything
or is it just me?
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Mayor Bob Lenox:  If Chuck wishes to say anything, he certainly may.

Chuck Trammell:  My name is Charles Trammell.  My address is 2455 Paces Ferry Road, Atlanta, Georgia.  I want to

thank you all for taking all of the time that you have this evening.  I would like to say to the residents that you are very
important to us and we want you as customers.  It' s always very difficult to be in a setting like this where we are paired
off against one another.  One thing we try to do whenever we can is to take and go to properties that are zoned.  One of

the reasons we do that, is the assumption that the neighborhood is aware that the zoning is there and that we then are not
as shocking when that use happens.  We' re in a situation here where it is still a shock and one of the reasons for wanting

to get together with folks and try to talk about what are their concerns is to try to do whatever we can to ameliorate those
things and we picked up some interesting thoughts from the folks on Monday night.  I think that a number of points are

consistent with what we' ve shown in the traffic plat and if possible, we' re still going to look at a few of them to see if we
can' t do some other things.  I didn' t mean to take that much time, thank you.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Thank you very much.  O. K., what we' ve come to at this point is the audience question and answer

period.  We' ve asked that all questions be addressed to me and I will try to direct them to the proper party for answer.
We would ask that each person try to limit themselves to two questions so that there is time for everyone to ask their

questions.  Please don' t give speeches; try to make them specific questions.  If we do have time left over, certainly anyone

is free to ask more than two questions if we get to that point.  With that, I would like to ask if there is anyone who would

like to ask any questions.  Please use the podium, and give your name and address.

Phyllis Aguayo:  Phyllis Aguayo, Stonington Drive, Peachtree City.  I would like to know whether all of you received

the correspondence from the Line Creek Association and whether the suggestions for preserving the integrity of the Line
Creek corridor will be implemented whether this or any other project is approved in this area.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We did receive that information and in fact, if we reach the point where we decide to approve this

appeal, one of the key questions will be the condition of approval.  In fact, I got that earlier tonight, we' ve all reviewed

it briefly and will incorporate it into that process if we decide to approve it.

Phyllis Aguayo:  Yes, because those are concerns no matter what should ever be proposed and approved there.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Correct.

Phyllis Aguayo: Thank you

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Thank you Phyllis.  Other questions.

Robert Brown:  Robert Brown, 102 Planterra Way.  I would like to know and I think a lot of other people would, why

Home Depot in the face of such extensive neighborhood opposition would like to continue to build a Home Depot at this
particular site.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I' ll hazard an answer to that and then I' ll ask a representative from Home Depot is he would like to

make any comments.  I think he alluded to the question in his earlier comment.  I know that Home Depot does not like to

go into adversarial situations and generally they seek out land that been zoned for their use.  I don' t think that they really

anticipated and I don' t think that they view themselves as bad neighbors.  The fact of the matter is, I' ve got to say from

my view point, that with the history of this land, this particular tract is going to be intense retail, probably big box retail.
I truly do not believe in the long term that there is any legal force on the face of the Earth that this city could muster to
change that.  Under those circumstances, I look at it and say who would you want to have there if that is what you are
going to have.  I can only say from my viewpoint that whatever decision we reach, Home Depot has tried to work very
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hard with us to satisfy the needs of the community,  Now, they have to make their decision how view the opposition in the
community, whether it' s a place they want to be.

Robert Brooks:  To add to that, certainly this is an issue that kind of divides the community and certainly Planterra Ridge.
But Robert, I' ve had a couple of people from Planterra Ridge, who certainly don' t want their names mentioned, who want

Home Depot to go there, who want the traffic light to go at the end of Planterra Drive.  I' ve probably had more people

tell me they want Home Depot in town than driving to Fayetteville or Newnan out of non West side people, who certainly
it' s not going in their back door, actually would prefer to have Home Depot go in here.  The reason I say that is that is
reinforcement to Home Depot from the standpoint that there is significant number of people in Peachtree City that want
Home Depot here.  It is an issue that has dividing Peachtree City but there are a significant number of people and I don' t
have numbers or anything but, I' m just giving you an informal view.  You said, why do they still want to come here to
spite opposition from Planterra, it' s because there is still a large number of residents in Peachtree City that would like them
to come to town.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  You' ve got another question left.

Robert Brown:  As I' ve stated on other occasions, I know you don' t want me to give a speech, but we' ve been over this

before and I' m not opposed to Home Depot.  I do a lot of shopping at Home Depot.  I think this is the wrong site for Home

Depot, there site that they were originally considering in the Kedron Shopping Center, has access to a four lane highway
and could have handled the traffic much better than the site on which they are proposing to build.  If Highway 54 was four-
lanes now, I don' t think we would be having a lot of these discussions because it would be able to handle the traffic.  The

amount of traffic that is generated by a Home Depot and by another proposed Phase 2 big box store is just more than this
two lane highway can handle.

Chuck Lehman:  Chuck Lehman, Hidden Creek Lane.  A question on Home Depot, this would go to him.  Is this going

to be a Home Depot store such as in Newnan and Fayetteville or is it going to be an expo like on the Northside or could
it be a blend of the two if approved.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I will defer that to Charles, if you want to answer it.

newergeneration of what theyhave in Fayetteville.  There isCharles Trammell:  It is going to be a Home Depot just a y

no prototype of an expo/ Home Depot together.  There is a new prototype store that is an experimental store that opened

in Alpharetta about a month ago.  It is a Home Depot store that is square opposed to rectangular.  There are a number of

differences on the interior of it that appears to be quite different.  In fact, the same skews are handled in both stores and

it is strictly experimental.  It is quite different from the other stores.

Rob Broklet:  I' m Rob Broklet, 809 Kilvista, Planterra Ridge.  One of my big concerns, obviously, is traffic cutting
through the neighborhood.  I know there are traffic counts that have been made.  I' ve seen the police speed signs and I

believe that there are some traffic counts that have been done through Planterra Ridge.  My question is what contingencies
can the city create if the traffic volume increase substantially to try to mitigate that traffic through Planterra Ridge once
this development occurs.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I think I' ll answer that and then ask anyone else on Council or if anyone on staff has any thoughts,

to put their two cents worth in.  We are absolutely committed to precluding a cut through problem of any kind in Planterra.
I think that there is a bit of a problem now but as long as Huddleston remains a viable alternative, I think that takes a lot

of pressure off of that.  We have looked at this design and the way the design was presented, as you come out of Planterra,
you have to turn left or right, as you come out of Home Depot, you have to turn left or right.  If we need in the future to

go to the other traffic calming devices or turn prohibitions during certain hours of the day, we' re committed to making sure
that we do not create a cut through problem to the Industrial Park for the residents of Planterra.   Period!  Whatever that
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takes.

Robert Brooks:  What we are on the Council, we' re committed to the viability of Huddleston Road and I think we truly
believe and I think everyone can figure that if we are able to keep 54 and Huddleston viable that it really takes too long
to go through Planterra as long as everything else is functioning properly.  But we are also, even though it would be

difficult for us to say specific items, I think, in general like Bob said and I think that it needs to be emphasized by other
members of council, we are committed for that not to be a through road.

Rob Broklet:  I have a recommendation that frequent traffic studies, can that information be shared with Planterra Ridge
at the entrance location so that we can monitor that and work closely on that issue.  And the second issue that we need to

look at is if there is a prohibition of left turns from 54 out of Huddleston, we really need to evaluate the issue of pulling
into Planterra a making a U turn to end up going back to the right.

Bob Brooks:  I think you can safely say that is not going to happen.  That' s not going to happen.  The other thing that I

think we need to tell you is that I think we also have consensus here that what we' re calling the Crosstown Extension which
gives you a second way into Coweta County is going to be a priority.  I don' t know how fast we can make that happen,

but that' s also going to be one of the things that we pursue.  It' s only like 1. 5 miles long, it' s not an interstate highway.
It' s a road that can be built, needs to be built and needs to be built quickly.

Cal Beverly:  Mr. Mayor and Council, I am Cal Beverly.  I live in Wynnmeade Subdivision.  I have two questions, one

is a procedural question and I hope you can count this as just one, it has several aspects to it.  If you approve an eventual

site plan that has, let' s say five conditions of traffic improvement, at what point will you allow Home Depot to begin
clearing the land and putting up their walls and other things.  That' s my first questions.  Suppose they get four out of five,
do they get started then or do you hold them to five out of five or you don' t get anything.  That' s my first question.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Well, we have had some discussion of that and we have kind of, we chose to treat this hearing, as

I think Mr. Webb mentioned earlier, as denovo.  A lovely legal term that he had to explain to me that means that we are
not just narrowly reviewing what the Planning Commission said, we' ve opened the whole subject.  So, we first have to

reach a decision, if we' re not going to approve this, that' s an academic question.  If we are going to approve it than we' re

going to spend some very careful time going through the conditions, how they will be applied and how will we handle
exactly the problem you just eluded to because there is a good deal of uncertainty about this road way.  I don' t know the

answer to your question yet because I don' t know if we' re going to get to that point but I have a lot of material here and
we' ve prepared for that eventuality.  I can' t answer the question specifically now but if we decide in the end that we are

going to approve this, that question will be answered tonight before we leave.

Cal Beverly:  O. K., my second question has to do with eventualities and contingencies.  It seems like Peachtree City has

been kind of caught a couple of times in situations they didn' t foresee.  I' m just wondering is it possible, if you so decided,
for you to at this point change the commercial zoning ordinance to preclude any future such situation arising.

Annie McMenamin:  I' ve sort of asked that question and I was pretty much told that if the property is already zoned
commercial and would allow that type size building that we probably could not preclude it.  But if it had to do with

rezoning or annexation, we can certainly take care of that now.

Cal Beverly:  Just to clarify, what I meant was, you could change what commercial zoning included so that a retail
structure of no more than 50, 000 square feet could be erected.  That was my question.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We could attempt to do that.  We would, of course, be subject to legal challenge and if the process

of doing so, we would have to demonstrate how that served the public interest.  The realest risk being that somebody who
already had general commercial zoning without that restriction would obviously want to fight us legally and we would have
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to have a pretty strong case for having made the restriction.  But yes, we could certainly try to do that.

Cal Beverly:  Thank you.

Annie McMenamin:  I would certainly hope that we will do that shortly for annexation and rezoning issues.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes, with those we can really do it.

Matthew Duall:  I am Matthew Duall, 103 Cadmian Court.   Maybe I' ve missed something but what I would like to know
is whether the traffic model, as presented, was based on existing conditions or future conditions.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Basically I believe that the traffic model incorporated all of the known developments in the corridor
up to and including the Home Depot.  So it included the new apartments, the new single family subdivision behind the
apartments, both developments at the corner of Highway 54 and Highway 75, City Circle and City Market.  It included

Home Depot.  Did it include the outparcels on Highway 54 west?  I believe that what' s left on Highway 54 west would

be some of the outparcels and the remaining part of this site.

Matthew Duall:  I have another question.  I would like to know whether developments in surrounding communities from
which Home Depot would draw customers are considered.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes, it is considered.  In the traffic model, you are assuming that you are drawing a certain amount
of that traffic from Coweta County or from the West.

Matthew Dua11:  I' m not a traffic engineer but I just can' t see opening another bridge when you don' t have supporting
highways, how we would not end up with the congestion over that narrow bridge.  I hear statements to the effects of

creating a small lane onto 74 going south, it' s a bottleneck.  You' re going to handle with a bottleneck.  I just can' t see and

I wondered if our medical emergency people have really put time and study into this.

Mayor Bob Lenox: The only thing I can say on that, and I' m going to speak for my fellow Council members and certainly
for myself.  I don' t believe that I have ever put as much time into any project, including the acquisition of our illustrious
sewer system, as I have put into this thing over the last couple of months.  I know that our City staff, all of our safety

service people, our planning people, our City Attorneys and everyone on Council has basically steeped themselves in this
thing trying to get enough inside our heads to make the best possible decision.  We took into account everything.  So, I' m

like you, I had an instinctive feeling that, you know how much can you ram across a bridge.  After meeting, after meeting
with our staff and with our traffic folks, it does make a big difference how smoothly you deliver them to the bridge.  You

can greatly increase how they can go across it.

Matthew Duall:  With a light at Home Depot, I just can' t see it.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I tell you, I think we' re about at the limit.

Bob Brooks:  I guess the one comment that actually kind of caught me by surprise is that the Fire Department studied it
and felt like things on the West side would be safer once the improvements were made than they are now.  I don' t know

if you missed that or not but they did make that comment.

Steve Brown:  I' m Steve Brown, for the record.  Is Jim Pace eligible to vote on this procedure since he abstained from

voting on advise of Council based on a conflict of interest on the Traffic Impact Ordinance since this issue hinges on the
Traffic Impact Ordinance?  I' ll give you the second one too and then I' ll sit down.  Probably more for Home Depot than
for you all.  I have a great desire to know why Home Depot did not reach out to the community and try to work out some
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of these differences, after reading their value statements and other things that they have posted on their web sites and in
their books that they put out, I would like to know why Home Depot felt they did not need to make an effort to reach the
community earlier.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  On the first question, I know of no conflict for Jim.  Do you?

Bob Brooks:  No

Jim Pace:  I don' t even own any stock.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Second, our representative from Home Depot is free to address this.  I will only say that they have
done some community outreach, I' ve heard of some meetings.  It may have come late in the game.  I don' t know how

closely they have worked with our staff because I personally have never met with anyone from Home Depot, on purpose.
I know that staff has communicated my concerns very well and I think communicated many of citizens concerns very well.
Charles.

Charles Trammell:  My name is Charles Trammell.  I think it was about a year ago when we first started to talk about

developing a store in Peachtree City, albeit a different location.  It' s really since July that we' ve focused on this as the
ultimate location where we wanted to end up.  I, too, wish with hindsight taken more time to meet with the neighborhood.

Having said that, I' ll tell you that I do this for a living.  I have four zoning hearings this week in various cities in the
Southeast and I will tell you that you are very well represented by Mr. Williams.  He is not fun to interface with in that

he has a real passion for his community.  We may not agree, Sherwin Williams sells more than black and white paint
because people see things differently, but I will tell you, just in looking around Peachtree City, I think that people like him
have done a very good job in establishing a community here that has a great deal of livability to it.  Have some faith, if

you will, that he is going to continue to do that.  He has never, to my knowledge, off of his watch in caring for that.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Thank you.  Mr. Fodor.

Steve Fodor:  I' m Steve Fodor, Arborgate, Peachtree City.  Two questions, since I have that allotment.  First one, we' re

talking about eventualities with the widening of the lanes and the road and adding turn lanes, etc.  We see on the site plan,
the second big orange box, obviously that' s the Super Wal- Mart or whatever that is going to be.  I ' m curious why that

was not taken into account, taken into the traffic model since it' s been drawn on the site plan already.  That' s my first
question.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  The only response I can make to that is that we have not been officially asked to consider that.  If

we are asked, it will be subject to the same ruthless analysis that we' ve done here.

Steve Fodor:  O. K., the second question has to do with the appeal process.  I' m a little bit concerned, I thought that when

an appeal was made that the party filing the appeal would stand up here with their consultants and their attorneys and state
their case.  What we saw here tonight was City staff, paid with our tax dollars, telling why Home Depot should be allowed
to build here.  Home Depot' s two representatives had very little to say at the end.  I' m just curious why that was flip-
flopped around.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  First of all, I would not sustain the contention that they stood up here and told why Home Depot
should be built.  Council, as our attorney pointed out, had all the latitude in the world to handle this hearing in any manner
we saw fit.  We frankly decided we wanted a controlled, very logical, very rational hearing in which we would try to
review, as best we could, all of those areas that have been expressed as concerns by the community.  We simply asked all
the relevant experts to give us the facts.  I have consistently said during the course of this night, I have not presumed a
decision and I have no idea what Council' s decision will be here tonight.  But I do really relish the fact that I have had a
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factual presentation on which to base my decision.  That was our choosing to organize it that way.  We' ve heard plenty

from the applicants; we really wanted to hear from our people, our experts, their analysis of everything we' ve learned.
I didn' t need to hear from the applicants again and I really didn' t need to have us all saying the same things that we' ve

heard elsewhere.  We' ve heard all that, we needed to digest it in a rational manner.

Steve Fodor:  Thank you.

Mark Clinote:  Good evening Mr. Mayor and Council members.  My name is Mark Clinote; I live at 505 Paliside Court
in Spooner Ridge Subdivision off of Kedron Drive.  Looking long term a little bit, with the creation of these so- called facts
on the ground, The Home Depot, the apartment complex and the cluster homes going in off of 54.  Do you see these

actions as forcing the Council to vote to approve the annexation of the West Village lands so that Line Creek Parkway can
be extended up to State Road 74 across from Kedron Drive?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I do not.

Annie McMenamin:  Very good question, but I don' t either.

Bob Brooks:  I' m thinking that you and I had talked about that before but we will answer it again for the public.  The nice

thing about the issue of annexation is that it is 180 degrees different than what we are already talking about as far as a piece
of property that is already zoned.  We can say No with no justification whatsoever about whether we want to annex
property.  We are in a position that with that piece of property that if it suits and enhances the city and the provisional
services, than whatever Council deals with at that time might do it but it certainly puts us under no pressure to do that.
If we' re able to get development in that area, that is sufficient low density that I think to some extent, Council has sent

the message that any proposal that has already been proposed in the past is too dense and we did not agree with.  If

something comes in and it' s somewhat low density and it looks like it will blend in with the city, considering the fact that
we are probably going to have to provide recreation, we' re probably going to have to provide fire, we' re probably going
to have to provide police, that because we have an impact fee, because we have taxes that to some extent that it might make

sense for that to come into the city.  But certainly there is no pressure for that to take place and certainly a Line Creek
Extension of that parkway to North of 74 would certainly be one of the factors as part of that equation that would say " Does
that help Peachtree City residents that are already here overall?"  and if it does, with the overall equation, than it might

happen.

Mark Clinote:  I think that it would be a benefit in terms of eliminating some of the traffic on 54.

Bob Brooks:  But there' s also actually a way, there' s a strip of Peachtree City land that goes all the way up.  Certainly,

I have not looked at it enough; I wouldn' t say it could happen but you could end up potentially with a road that would go
northbound and be within City limits without an annexation.

Mark Clinote:  Thank you very much.

Sherry McCollum:  Sherry McCollum, 105 Camdean Court.  You said earlier that you would do whatever it takes to keep
Planterra Ridge from being a cut through.  What if it takes making Planterra Ridge a gated community?  Would you

consider something like that to keep that traffic from coming through and endangering our children at the bus stops with
these industrial neighbors of ours changing shifts between 7: 00am and 3: 00pm.  Our children are at the bus stops on the

corner at 7: 00 in the morning and they are getting off the bus at 3: 00 in the afternoon.  If we' ve got traffic cutting through
there, that' s going to harm our children.  Also, we have children that play through there.  It' s a very large community with
a lot of children.  If whatever it takes is something like that, is that something you would consider doing?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We had that questions come up and when it came up, my answer was that I think we would consider
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it as almost the nuclear solution.  It is an extremely difficult solution.  For us to close off what has been a public street,

there are some real legal problems in doing it.  I won' t speak for Council on this but if that' s what it took, I think we would
try to do that but I couldn' t sit here and tell you that we could legally do it.

Sherry McCollum:  I have one more question for Home Depot.  Peachtree City is a village type city.  We drive our golf

carts to the Kroger, to the K-Mart, why is it not considered down sizing.  I think the majority of the people are against the

big box stores, why not down size it, make it fit in with the quality of Peachtree City.  We don' t need 30- foot ceilings and

shelves going all the way up there.  A smaller store is more to fit the style of Peachtree City; we don' t need big boxes here.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I guess I' ll just remand that one to Charles for consideration at the corporate level.

Charles Trammell:  The prototype is the prototype.  The other answer to that question is what happens is that it used to

be with Sears and Roebuck, you would read the adds and then they would have these three asterisks down at the bottom
that said but not at this store, not at this store and not at this store.  It' s just today, in merchandising, something that you
don' t do.  You stick with a prototype so that all the things you sell in one store, you can sell in another store.  We don' t

have a prototype that speaks to that issue.  We are experimenting with properties that are in extreme dense situations,
downtown Charleston, places in tight end New Jersey, where we have what is called the Villagers Hardware Store but at
this point we are going to build four of those and that' s it, see how they work. A store like that would never, the
demographics of this area warrant that there be a store that has all that we sell. Thank you.

Jerre Williams: I' m Jerre Williams, 111 Sagamore.  I' ve been a registered voter for forty years Mr. Mayor.  Accept for
three years I had to go to World War II but anyway.  I would like to direct this question to the representative of Home

Depot.  I think that if Home Depot was sincerely interested in the best interest of Peachtree City and it' s citizens, they
would have built their facility at the Kedron Center, which seem to be a very logical place, probably with the proper traffic.
But instead they changed that and went somewhere else.  Now if it' s a matter of money and none of my business, that' s

fine.  But to really think that you are genuine in your selection, it should have been there or somewhere else that would
not create this problem.  These people have spent a lot of money on their homes.

Mayor Bob Lenox: Thank you.

Vince VanDimar:  Mr. Mayor, my name is Vince VanDimar, I live at 511 Veridian View.  Earlier this evening, Jim
Williams spoke about significant changes that the staff has recommended, elevations, dramatic cutbacks in the elevations.
I know that those are recommendations.  I would like to know before you vote and I would love to hear Ram and Home

Depot commit publicly that they will go along with those recommendations.

Mayor Bob Lenox: I actually think that they did at the Planning Commission.  But again, related to another question, if

we get to the point where we are going to approve it, we' re going to go through conditions that will include those and we
will expect them to publicly agree.

Bob Canoots:  I' m Bob Canoots at 518 Veridian View and I would like to hear what' s going to be done about the 18
wheeler traffic.  Over in Fayetteville, they made the decision that they weren' t going to put big box stores unless there were
at least two four lane routes of access and here we are trying to put all of that onto just a two lane road.  I don' t think that

the traffic study took into account these 18 wheelers that are going to be coming in first Phase I and then Phase II.  I would

like to know what is going to be done about that specifically and it seems logical to me that we would want to have that
bridge cut across over the railroad overpass and come out through Pike Nurseries to get on Highway 74 to give at least
two routes of access if they are going to approve this site plan.  I would like to know what is going to be done about that

specifically.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Ed, did y' all take into account truck traffic?
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Ed Ellis:  We did take into account truck traffic, not specifically for the Home Depot but the model includes truck traffic.
Charles, I don' t know how many trucks you would anticipate a day on this.

Charles Trammell:  6 - 10

Ed Ellis: We' ve been involved in a number of Home Depot sites in the past and in the peek hours in particular, which is
what we are testing this for and the ordinance, the truck traffic just simply isn' t that big a deal.  It really doesn' t play into
the congestion issue and that number of trucks spread out over the whole day is virtually unnoticeable.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  But we do have what I would consider to be a pretty high amount of truck traffic through that

corridor, not generated by Home Depot, I think really generated by the Industrial Park.

Ed Ellis:  I think you' re industrial traffic would make the truck traffic to Home Depot very insignificant.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Right, I would like to look at the model again just relative to the overall truck traffic and timing

because I really didn' t look closely at that.  There' s got to be a fair number of trucks going through there on a daily basis.
What is the timing of those?  But you did include in the analysis, the expected generation of truck traffic from Home

Depot.

Ed Ellis:  Yes

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We' ll take two more and then Robert has asked to be the last question here.

Tom Fancher:  I' m Tom Fancher, 111 Retreat Point.  I voted too Mr. Mayor.  I' m hard of hearing but when we were

discussing the road improvements, and they made a lot of sense to me.  If they are approved by the DOT and the City and

anybody else, who pays?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Actually at this point, the developer has agreed to pay for all of the improvements stipulated in the
agreement and all that you see in yellow on there.

Tom Fancher:  Including Highway 54/ Highway 75 Intersection?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes.  O. K. we' ll take the last question from Mr. Brown.

Robert Brown:  I would like to refer back to my earlier comments about the Huddleston Road extension and whether that
has been actively pursued.  If Doug or Charles could comment on that please.  If I can point to the map, the reason why

I bring that up is because the plan calls for right in and right out.  Mr. Mayor, you mentioned that there were some people
in Planterra that said they really wanted the Home Depot there so they could shop there.  Well there not going to get there

from here because the plan is right in and right out from Planterra.  So they will not be able to go directly across to Home
Depot and the same thing vice versa from Home Depot coming out.  The Huddleston Road extension though, if this was
the main entrance into Home Depot, it would allow straight across traffic and people coming from Planterra will be able
to come up here and then turn left to go into the Home Depot site.  Whereas now, if you live in Planterra and you want

to go to Home Depot, you either come out left and go down somewhere and turn around or you come out right and maybe

go turn around in the Church, which they don' t like, and then come back.  And speaking of the Church, some of these
improvements impinge upon their property and I don' t know if that has been agreed to by them in extending those lanes
into the front of their property.  That was my main question, the Huddleston Road Extension and whether or not that has
been actively pursued.
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Mayor Bob Lenox:  Doug, do you wish to tackle that one?

Doug McMurrain:  Relative to the Church, we' ve had several meetings with their deacons and the pastor and I believe
we' ve worked out an agreement where we are going to give them access through our property to the traffic signal.  Relative

to the land required for the road improvements relating to the Church, all the land that is necessary for those improvements
lie within the right of way.  Relative to the other issues, we' ve met with Planterra and they' ve expressed a desire not to
have straightforward traffic.  Again those issues kind of rest with Georgia DOT' s final decision on what improvements they

will allow in that area.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Was there any discussion with the Church relative to running that road around behind, extending
Huddleston Drive straight up through their property.

Doug McMurrain:  I understand the question.  I don' t own that property, I don' t control it.  That' s something the Church
would have to agree to.  I think that is maybe a long- term solution.  In our meeting with the Planterra homeowner' s
association officers, we discussed a number of different options.  One of them we' ve done up in New Jersey before on a

very large project, was a jughandle.  There are a number of different options that are mainly long- term solutions.  That

is one thing that we would like to be a part of is helping facilitate some of those solutions.  We have had some initial

discussions with the Church.  You are also going to need right of way for gold carts, you have a cloverleaf that is proposed
and some property will be needed from the Church to accomplish that.  I don' t think it' s anything I can answer here tonight
specifically other than to say that it' s something that you all have committed to work on, it' s something that we' re
committed to help solve and be part of the solution.  I can' t answer your question frankly.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We just had a chance to talk to Ed Ellis a little.  We' re going to explore this alternative.  There are

two primary problems are going to be the danger, we' re pretty far along in tonight' s process.  Second, for example, we' re

putting a complete set of golf cart underpasses underneath this new bridge.  Jim, do you recall what our budget is for that

little project.  I want to say it is in excess of$ 500, 000.

Jim Basinger:  I don' t remember the exact number Mr. Mayor.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  DOT will do anything you ask in a sense.  Everything above the basics, you agree to pay for, so
we' re spending somewhere between $ 500, 000 and $ 800, 000 on the bridge to create all of the golf cart connector we need.
My fear is that I' m going to go to DOT and raise this proposal and it' s going to take along time to try to figure out if it' ll

work.  And if it does, they' ll say, " Sure we' ll do it but you' ll have to pay"

Jim Basinger:  Mr. Mayor, if I might, when we widened Highway 54 down here at the lake and all, we had the bridge
raised all and it cost significant dollars but we didn' t have to pay the full amount.  They really look for local participation

and I would hope that as long as we are putting some funds in.  I do not that we have $ 250, 000 set aside right now for

getting across the railroad tracks.  That was paid by a previous developer because Longhorn had a commitment to get tied
into that system.  I do know that it was at least $ 500, 000 for the cost of those improvements.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We need to give Council some time to discuss this at this point.  I would really like to thank everyone
here tonight for what I consider to be a very valuable meeting.  I think that we' ve all heard some good input and learned

a lot.  We' ll now end the question and answer section and Council is now going to have to reach some kind of decision.
I guess I would kind of like to start the discussion and I will try to give a condensed expression of my viewpoint.  Relative

to planning issues, I think it is important to realize that this land, as Jim pointed out, has been zoned for general commercial
for a long, long time.  Prior to the construction of the Tennis Center and the approval of the four hundred apartments in
Michael Rossetti' s subdivision, there was over two hundred acres of general commercial on both sides of the road.  Which
would have been sufficient to build the Fayette Pavilion with room left over.  It was an enormous commercial area.  Our

City staff has actually realized since the early 1990' s that we probably had too much commercial there but it is a very
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difficult problem to fix.  So none of what is happening is really any surprise.  If you' ve been involved in this process for

a long time and really through, I' ll characterize it as good luck, some market forces, some negotiations and a couple of
lawsuits, we ended up with instead of two hundred acres of commercial, the apartment complex, the single family housing,
the Tennis Center and green space at Planterra' s entrance and we' ve reduced the scope of this once huge commercial area

to the 42 acres in question being the only feasible area left for big box kind of development.  There is still some other

commercial land there on both sides of the road but I don' t believe any of it would be feasible for this kind of big box
development.  At the same time, we' ve almost forced the developer into using this property for big box.  My second point
is I don' t find anything intrinsically wrong with the big box retail installation.  We recently accrued as an example, City
Circle, right up the street, which as planned somewhere between 150, 000 and 175, 000 square feet of chain retail.  National
chain retain, there is nothing local about this, it' s not friendly little neighborhood stores.  It' s national chain retail that will

be set up in twenty or thirty separate boxes.  Home Depot is 140, 000 square feet.  The fact of the matter is in mind, it' s

all chain retail, it takes the same amount of acreage, it takes the same amount of parking and it generates the same amount
of traffic.  I know that there is a feeling that we' re a village but the reality of our long term plan has always been that we' re
going to be a city, fortunately it used to be 80, 000 people, then it was 50, 000, now we' re at about 35, 000 people and we' re
nearing build out.  You would expect us to have a pretty good mix of big box, chain retail, local retail, neighborhood
stores.  Most healthy cities have all of these things.  Somebody commented earlier and I believe it' s true, the trick is to
have them all but don' t have them the way everybody else has them, to do it well.  I really think that we have done it

extremely well.  The example being,  we' ve taken these big boxes, we' ve got them as far off the road as we can reasonably
get them, we' ve shoved them up against the railroad tracks, where I really don' t know what else I would like to put there,
and we' ve used this big commercial box to buffer off the railroad tracks and I really believe that our staff will extract the
kinds of things that are going to set a standard for this corridor that five years from now we are going to be proud of.  I
have followed our City Attorneys' legal outline.  I sat there this afternoon for a half-hour with a cup of coffee and I studied
those three pages and I said how do I answer these questions.  I followed this situation intimately; I could only answer these
questions Yes.  We have no legal basis for denial of this appeal, I really don' t care, if I thought this was a crappy idea and
a lousy development and we were being asked to rezone something, I' d throw good money after bad if that' s what it took
just to fight it.  But I can' t make that statement and if we deny it, it' s going to cost us a lot of money.  We' re going to pay

a lot of legal fees, in this case, it' s so agreeous that we are going to expose ourselves to significant damages for money.
Not just the right to build it but the lost profits.  I think in the end, we also undermine the integrity and dependability of

our Land Use Plan.  I' ve had lots of citizens come up here and demand, when we wanted to make some change, that we
stick with the plan.  Well, now we sort of have a group of citizens that are demanding that we not stick with the plan.  This
isn' t a surprise; this was the cities plan.  The last one is the traffic issue.  More than anything, I think that' s what concerns
all of us.   I think we have done the best job we can with what we' ve got to work with.   I' m satisfied that we can

accommodate this development and improve this situation.  That' s all I' m satisfied with.  To me, this has no bearing

whatsoever on any West Village annexation, whether we' re going to have a Wal- Mart over there or not.  These projects

are going to be considered on their own merits, if they can not meet our Traffic Impact Ordinance, they are not going to
get built.  The ultimate widening of Highway 54 is going to be a painful process, with or without all of this.  I don' t know

how many people here lived through the widening of Highway 54 through town and Highway 74 from Georgia 85 down
to town.  They were not fun.  You know, you' ve just got to get through it.  The last point I want to make is that if we

decide to approve the appeal, and I' ve got to say that I see that as our only rational course of action, I' m pretty adamant
about the fact that we need to review every one of the conditions, both as proposed by staff and Planning Commission and
as proposed by some of our citizens here tonight who have taken the time to express some concerns that we need to address
in addition to what the Planning Commission addressed and we need to find out if these conditions are acceptable to our
developer and Home Depot.  I also feel that if we do approve this that all of the conditions, we' ve done this on a couple

of occasions in the past, need to, after we' ve finished setting them, to be clearly spelled out in a written document, typically
called a Development Agreement, and that all of the relative parties sign it in the next few days so that we don' t have any

misunderstanding.  If this is what we are going to build, this is what we are going to build and if these are the conditions,
I don' t want to get down the road in six months and all of sudden we' re not getting what we bargained for because we
didn' t document it properly.  That' s where I am on it and I' ll shut up and open it up.
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Jim Pace:  Bob, I can agree with you on a lot of points.  The first one I' m going to agree with you on is that I' ve spent
more energy on this issue than any single issue I' ve had to face.  I' ve talked with hundreds of our residents and I will tell

you like Mr. Brooks did that there are a large number of our residents that actually do want Home Depot here.  I myself

am not in favor of it or against it.  I am in favor of trying to do the right thing.  Sometimes you have to pray for wisdom

to know what the right thing is and then you have to have the courage to try to act upon it.  This has been one of those

instances; there was a lot of effort put into trying to figure out what is the right thing here.  I' ve talked to virtually all of

the former Mayors, I' ve talked to many of the former Council members and I' ve talked to just about anybody I could find
that had a legal opinion on the matter.  I have not had one single person to tell me that there is only one right thing to do.
They' ve all basically agreed upon the only course of action that we can rationally take here and unfortunately it may not

be a popular course of action with the people sitting in this room.  I do feel an extreme obligation to the industrial park and
the folks on Huddleston Drive.  If I were to continue here, I would make absolute certainty that the traffic situation there
was made as best that we could make it.  I also feel an extreme obligation to the people in Planterra Ridge.  We' ve got 437

or so houses over there now and you guys need to get in and out of your subdivision without having to fight the traffic.

I think that the four laning of Highway 54 is an eventuality that we really have to look at carefully and we have to make
sure that whatever we do now that you guys are going to have to be able to get in and out of there safely and effectively
when that four lane occurs.  This really means, bottom line, that you' ve got to have a traffic light there, you need a traffic
light there.  I live off of Kedron Drive and I would dearly love to have a traffic light, in fact, if you want to have a wish
list Bob for me personally it would be to give me a traffic light at Kedron Drive.  If they don' t want it, I would love to have
it.  The issue has been a complicated one for me personally.  I actually had kind of hoped to be able to slide into my
retirement somewhat peacefully without having to go through this, but it didn' t pan out that way.  I don' t necessarily feel
that Home Depot is going to be a bad neighbor.  I think that in some respects, having a Home Depot in Fayetteville and

having another one in Newnan is pretty much going to put the traffic within Peachtree City.  I doubt the people from

Newnan are going to drive over to ours or the people from Fayetteville are going to drive to ours.  I think it' s somewhat

of a low impacted commercial development there and I guess the thing that really drove me to the decision that I came to
was essentially, I do have a tremendous respect for the people that I spoke to, I have a tremendous respect for the staff.
We' ve heard some folks stand up here tonight from the staff, Jim Williams recommends approval.  Jim Williams does not

recommend bad site plans.  The City Attorney clearly stated our options legally and I frankly I' ve had those opinions
confirmed by a number of other attorneys.  I have to tell you that to question Captain Lohr would be something that would

really just send me into orbit.  We' ve got some of the most dedicated and well trained professionals in the Fire Department
of any city I know and if he tells me he is comfortable with this from a safety standpoint than I can find nothing that would
convince me that depriving anyone of their Constitutional rights is justified and I would have to say that I would have to
support letting the site plan go forward which as I understand it would mean reversing the Planning Commission' s decision.

Annie McMenamin:  I' m going to take a little opposing view here.  The issue, and I wish I had written mine down ahead

of time now Bob because I' m not going to be able to read this because I' ve scribbled down so many notes as people talked.
The issue remains the same today as it was in August and September and that is public safety.  While I believe the traffic

consultants did a beautiful job in creating a model that would accommodate the increased traffic demands created by
regional shopping corridor, it did not address the most critical concern of safety and that being the two- lane bridge.  In the

minutes of August 19th, Chief Murray, the Police Chief, stated that the police department took the brunt of the situation
on a daily basis.  He said when accidents occur, traffic would become gridlock.  He felt new development would increase

traffic as well as the additional development in Coweta County.  He said the traffic model looked good but he did not think
there would be any relief to the traffic problem until the highways could be widened.  He was also concerned because of

the major truck and tanker accidents that were occurring frequently.  He said the city should expect more accidents with
the amount of traffic being on a two- lane highway.  Gerald Reed, the Fire Chief, said his department faced major problems.

I have great respect for Captain Lohr and I believe, like he, that the road improvements made to accommodate Home
Depot will indeed make it more accessible for the safety vehicles.  They' ve first got to get across the bridge, which they
can not do.  He said it was difficult to get emergency equipment through traffic.  He said at times emergency vehicles

would have to travel in the opposite lane of traffic, which was a very dangerous thing to do.  He said they have especially

noticed extended response times to the Wynnmeade Subdivision.  John Dillahunt from the Wynnmeade Subdivision said
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he had witnessed three house fires in his subdivision and it was a real panic when the fire department had a slow response
time.  He was also concerned about his homeowners insurance and that the rates would be increased.  He said there would

be an additional 280 homes and 400 apartments and traffic would be increased even more.  It was not wise to allow new

development until the highway could be widened.  In talking to Dick Schnider, from the DOT, he is quoted in our minutes
of August 19`h When I asked him about where we could get decisions, how much impact we could get, how much approval
we could get for the projects and also regarding improvements that would be made by either the developer or the city, he
said he was not sure and that things got more complicated every time an interruption of the law was made.  I think that is

what we are doing here is interrupting the law.  The traffic consultants did not address the single entrance of a two- lane

highway already graded D and E of the semis that would be trying to go into the single entrance.  The conversations

continued as late as Monday of possibilities of additional road accesses for semis.  I appreciate the fact that the Mayor has

received a 99. 9 assurance of approval of the Air Quality Standards and that they would be met in March, while Mr. Ellis
of Dames and Moore told us last week that there was a 50/ 50 chance and he had been told as recently as two weeks prior

to that that there were no guarantees.  Tonight we learned that he has been told that some improvements were highly
probable.  I will request, and I knew Mr. Huddleston sixteen years ago, I enjoyed his vegetable garden and he was very

kind to bring me some of those, he waited for his garden to grow and I think Mr. Huddleston would understand a three
or four month delay while we waited to see the results of the Clean Air Enactment.  Let us have the opportunity then to

work with DOT to improve that bridge.  I was told at some point, in some discussions that the bridge would be and could

be started prior to the road improvements.  I have asked the questions, where do the road improvements begin? They don' t

know.  Will they start in Coweta, that makes sense to me.  The ROW' s are already approved, there plans are already to
go, they are ready to move forward.  We are behind them.  Certainly, DOT is going to probably start in Coweta and move

east.  With the safety concerns for our residents and for any further development, I believe that we have a strong case with
DOT to improve the bridges and go ahead and four lanes the bridge to accommodate our safety vehicles.  I also made

comments in here about the critical widening and protection of Huddleston Road but I feel that we have covered that
thoroughly.  That' s all I had to say on the Huddleston Road.  I would like to have the opportunity tonight to make a motion

for the Council to table this until we can get some input from DOT in the Spring and some relief from the Clean Air Act
and I would certainly want to wait until after all of the Council has had an opportunity to speak but I would like to have
an opportunity to make a motion to table and either let it die for lack of a second or to see if go down in defeat.  I would

also like to just touch base on a couple of comments you made Your Honor.   The City Circle, I don' t believe is a
comparison to Home Depot with a single access on a two- lane highway.  They have a multi- street access to spread out the
traffic impact.  It is also interesting Mr. Pace if you would drive through Home Depot in Fayetteville to note the many
license tags that are apparent throughout the Home Depot and Wal- Mart Shopping Centers that they are in fact attracting

very wide regional shoppers.  Once again, my entire concern is based on the safety of the residents of Peachtree City and
also any incoming people that we have not had to serve yet.  I could not in good conscious deny safety whether it is the
construction worker on the roof of Home Depot or a long time resident of Wynnmeade Subdivision.  That' s all I have to

say.

Bob Brooks:  I' ll address it next I guess, I' ll be somewhat succinct.  To me it boils down to three issues.  Some of those

are problems that we already have, one would be overall traffic flow, two would be safety and three would be the issue
of clear air.  A lot of points have been made before so I' ll just sort of summarize.  My feeling is that by listening to what

was presented this evening that the traffic plan, even with Home Depot, considering the fact that we' re going to have
development and new residential neighborhoods going to go end irrespective of what happens to the road, and the apartment
complex is going to go in irrespective of what happens to the road, that with Home Depot going in, actually we will
improve the current situation from a traffic flow standpoint.  The traffic flow will move better if this is put in even though

the Home Depot is put in.  The other thing that I heard very clearly is actually that the Fire Department feels that if these
road improvements are made, it will improve safety on the west side of the railroad tracts.  That was a very clear statement.
If we improve the viability of Huddleston Road, which is what they said was their main access approach, that my feeling

is that if we are successful in getting two lanes going up to Highway 54 and one coming from Highway 54 that that gives
the option of at least two to potentially turn left but I guess under certain situations that they feel safe, I guess three lanes
to get out there and onto Highway 54 which we do not have now.  It makes sense that the Fire Department would say it
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would be safer.  I think a key issue is though that to improve the current situation, if we are to improve safety that the road
improvements have to be done.  My understanding is from what I heard from the developer and other individuals is that
this project has to be tied into road improvements and I think we have to tie it into it be permittable, not just approved by
DOT but permittable.  By that I' m saying that the DOT has to be able to sign off and say this does not fall under the Clear
Air requirements and we will allow these improvement to take place.  If that indeed is the case than my feeling is that

March becomes irrelevant and really, it is in the cities best interest to get this road widened or multiple roads widened and
improved.  If we can do that through private means and if we are able to do it in a way where we are not hostage to clean
air than my feeling is let' s go for it.  I certainly do not see why tabling it would be a better alternative.  I think that if we

can wrap up an agreement that says Hey look the developers willing to do this and we would like to do this but we tie into
it being permittable and then if the DOT says No, you have to pass the Clean Air and then come March or May, the
Federal Government says yes, we approve the plan then it' s all tied up.  We don' t have to readjust it; we have not given

the false impression to citizens that it' s being turned down.  But I think that the package we' ve seen this evening, this is

something that is a win situation for the city as a whole as far as moving traffic, safety and hopefully something that will
transition into being smoothly in the future.  So I guess I agree with the Mayor.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Any others?  Carol.

Carol Fritz:  I' ve been in a real quandary over this whole issue and gone back and forth over it many, many times.  Like

you' ve said, this is probably one of the most time consuming projects or issues that I' ve ever dealt with.  I see two options

here.  I can say No.  I' ve been told that I' m being watched tonight which I really take offense to on my vote, that if I don' t
vote No I' m in big trouble apparently.  Putting that aside, I' m not even taking that into consideration because I consider
that an insult to my integrity.  I can vote No and as Bob has stated, this project will not proceed until the DOT, ARC and

all those people sign off on it.  I' m not sure what' s to be gained by postponing it a month; I' m not sure what' s to be gained.
What are we going to know more in a month than we don' t know now?  Nothing.  The land is zoned.  Legally they can

build this building there.  We can' t stop it.  The other alternative is that I say yes and I work with the developer to get the
best Home Depot that we possibly can.  I' m still sitting here really torn with this.  I don' t want a Home Depot either and

I feel that I' d be much happier with it up on Kedron.  But that is not where they have chosen to go and legally they are
entitled to go where they are going to go.  I' m concerned about the safety.  I think that these road improvements will help

to some degree.  I am very concerned about the trucks; I' ve never gotten a clear answer to that as far as truck traffic going
in and out of here.  I have a big problem with there being one access into this development, I just think that there is a safety
issue there.  I really think we need to see where another access is going to be for that development.  These are all issues
that I think that the Planning Commission can deal with as we go along.  I guess I' m going to vote to approve it, but with

extremely strict conditions.  I' m not sure how, are we going to do these conditions tonight?  Are we going to work on

them, how do we do this?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Staff has suggested the conditions but I believe we have much more than that to consider.

Carol Fritz:  Exactly, so how do we do this.

Annie McMenamin:  One thing that does concern me Your Honor on a comment that you made to me today.  I' m

probably not going to repeat this exactly right so if you will clarify it.  You made a comment that we can put the conditions

in place but as in all development, we might find that these conditions just don' t quite fit, or just don' t quite work so we
want to have some alternative backups so that we can work with the developer in an alternative situation should it come

up.  I am very concerned about allowing too much flexibility because once we put any verbiage in something like this to
the developer, they have the legal power to dispute and refute all of the conditions.  I' m just real uncomfortable with that

statement of alternatives.  I understand where you were coming from that maybe a better alternative would come up.  But

I think that once you start diluting, it was quite interesting today that on a completely different issue, I called two attorneys,
one up in Atlanta and one in Fayetteville, got two opinions.  Mr. Basinger had talked to another attorney about the issue
and he got a contradiction of what I had from the attorneys.  So as far as attorneys being on board always, that' s not what
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they are paid to do.  So I' ve just got some real concerns thinking that we' re going to write down these conditions and be
able to live with them.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Well, that' s partly why, in fact that' s entirely why I said this agreement has to be produced in writing.
I don' t want the misunderstandings but we do have to deal with the applicant relative to these conditions.

Bob Brooks:  Bob, what enhancements to the letter?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Let' s define the conditions aspect of it a little bit better.  We have six recommended conditions from

our own staff.  We have a couple of conditions that have been submitted by the Line Creek Association that I believe that
are worthy of our consideration and we need to determine how we want to treat those.  We also have a request from the

Planterra Homeowners Association to consider imposing certain restrictions.  I think we need to look at all of those things

and determine which conditions we wish to impose.  If you want to start, we can start going through those because I think

they are a key element of this.

Jim Pace:  For everybody why don' t you read the conditions that were placed by the Planning Commission that Ram
Development Corporation has already agreed to.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Are these conditions reproduced.  Your current recommended conditions are not exactly verbatim

from what the Planning Commission stipulated, are they?

Jim Williams:  The Planning Commission did not impose the conditions.  They denied it.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Alright, then I will read the conditions.

1. The developer shall be responsible for making traffic system improvements as recommended by the City' s traffic
consultant, Dames and Moore to include, but not be limited to the following:

a.   Install a new traffic signal at the Home Depot entrance and inter- connect it with the other signals in the
GA 54 Corridor;

b.   Install two through lanes for southbound traffic on GA 74, along with a dedicated right- turn lane;
c.   Extend the second westbound through lane from SR 74 to the existing right- turn lane at Market Place

Boulevard;

d.   Install a continuous through lane on GA 54 westbound between the railroad bridge and Wynnmeade, along

with the necessary turn lanes at the key inter- sections; and
e.   Install a long decel/ stacking lane for GA 54 eastbound at Huddleston, along with double left- turn lanes

from Huddleston westbound.

The developer must obtain approval from the GA DOT for all traffic system improvements prior to the issuance of

any development permits. All site- specific improvements shall be completed by the developer prior to the issuance
of a Certificate of Occupancy. Funds for system improvements shall be paid by the developer to the City and shall
be held in escrow until such improvements can be completed by the City and/ or the GA DOT. The costs for such
improvements shall be determined by the City' s Traffic Engineering Consultant.

2. The developer must provide a green space area along the north side of GA 54 to reflect the existing green space
on the south side of the highway in front of Planterra.  In addition to the 60- foot buffer parallel to GA 54, a green

space corridor at least 200 feet wide should be provided in the area where the entrance drive extends between GA
54 and the Home Depot parking lot;

3. Home Depot must adopt an architectural program for its building, similar to the program it proposed for its
Kedron Center store; and that program must be approved by the City as a part of final site plan approval;
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4. Home Depot must agree that it will not conduct out- of-store marketing or store any materials outside its building
unless the displays and materials are under canopies approved as a part of the project architecture;

5. The developer must agree to provide the City with acceptable plans for landscaping, exterior lighting, and signage;
and those plans must be approved by the City as a part of final site plan approval; and

6. The architectural plan, landscaping plan, and signage program which are developed for Home Depot and approved
by the City should serve as a model for all other commercial development in the GA 54 West Corridor.

Those are the recommended staff conditions.

Bob Brooks:  We' ve gone through this before but could we get a comment from Ram Development on those?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Sure.  Doug, do you have any comments on those conditions or do you accept those conditions?

Doug McMurrain:  We accept those conditions of approval.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  O. K., now we have some other proposed conditions.  The first of which, I have written in and I

eluded to before, I' m simply suggesting that we get all of this in writing in the next few days so that we clearly understand
that these are the conditions.  Secondly, Planterra has submitted some specific requested conditions.

Annie McMenamin:  Just as a matter of record since you are obviously moving in the direction of approving the appeal.

I would like to say it as a matter of record that I would like to make a motion to table this until we hear from the ARC.

Carol Fritz:  I' ve got a question.  I guess I' m still kind of odds at Annie' s proposal.  What are the benefits of that or the

benefits of approving it with the condition that they get the approvals?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  They can' t get a developers permit until they get approval.

Carol Fritz:  Yes, but Annie.

Annie McMenamin:  Well personally it does make a difference to me because I think that we need to hear from them and
while we are putting everything in the developers hands right now.  I just think that we are the governing body here and

we should just act like the same and wait until we can clear up this very important issue that has clearly burdening the entire
process tonight.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  The one right I like in here is that the developer must obtain approval.

Bob Brooks:  Actually there is a motion and we need a second.

Jim Webb:  You need a second before any other discussion can take place.  It either has to be seconded or fail.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  There is a motion to table, is there a second.

Carol Fritz:  I' m going to second for purposes of discussion.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  There is no discussion on a motion.  You either table it or you don' t.  All those in favor of tabling

it.

Carol Fritz:  I' ll go ahead and second it.
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Mayor Bob Lenox:  0. k., all those in favor of tabling?

Annie McMenamin:  Aye.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  All those in opposition of tabling?

Mayor Bob Lenox, Jim Pace, Bob Brooks:  Nay.

Mayor Bob Lenox: My point being that we have said to the developer that he must obtain approval from the Georgia DOT
for all of the traffic system improvements prior to the issuance of any development permit, this is not a building permit,
this means before they can begin land clearing or anything else, they have to have obtained the approvals from Georgia
DOT.  I' m going to make the comment that I frankly don' t care if that takes two weeks or two years.  Until they have those

approvals from Georgia DOT, they can not get their development permit.  I don' t know what more we would achieve by

tabling it because this simply says that until we have in hand those approvals, nothing is happening.

Annie McMenamin:  I would like something explained because a discussion took place earlier that the bridge could be
widened first.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Well I actually would comment on that because you made that comment earlier.  Mr. Ellis had a

meeting with DOT and we had a lengthy meeting.  David, I believe you were there, Jim.  And I believe that DOT' s

comment was if we want them to consider it, they will consider it.  But it is probably going to delay the project.  Is that

an accurate assessment of what DOT said? So, do we push for that or not? We really haven' t reached that decision.  Now,
the other comment that was made.  It was actually good news.  Actually, the other comment that DOT did make was that
based on their current funding, they expected to start construction of this road in July 2001.  Is that also correct?

Jim Basinger:  That is correct.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Which would mean that the road would actually be finished some time in 2003.  We are going to have

to make a decision.  Do we want to try to push the bridge up at the risk of delaying the whole project, or do we not.

Annie McMenamin:  Delay what project?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  The entire project.  The entire roadway.

Annie McMenamin:  I don' t think we would delay Fayette County' s road project.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Do you want to talk about the Planterra Ridge request?

Jim Pace:  Yes, I think that is important.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I do too.  First of all, they have asked for extra buffering on the Planterra side.  This is not specified

in the e- mail that I got but I believe that was intended to be some large caliber trees along the Planterra side of the road
that matched up with what Home Depot, I guess, intends to install on the other side.  It starts to form this streetscape that

we' re talking about down Highway 54.  Eileen is not here but is that an accurate representation?

Lisa Jones:  She comments on the request.  ( statement was inaudible as she was not at the microphone)

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Robert, can you comment?
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Robert Brown:  More trees on the south side would be nice but we need to keep in mind that the State right of way already
comes up to about one foot from the wall of the Planterra entrance.  If we put any buffer there out of the right of way, it' s
just going to get cut down when they widen the road.

Bob Brooks:  I think that maybe one of the solutions there is maybe not trying to concentrate so much right next to the
State highway but up a little bit.  You' ve almost got an approach way or drive way per say that leads up from 54 into
Planterra because Planterra is actually off the street a little bit.  Whether it' s something we get involved with the developer
or the city gets involved with, I think a certain amount of enhancement in that area, which essentially maybe separates that
neighborhood from 54, not just from Home Depot but separating that neighborhood from 54. That might be appropriate
and that might actually be something that the city might be able to pursue to some extent.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Well, I will ask Mr. McMurrain, are you willing to sit down with the folks in Planterra and look at
the possibility, particularly, somebody advanced the idea earlier, and I know we have a right of way problem, but you
know if we take the right of way into account and we really start working on this streetscape now and we get in some of
those four to five to six inch caliber trees, by the time that road is built we could have created a streetscape worthy of
Peachtree City.  I don' t quite know how to define this, I don' t know whether to say Gee, you' ve got to plant twenty trees
or .   beg your pardon?

Lisa Jones:  We discussed that a little bit on Monday when we met with them.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Would be satisfactory is we simply made it as a condition that Mr. McMurrain will continue the
discussions with the Homeowners Association and consider making reasonable enhancements on the south side of the street?
I think it is important to remember too, this was in the e- mail, you know we are not making final decisions about

everything tonight.  We are setting the general conceptual site plan and the overall conditions but this is going to go back
to the Planning Commission over and over and over for detailed analysis of each of these things.  There are going to be

lots of opportunities to make sure that we get the right kind of designs.  Is that an acceptable condition Doug?

Doug McMurrain:  I would like for Bill to address the landscaping issue.  I have an issue about us going back to the

Planning Commission over and over and over again.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  O. K., I didn' t mean to scare you.  But you do go back for your landscape plan approvals, your final

site plan approval, the normal kind of arguments.  Nothing to do with this conceptual plan, No.

Bill Lincicome:  For the record, my name is Bill Lincicome.  We' ve been very open, I think we' ve advanced the idea prior
to this evening about the concept of transferring credit to other parts of the corridor, Line Creek, other areas on this
western corridor on 54.  I think in principal, the developers and Home Depot are in agreement but I think that it would

only be reasonable to say that, given the fact that there are substantial replacement credits inherent in this site that it would
be limited to what the ordinance requires.  We would take overages that are not applied to the Home Depot site specifically
and apply those to other areas whether it be in the 54 corridor or at the Planterra Ridge entrance.  Do you follow what I' m

saying?

Carol Fritz:  I see a lot of puzzled looks in the audience.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes, explain that to me slowly again.  I think he said that there is a limit to how much you can plant

on the Home Depot site.

Bill Lincicome:  Well there is by virtue of definition in the ordinance.  What we discovered in the preliminary analysis

was that we made a commitment to plant some 85 5- inch trees along the entrance boulevard.  I think there were 120 3- 3
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1/ 2 inch caliber trees and when you begin to investigate the area that you can actually plant trees, even with substantial

size, we fall short of really satisfying the ordinance on that site.  So what we are saying in principal is, let' s take those
credits that we can' t get on the site, transfer it to the 54 corridor, whether it be along the frontage in our 60 foot buffer
or whether it be on the south side of 54.  In principal, we' re in agreement with that.  I think there is substantial latitude

given the requirements in our ordinance, which are substantial in this case, and I would suspect given this that we will

probably not get tree credit and the assumptions that we made in the Planning Commission meeting, we took 20% credit,

which I don' t think we are going to get.  So what I am saying is, we' ll apply that in other areas adjacent to this site.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Right.  So I did understand that the trees you are committed to and required to plant on the site, you

can' t find room to put them all.

Bill Lincicome:  Well, we could by caliber.  But what I' m saying, I think the community would benefit by spreading the
aesthetics around.  You follow?

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I follow.  O. K., there was also a request from Planterra Ridge that if Planterra experiences cut

through traffic, it was specifically stated that Home Depot would pay for traffic calming devices.  That was a subject we

discussed earlier where I think the city made it' s position more than clear.  I don' t know that if we get that kind of cut

through traffic that that' s necessarily Home Depot' s responsibility.  I believe that would be driven more by the industrial
park and what happens on Huddleston Drive and would be the cities responsibility to fix.  We' re certainly committed to

do that as opposed to Home Depot.

Bob Brooks:  I think it' s a matter of record that the Council has got a majority that we' ve made that commitment to
Planterra.  The minutes should reflect that for future Council.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  The last one from Planterra was that all trucks would use the Line Creek entrance and service road
and not the Planterra light.  Is that stated correctly?

Lisa Jones:  Yes.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I mean, when I looked at this one, actually I thought all the conditions were logical and appropriate,
I did have a little problem with this one.  What I' m saying is that if a truck is coming from the Peachtree City side, the East
and is proceeding west going to Home Depot.  Now remember, we' ve heard that there are six - ten of these a day, but if

that truck is coming from the East going to Home Depot, it' s going to come to the light and the Home Depot entrance and
not be able to turn in.  They are going to have to proceed another 1/ 4 mile down the road to the Line Creek entrance, turn
in and then come back the commercial service road all the way down to Home Depot.  I' ll tell you frankly what my

problem is, if they turn in when they get to the Home Depot entrance, they' re not in anybody' s residential neighborhood,
they' re not in any area where there is residential traffic, but I do feel a responsibility to think about the fact that very
shortly that Line Creek Parkway entrance is the only way in and out of about 850 homes.  About 400 apartments, 200 new

homes and all the existing homes in Wynnmeade have to go in and out through that intersection and I really hate to throw
those trucks doing this when they were right there at Home Depot.  I just want to get the rationale behind it.

Lisa Jones: ( Comments were inaudible as she did not go to the microphone.)

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I could see this if the trucks were coming from Newnan.  You don' t want them coming down there

and then turning left at your entrance.

Lisa Jones: ( Comments were inaudible as she did not got to the microphone.)

Bob Brooks:  I certainly empathize with that but at the same time, it' s not like we can basically stick it to Wynnmeade.
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It' s not really fair to Wynnmeade to say that to protect Planterra, we' re going to make all of the trucks turn on the entrance
to Wynnmeade.  So from an overall standpoint as far as the overall city.

Lisa Jones:  That' s at the collector road, it wouldn' t be right at their entrance.

Bob Brooks:  But that' s where the light is going and that will be the main entrance for anybody from Wynnmeade that in
the morning wants to try to head east bound, that' s where the Wynnmeade residents to a significant extent are going to be
trying to get out.  I think from a fairness standpoint, I' m not sure if we want to have to force those trucks to go down to

that entrance and turn.   I think it' s something we need to be aware of and evaluate but I don' t think it' s part of a
development agreement, we should require those trucks to go to a certain place until maybe we could sort things out a little

bit.  But I would be against mandating that they go to a certain intersection, it' s going to be a detriment to a significant
portion of people.  Eventually more people might be at a detriment than live in Planterra Ridge.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I would like to study this for a little because I think it would be logical for example if trucks are
coming from the east, they can turn directly into Home Depot.  If they are coming from the west, they have to make that
turn at Line Creek and do this.  There is a certain logic but I' m like Bob, I have to put in a development agreement.  I

would really like to see if the city could study this from a traffic standpoint.

Jim Webb:  Mr. Mayor, I think this is just an inherent issue dealing with the cities right to control its streets.  We' re not

talking about any monetary improvements here so I don' t know that it needs to be addressed in the development agreement.
You can do what you want to do with the streets.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Let' s continue this but Jim is right, it' s not an issue for the development agreement.

Robert Brown:  Just a quick comment on that.  There is one main entrance to Home Depot.  Most Home Depots have

separate entrances for their truck traffic.  This one does not so their primary entrance for truck traffic would be their main
entrance that also services all other traffic.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I agree.

Robert Brown:  I would like to find out if there is any plan on clearing the entire site for the future Phase II or will they
only clear Phase I.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I' m going to say that we have no conceptual site plan approved for Phase II so you can' t get a
development permit so you can' t clear it.  You' ve got to have a conceptual site plan before you can get your clearing and
development permit.  I' m just giving you the cities normal operating process.  The other thing we have is the memo from
the Line Creek Association relative to run- off mitigation plans and overall permeable area.  Some of these things are going
to be covered in general by the Planning Commissions normal and staff' s normal process.  But particularly, item 3, has
everyone read item 3?  I' ll read item 3.  Item 3 is reduce parking lot pollution.  The developer must agree to make every

effort to reduce projected runoff through the incorporation of design principles as directed by the Planning Commission
and/ or City Engineer. All parking lots shall be required to have the capability to contain one inch of precipitation in a
twenty- four-hour period. Run off shall be directed toward permeable areas and away from pollutant- laden areas such as
parking lots.  And, the parking lots, in part, would be constructed of porous materials to help absorb particularly the
petroleum- based run off that comes from a parking lot.

Carol Fritz:  I don' t know that is actually feasible, the porous materials part.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes, that is going to be tough.
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Carol Fritz:  But there are other things to do that can be worked out.  Like up here in# 1, again this will all be addressed

through the Planning Commission and work all this out, but in using drainage, detention ponds.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I would prefer that those issues be addressed by the Planning Commission and I think they are part
of the drainage plan and some of that stuff is already incorporated in there because I' ve read through that.  I think that it

should be reviewed by the Planning Commission in the context of this information.

Jim Pace:  It' s more of a City Engineer issue Bob.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  Yes, I agree. That' s all the proposed positions.

Jim Pace:  I have a question.  It' s after 11: 00pm, do we need to vote to extend the meeting before we take a vote or are
we O. K.

Jim Basinger:  No, I think you just can' t take up any new issues.

Jim Pace:  I thought that was the way it was but I just wanted to make sure we didn' t have to revisit it.

Somebody in the audience:  The original conditions say that permits can not be issued until the improvements have been
approved and finished.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  No, they have to be approved.  Money has to be escrowed and they can not get a Certificate of
Occupancy until those site improvements are completed.

Bob Brooks:  But they could not start development until it is permittable by DOT.  Basically, they can' t start and then hope
for approval by Clear Air.  They' ve got to have permission from DOT which mandates that it' s O. K.  At that time, they
can start moving dirt and they can also build the roads concurrently.

Same person from the audience:  If it appears that they are not going to get finished, then does the city issue a C. O.?

Bob Brooks: They can' t start until they get permission.  All that matters is how long it takes them to finish the road.  But

they have to finish the road before they get a C. O.

Jim Pace:   I think the point of confusion is that DOT is not involved in this.   The developer has to complete the

improvements shown on that map, which they will commence immediately.  Those have to be complete.

Same person from the audience:  That was my question, do the road improvements have to be complete?

Jim Pace:  Yes, before they open their doors.  If it takes them three years, it' s going to take them three years.  The good

news for me is that I think the improvements will actually make the situation better and they can start a lot sooner, assuming
they can get permission.  If they can' t, they can' t.

Phyllis Aguayo:  I am still unsure about the credits for trees.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  I don' t think that is the case.  They don' t have room to put them.

Jim Pace:  We are requiring so many trees, they can' t put them all on site so they are going to move part of them across
the street.
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Phyllis Aguayo:  Is that required by ordinance?

Jim Pace:  Yes.

Phyllis Aguayo:  Will you be giving them tree save credits?

Mayor:  No we are not giving them tree save credits for the lot of trees that will actually be remaining there.  These are

pretty big trees so it' s better off to sort them out.  I have no other conditions that have been proposed.

Some from the audience:  Question about that first condition, talking about the traffic conditions.  I thought that when

you read the staff recommendation was that it did talk about tying in the Line Creek traffic light and the Planterra traffic
light and the City Circle traffic lift and the Highway 54 traffic light with optic cable.  I thought that was one of the original

founding recommendations.

Jim Pace:  It does say that.  It does say interconnected with other traffic signals in the Georgia 54 corridor.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  And we actually have a commitment from a different developer, the City Circle developer, is this
correct Jim? That one of the conditions of their approval was to tie in everything.  The only thing that Home Depot needs
to tie in is the new traffic light, which is stipulated in it.

Same person from the audience: But the Line Creek entrance is the entrance for all building vehicles.

Mayor Box Lenox:  Yes, that is correct.

Someone else from the audience:  I' ll just throw this discussion in here but the gentlemen who is with the DOT, he has
suggested     : ( Comments were inaudible as he did not go to the microphone.)

Somebody else from the audience:  It is extremely simple, on Condition 1, in the second major paragraph about mid way
through it says funds for system improvements shall be paid by the developer to the city and shall be held in escrow until
such improvements can be completed by the city and/ or Georgia DOT.  The traffic consultants point is that it may, because
of the Clear Air requirements, it may be such that it would make a difference if the developer applies for the permit as
opposed to the city of Georgia DOT.

Jim Webb:  Actually that should read developer and not city.

Can' t make out the voice):  And we would just ask that it be inserted, " the developer, the city and/ or Georgia DOT.

Jim Pace:  I prefer to insert developer and take out the city.

Doug McMurrain:  That' s fine with us as well.

Bob Brooks:  That being said, I would make a motion that we uphold the appeal and that we send the issue as discussed

with the conditions that were approved and discussed this evening back to the Planning Commission for whatever details
they have left to be done.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  We are approving the conceptual site plan.

Jim Pace:  We are basically concurring with the recommendation of city staff as contained in this memo, with the addition
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of those two items.

Carol Fritz:  To be into a document.

Jim Pace:  I will second that.

Jim Webb: Before you vote, can I just have for the record, the developer Ram and Home Depot say that we agree to these
conditions.  You know, we voluntarily agree to all of these conditions.  Also, I guess you understand that it is inherent in

this acceptance that you are required to comply with all city ordinances, rules and regulations through the normal processes
that we have here in the city.  Just both state your names and say that for the record please.

Doug McMurrain:   My name is Doug McMurrain.   I' m president of Ram Development Group.   We agree to the

conditions as stipulated here tonight by City Council and staff.

Charles Trammell:  My name is Charles Trammell.  I am the real estate director for Georgia.  We agree to the conditions

that the City of Peachtree City has asked us to adhere to.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  All those in favor?

Mayor Bob Lenox, Jim Pace, Bob Brooks, Carol Fritz:  Aye.

Mayor Bob Lenox:  All those opposed.

Annie McMenamin: Nay

Mayor Bob Lenox: I would like to thank everyone who was here tonight for their participation and decorum. That

concludes our regular agenda for this evening.



City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Meeting

January 6, 2000
7: 00 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met in a regular session, Thursday, January 6, 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: Annie McMenamin, Carol Fritz, Bob Brooks,
and Dan Tennant.

ANNOUNCEMENTS, AWARDS, SPECIAL RECOGNITION

Mayor Lenox recognized the following:

Employee of the Year - Jesse Brooks

Supervisor of the Year - Wayne O' Neal

Robert B. Patterson for his service on the Airport Authority

Ray Helton for service on the Water and Sewerage Authority

Mayor Lenox read a Proclamation for Kiwanis Week.

Mayor Lenox read a Proclamation for Martin Luther King Day.

Mayor Lenox read a Proclamation for Arbor Day.

Kroger presented funding for Bullet Proof Vests for the Police Department.

Mayor Lenox presented the Award of Financial Reporting Achievement to Assistant City Manager
Joe Morton and members of the Financial Services staff.

Acting City Clerk Gloria Reid read a complimentary letter to the Fire Department and the Police
Department from Carl Evans, Village Pharmacy.

MONTHLY REPORTS

Lenox announced that the monthly reports for November were available for review.

MINUTES

The December 16, 1999, City Council Minutes will be made available at the January 20, 2000,
Council meeting.

Oaths of Office and Election of Mayor Protem

Mayor Lenox administered the Oath of Office to Annie McMenamin.

Pastor Chuck Hodges administered the Oath of Office to Dan Tennant.
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Brooks made a motion to appoint Annie McMenamin as Mayor Protem for the year 2000.  Fritz

seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.  Mayor Lenox administered the Oath of

Office to Annie McMenamin.

CONSENT AGENDA:

Lenox reminded Council that they had adopted an amendment to the Code of Ordinances last
October dealing with Council meeting procedures. As a part of the amendment, a process to have
consent agenda items was adopted.  The consent agenda was intended to handle routine, non-

controversial items, which might be considered and approved with one motion. Action on consent
agenda items was explained in Section 2- 36 ( f) as follows:

the consent agenda shall be considered in bulk and voted upon with a single motion.
At the time of consideration of the consent agenda, a Council member or the Mayor may
announce items they wish to speak about or vote against. The presiding officer shall also
ask if any person in attendance wishes to speak on any item.   Such items shall be

considered separately and not as a portion of any motion to call for action on the remainder
of the consent agenda.

Lenox said that, while staff believed that placing routine matters on a consent agenda would
streamline Council meetings, Council would always have the ability to remove an item from the
consent agenda and handle it as a separate, regular agenda item.

a)   Designation of Persons Authorized to Sign Checks by Title  - Mayor, Mayor Protem, City

Manager, Assistant City Manager, Director of Developmental Services, and Director of
Administrative Services.

b)   Annual Indemnification Resolution

c)    Consider Alcohol License Change— Kroger— Kedron

d)   Consider Alcohol License Change— Kroger— Braelinn

McMenamin made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda items ( a) through( d). Fritz seconded

the Motion. Motion carried unanimously.

OLD AGENDA ITEMS

There were no old agenda items.

NEW AGENDA ITEMS

01- 00- 01 Authorization and Appointment of City Officials and Positions

Lenox explained that Council would vote on each of the following appointments of City Officials and
Positions separately.

City Auditor Geeslin, Cordle, Johnson & Wetherington
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McMenamin made a motion to approve Geeslin, Cordle, Johnson& Wetherington as City Auditor.

Brooks seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

City Clerk Nancy Faulkner

Brooks made a motion to approve Nancy Faulkner as City Clerk. McMenamin seconded the motion.
Motion carried unanimously.

City Depository      - Peachtree National Bank

Brooks made a motion to approve Peachtree National Bank as the City Depository.  McMenamin
seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Legal Organ Today in Peachtree City newspaper

Fritz made a motion to approve Today in Peachtree City newspaper as the Legal Organ.  Brooks

seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

01- 00- 02 Request for Funding - Fayette Senior Services

Jim Steinbach, spokesman for the Fayette Senior Services ( FSS), addressed Council and requested

that Council continue to provide financial support as they had in previous years.  Steinbach explained

that FSS provided transportation, delivered meals, and provided many other services to over 375
senior citizens in Fayette County and Peachtree City last year.

Brooks stated that the City had supported Fayette Senior Services as well as Battered Women for a
number of years, and although he felt Council should honor their request, the amount of money
contributed to FSS as well as Battered Women had increased 200 to 300% over the past years.

Brooks suggested that perhaps this matter should be discussed at the 2000 Retreat.  Further, due to

the fact that Peachtree City residents pay both County and City taxes for these services as well as
recreational benefits and a number of other services, he felt there should be better funding from the
County level.

Lenox commented that because the City contributed to the vital services, which FSS and Battered
Women provided on a regular basis, perhaps the City should make this a budgetary item instead of
funding from the Council Contingency Fund each year.

Tennant asked for clarification that, although FSS was a United Way Agency, FSS actually received
the money directly.  Steinbach confirmed same.  Tennant stated he felt there was a need to be met,

but felt this was not the fundamental role of government.  Tennant agreed with Lenox that this should
be made a budgetary item.

Webb addressed Council and reiterated that this $ 8, 500 was being paid to FSS for services rendered
to Peachtree City residents because the Council would be prohibited from giving funds without some
service being provided.
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Brooks made a motion to provide $ 8, 500 to Fayette Senior Services from the Council Contingencyg Y

Fund.  Fritz seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.

01- 00- 03 Consider Ordinance Amendment - Organization of Commission on Children and

Youth

Lenox explained that the Chairman of the Commission on Children and Youth was unable to be
present as planned and made a motion to table this agenda item until the January 20th Council

meeting. Brooks seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

01- 00- 04 Discuss Police Salaries

Basinger addressed Council and requested that they refer to the memos provided from Chief
Murray, Director of Administrative Services Jane Miller, and Assistant City Manager Joe Morton
concerning the difficulties the Police Department had experienced in recruiting qualified applicants.
Basinger emphasized that staff felt this was a recruitment problem - not a retention problem.  In

fact, with the recent changes in the vesting program to five years and the matching 457 program,
the City should not have any major problems retaining Police Officers. Further, while staff would
normally address this type of personnel problem at Retreat, due to the urgency of the situation, staff
felt compelled to deal with the situation now.

Basinger said Chief Murray had high personnel standards in the department with a preference for
college graduates or at least two years of college. With the level of service provided our citizens by
the Police Department, the City could appreciate the Chief' s strong desire not to lower his personnel
standards.

Currently, the starting salary for a certified police officer is $ 26, 989.  Staff proposed raising the

starting salary to $ 29, 970 for a new position( Certified/ Advanced Officer), which would require at

least an Associate Degree, plus State Certification, plus one year of experience. Or, an applicant with
a four- year college degree, plus State Certification, would also qualify to start at $ 29, 970 as a

Certified/ Advanced Officer.   By adding these additional educational, training and experience
requirements, staff felt the Certified/ Advanced Officer' s starting salary merited being at the same
starting salary as that of a paramedic, which was $ 29, 970.

Basinger asked Council to refer to the survey of police officer salaries in the Metro Atlanta area, and
pointed out that Peachtree.. City' s starting salary, for the most part, appeared to be competitive.
However, the City was not receiving quality applicants, and this was the reason for the recommended
increase.  Additionally, in conducting the survey, staff learned that several cities were considering
increases not only in the Police Department, but in other departments as well. Basinger pointed out
that, in fact, Fayette County was currently conducting a salary survey due to recruitment difficulties.

Basinger advised Council that staff recommended setting the starting salary for a Certified/ Advanced
Police Officer at $ 29,970, and that staffwould be prepared to report on the impact of this increase,
and provide a report on the salary situation for all City positions to Council at the 2000
Retreat.
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In conclusion, Jane Miller and Joe Morton had worked very closely with Chief Murray on the details
of this recommendation, and were prepared to answer any questions.

Lenox said he thought approval of the increase in police officer' s salaries would be an appropriate
response because of the wage pressure all over the state and felt that it was very much needed at this
particular time.

Brooks advised that a review of the current salary structure in the Metro Atlanta area led him to
believe that the request was reasonable even though Peachtree City officers were paid a little better;
however, he noted that the City did require higher standards for applicants.

McMenamin stated that she was the mother of a police officer in Alabama as well as the mother-in-
law of a police officer in the Peachtree City Police Department. Due to the relationship with her son-
in- law, she would abstain from voting on this item.

Brooks made a motion to approve the change in starting salaries with an annual cost of$93, 057, with
funding required for the remaining FY2000 budget in the amount of$46,529 to be funded from the
Council Contingency Fund. Fritz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

COUNCIL/ STAFF TOPICS

Basinger addressed Council and stated that two positions on the Commission on Children and
Youth were currently being advertised and requested that two Council members volunteer to serve
on the selection committee.  Tennant and Fritz volunteered to serve on the selection committee.

Basinger announced that the 2000 Retreat was scheduled for Friday, April 7th, from 1: 00 p. m. to
approximately 5: 00 or 6: 00 p. m. and Saturday, April

8t, 

from 8: 00 a. m. until 5: 00 p. m.  The

Retreat would be held at the Aberdeen Woods Conference Center.

McMenamin requested that City staff advertise the details of the Retreat to inform residents who
might wish to attend.

Lenox made a motion to adjourn the meeting into Executive Session to discuss a legal matter. Fritz
seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

No action taken in executive session. Lenox made a motion to adjourn. McMenamin seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8: 05 p.m.

a       2 Attest:

Acting City Cl k, Gloria Reid Mayor



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      Mayor and Council

FROM: City Manager

DATE:  January 12, 2000

SUBJECT:    Request to Lift Annexation Moratorium

The request to lift the annexation moratorium and the information package submitted by
Westside Village Owners Group was forwarded to you on January 6.



INTEGRATED

Science c

Engineering

January 7, 2000

Mayor Bob Lennox and The City Council

City of Peachtree City
151 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, GA 30269

Re:     Westside Village Sewer Capacity

Dear Mayor Lennox and City Council:

I am writing to correct an erroneous statement made in our planning report submitted yesterday
regarding the adequacy of sewer capacity for the proposed annexation. My information was
based on conversations six months ago, that I misunderstood. I spoke this morning with Mr.

Larry Turner, and was informed that indeed line capacity was available, however, capacity at the
Rockaway STP is not available at this time. The PTC Water and Sewer Authority is in the
process of permitting the plant for expansion.  This expansion, if permitted, would provide
adequate capacity for the proposed annexation, per Mr. Turner.

Please accept my apologies for the incorrect statement in our report; hopefully, as the council
allows us to begin working with the city' s staff, we will be able to work with information that is
more accurate.  Again, we look forward working with the City to resolve this and the many
issues that will go into proper planning for this proposed area of Peachtree City.

Sincerely,

INTE   ' • SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.

L.H. ( Dan) Da •    r., P. E.

Principal

lhd

CC:       Mr. Larry Turner
Westside Village Owners Group

ATLANTA / JACKSONVILLE

275 SOUTH LEE STREET, FAYETTEVILLE, GEORGIA 30214
P) 770. 461. 4292  ( F) 770. 461. 4801

WWW. INTSE. COM
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IN TEGRATED
Science cl

Engineering

January 6, 2000

Mayor Bob Lennox and The City Council
City of Peachtree City

111
151 Willowbend Road
Peachtree City, GA 30269

Re:     Westside Village

Dear Mayor Lennox and Council Members:

Please find attached a conceptual plan and some planning information that
our

plais being

s preparedd

ine
Village

i

behalf of l property

idirected.

owners ln the

It is the desire of the property owners be placed on the
directly to City Council,
agenda on Jan. 20th for discussion of the plan and preliminary

issues.

focus primarily on

It is our understanding
that discussion with the City Councilowouthe owners group

would then be

density,

and the merits of annexation. With the Council' s direction,
allowed to begin conversation w staff n the many tannin issues relative to this

property. The owners group
appreciatesyour

ourconsideration, and looks forward to a thorough

planning effort that will result in a successful addition to Peachtree City.
Sincerely,

INTEGRATE CIENCE & 
ENGINEERING, INC.

H. (    n) Da is, Jr., P. E.
Principal

I Ihd

Attachment

CC:       Westside Village Owners Group

ATLANTA /
JACKSONVILLE

275 SOUTH LEE

SP) 770. 461 4292

L(

F) 770.461.

48E, 
GEORGIA

01

WWW.INTSE. COM
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I
BACKGROUND

I The future of the subject area located in Peachtree City has beenPeachtree

ic of
discussion

was

for many years. It differs greatly from the rest of theoriginal
owned and developed primarily by one entity, 

Peachtree City
Developmentp

acres in the

I Corporation( PCDC). This area of land, containing app
owners.

Vr County along with 240 acres in the Clopment

overby
a dthel

pa

ofsr

ev eral years

I The subject area has been considered for dev

under the name " Westside Village."

I t In the Spring of 1999, the Owners Group was directedted by

the
Cittd zoning of this area

y Council to present

a

V

plan to the Council for discussion on the merits
It is the owners' hope that the Council i Cnow

it Staff

consider

on life proposed

ting the moratorium and

I allow the group to begin discussions withYannexation/ rezoning. It is the sincere desire of the Owners Group that this area have
toil the look and feel of present day Peachtree City.

I

I
Lt

I N

I LI
vieJ

I LI

1

1

I

I

1
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I
OWNERSHIP GROUP

ITo undertake a project of this magnitude, several owners have combined forces to
ensure the consistency of the final product and to absorb t e largeThe

nameoinvestment
vestment

I required to finance the common

infrastructureimprovements.

his

partnership is the " Westside Village Owners Group" ( Owners Group).

ITheOwners Group is comprised of developers and homebuilders which have been
crucial to the development of Peachtree

Wieland Home Band Neighborhoods ( Wieland) as
roup includes Pathway

Communities (Pathway) and John
the lead builders/ developers, as well as the following local landowners/developers:I
Comm•   

Cottonwood Properties

Adair Dickerson, Jr. ( representing the Redwine family)

I planned and developed most of the existing Peachtree City under their former
N

Pathwayname of PCDC. Wieland is well known for their high quality product and beautiful
Ineighborhoods throughout metro- Atlanta. Exhibiteprspecifically

s al

o Peao

matson

City

d

experience for both Pathway and Wieland as it
The additional owners are also dedicated to providing a development that will

Iperpetuate the high standards that Peachtree City demands.

The Owners Group has a legal agreement
bindingall parties

fos pro- rata

ere

cost

to

Shacri

di
lions

I of approval and, more importantly to the City, p g
of

the common infrastructure improvements that will be required at certain key stages of
1attdevelopment.

N

I LI
444

I LI

iI2



PROJECT ORIENTATION

The proposed site is bounded generally on the east by Highway 74, on the south by the
southern property line of the Katz property, on the west by Line Creek and
Wynnmeade subdivision and on the north by existing Tyrone City limits. The
proposed plan( ie. Bubble Plan presented in Exhibit B) utilizes an extension of Line

Vi Creek Parkway as a major north- south spine road to collect internal traffic for the
development. The parkway will facilitate north to west traffic from Highway 54 to
Highway 74 providing an alternate to the current Highway 54-74 intersection.  A largegateway" to the development and
roundabout( traffic circle) will identifythe northern

lwill also serve as a traffic calming strategy.

A bridge with cart path and vehicle lanes will be built over the railroad at the northern
L entrance. This bridge will provide access to Highway 74 for properties that now utilize

INN

at-grade railroad crossings.

N

111

Lit
1

1 N

1

1

1

3
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I PLANNING ELEMENTS

IFollowing is a listing of the major design planning elements/ issues that have been
identified along with a brief description of our proposed method of addressing an

Id
analyzing each:

W Transportation

Vehicular— A traffic study will be performed to analyze existing traffic patterns
and any additional traffic generated bythe proposed

and

modelevelopment. 
The

the benefit of

study will

I then assess the impact to Highways 74
he

V
proposed Line Creek Parkway. The traffic study will also identify the following

I V

items, as required:

Intersection improvements

Laneage requirements at intersections

I
N Appropriate staging for specific improvements

At specified stages of development, the Owners Group will fund common
improvements if the traffic study shows such improvements are warranted to

Isustain the overall development prior to the development of individual parcels.

Alternative Transportation System— In keeping with Peachtree City, we will
lprovide a fully developed alternative transportation system for golf carts and

pedestrian traffic. Shown on the Bubble Plan in Exhibit B are three proposed
crossings. These will be grade separated to keep the integrity of each system in

I N
tact.

Railroad— A sound consultant will perform studies on the railroad noise and
Ipresent alternatives to reduce the effects of noise generated on site and in the

411.1 vicinity. Various noise attenuation methods will be used which include the use of

I
berms, landscaping, etc. to mitigate sound pollution. Also with this plan, three
existing at- grade railroad crossings will be eliminated, thus virtually eliminating
the blowing of train whistles.

r

I

I

I

I
4
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I
Greenscape

i
Stream Buffer Areas— The proximity of Line Creek and its laterals provide for an

I
extensive linear greenbelt system and open areas within the development. These
greenbelts will add to the overall aesthetics of the development.

I
Detention/ Retention Areas— Where feasible, detention areas will be wet ponds in

Iorder to add character to the site as well as provide water quality enhancements.

I
Streetscape— Line Creek Parkway will utilize a heavily landscaped median and a
unique turn- about feature at the northern entrance of the development in order to
be consistent with Peachtree City.

t Municipal Infrastructure

LoNNI
I Park/ Recreation Area— A portion of land will be set aside for provision of a

v recreation area for use by the development and Peachtree City as a whole.

7%)_

I School Site— A school site will also be provided to serve the area as warranted by
the Board of Education.

IPublic Utilities

Sanitary Sewer— All onsite sewers will be collected and conveyed to the
Iappropriate existing treatment facility. Per our discussion with the City, adequate

sewer capacity exists to facilitate this entire project.

N
Water Improvements— A major water loop will be installed in Line Creek
Parkway from Highway 54 to Highway 74 to serve the project which will also

I
provide better network pressure to the area.

Density

I Westside Village Proposed Density—The average gross density, as shown on the

I
Bubble Plan, proposed in the Westside Village is 1. 34 units/ acre which is
consistent with other neighborhoods in Peachtree City. The proposed development
will include single- family, detached dwellings ( except for the proposed assisted
living facility, if approved) totaling 1, 549 units.

I

I

1
5



I

CONCLUSION

f
The desire of the Owners Group is to provide a quality development that" blends"
with Peachtree City in every way while accomplishing this without placing an undue
burden on existing residents or infrastructure. As previously stated, the proposed
development density blends with that of other surrounding Peachtree City
developments.  It is the intent of this plan to provide all classifications of single- family

zoning, which has been a common theme in other Peachtree City developments.

The Owners Group believes this project will be an asset to Peachtree City. With a
positive response from the City Council, the group will move forward to initiate
further studies and more detailed planning with the City staff to ensure that the

1 V

development is designed and phased in a manner that provides orderly and quality
growth for Peachtree City.

N Therefore, the group respectfully request that the Mayor and City Council allow the
owners of the Westside Village to proceed and work with Peachtree City staff in the
annexation/rezoning process to develop this project as shown on the enclosed plan.

I

I

N

I
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1

you plenty of t,1tunnies to get in     .   i 1

I
touch with natilre, %Wiwi Iltr you' re ut
your golf cart riding yirlit bike,
jogging, or taking a leisurely siroll

aim°      .,-*'• I.

1111
Milk many individual ticighbodui.ods oiler their. in outstanding
amenitiesrou' ll alio unity the wide ianety oif recreational anal
cultural( helices the city 11 i' LO diet. CI et togethEr with friends Int a

Igarnt
at the At TA- approved tennis

center Have 44 day of family hut at the
Kedroti Fieldliciuse and Aquatic

I

Center Perfect inur chip shot at 41411C

cit the championship golf courses. Take

7- 
i ,..,       in a 511" at the amphitheater, Or tust

i.     .     ,,   

i...

eaai.      
i,.--.14-    relax and enrov a liching 4103114011- 01

Ip
a'. catch in otte of the many parks.

Pathways iiisitort of connectivity ti, woven into the very valid tabilt of
Peaschute lin, MO thric connections give Peachtree Cin its uniqueness

I
and its harmony, while giving. vein a sense of real ixionging.
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I Wieland built reputation alongwith homesp
I By Jennifer Rampey Paire lence in home design, construction, ameni

CONTRIBUTING WRITER
ties, marketing and community service.

John Wieland moved to Atlanta in 1970,     " He probably has more focus on the cus-    
w"

I
armed with experience in other industries,  tomer than any builder I' ve worked with,     

t
an MBA from Harvard University and an except maybe Disney," said Halter, who
entrepreneurial spirit.   works with developers across the country. 

4'

He moved to still- sleepy Atlanta from Wieland has noticed a change in what

I West Georgia, where he had been running a customers expect. " The customer has

five- store building become much more demanding, and right-     .
Deve I o. e r materials chain. He fully so, because homes are much more

I of the Decade
also had held prod-  expensive now than 10 years ago," he said.

uct management Home buyers want more than just a
Residential

positions with Proc-  home, Wieland said— that' s why neigh
Iter & Gamble Co. and General Foods —  borhoods have been a natural evolution i

jobs which, he said, taught him to listen.       for his industry For example, Wieland is       ,, ,   
0   $

From his first development of 20 homes interested in neighborhoods for " active

with a modest average price of$ 25, 000, his adults." The communities are age- restrict-

Icompany has grown into an industry leader in ed and have one person in a buying cou-
designing and marketing neighborhoods.       ple who is 55 or older. Town homes will

Wieland, chairman and CEO of John continue to be popular for those who don' t TOMMY BUTLER

Wieland Homes & Neighborhoods, is the want to be troubled with yard maintenance,  
At home: John Wieland' s homes cost

winner of Atlanta Business Chronicle' s Resi-  he said.   
about$ 25, 000 when he first started

dential Developer of the Decade Award.  Wieland' s focus on market dynamics is building in Atlanta nearly 30 years ago.

I
His company has 800 employees and intensified by his work ethic. He admits he

annual sales of more than$ 400 million. It is works a lot, and his executive assistant,  of the Advisory Council of the Emory Uni-
the third largest home builder in Atlanta,  Joan Trimble, confirmed it. Working with versity Center for Ethics in Public Policy

I
according to Atlanta Business Chronicle' s him, even after 18 years, is a lot like working and the Professions.
1998 Book of Lists. The company also with a tornado, she said.   Billy Mitchell, president of the Atlanta
builds homes in Jacksonville, Fla.; Charlotte     " It was really small when I started,"  real estate firm Carter& Associates, has

and Raleigh, N. C.; Nashville, Tenn.; and Trimble said of the Wieland company. " But known Wieland for 25 years; the two attend

I
Charleston and Columbia, S.C. he made it happen. He always does. He' s a the same church. " I think Atlanta is most

An average Wieland house now sells for self-starter."      fortunate to have someone of his character

320, 000.   Terry Russell, president of John Wieland and caliber," Mitchell said.

I
Wieland' s company has gained a reputa-  Homes & Neighborhoods, has worked Mitchell said one project that illustrates

tion for offering services such as architec-  with Wieland for 14 years and says the boss Wieland' s community commitment is
ture, interior design, cabinetry, building knows his business. " There was one piece Greenlea Commons at Heritage Park in

materials, landscaping, grading, remodeling of land that' s been a huge success after I downtown Atlanta. The development was a

I and mortgage lending.   told him not to buy it," Russell recalled.  private and public venture that placed 76

I really respect what he' s done with  " He' s right more often than he' s wrong."      town homes on property that was once cov
building a special kind of company that But Wieland is not all work. He has a sig-  ered by litter and used for overflow park-
really is different from most home nificant collection of art with a house as the ing. The development was the first major
builders," said real estate consultant Pete primary image. He also likes to travel to housing initiative in the historic Summer-
Halter, president of V.R. Halter& Associates unusual places, such as Antarctica and Bur-  hill Community in 50 years. Located near

I
in Atlanta. "... the bottom line is, he' s ma. And, he has spent the night in an igloo Turner Field, the town homes provided

the best, and not only the best in Georgia.  and has gone dog sledding in Alaska.   short- term housing during the 1996
He' s probably the best and certainly one of Wieland is also known for his community Olympic Games. Of the 76 units, 74 were
the top five builders in America."       service. He has served as a member of sold within a year of completion.

IWieland,  62,  was named National the International Board for Habitat for     " No other company I know of would
Builder of the Year by Professional Builder Humanity. He is immediate past chairman have taken the risk to build that for the
magazine in 1994, and his company has of the High Museum of Art, vice chairman community, and it was really done for

Igarnered more than 300 awards for excel-  of the Woodruff Arts Center and chairman the community' s benefit," Mitchell said.



I priced at$ 25, 000 each on the south side of

Atlanta. Five years later, he was closing on
vim_. o 84 homes for an annual sales volume ofJOHN 3. 5 million.

r „       Even in the midst of down cycles,
w

eSSlio
Wieland has recorded impressive sales

f    •     volumes. When a real estate crunch

G brought the Atlanta housing market to a
AN near standstill from mid' 75 to mid' 78,

l Wieland supported himself and his
r: company by working for six different

banks in the Atlanta area finishing

1 IN foreclosed residential properties.

But the oppressive real estate market

didn't stop Wieland from steadily
augmenting his annual sales volume each

I 3U' L®ER of those years.

Wieland says the key to growth in all markets is to

I PF 11'I build negi hborhdsPmove-

uoothat
u els

ysta

inminds.
the forefront of

y

I EAR GOING OUT OF TOWN

The big single- market builder is
probably in jeopardy because he can' t

lr

grow," Wieland says." There' s not enough
job formation. You have to go outside to

keep something happening. Everybody' s
Serving as the premier move- up builder custom and production homebuyers. This

coming into your market and splitting
in one of the nation' s hottest housing latest initiative allows the builder to

your share.

I
markets isn' t enough to satisfy John execute virtually every floor plan change It' s not a question of some big
Wieland, founder of John Wieland Homes.    that buyers request.      expansion," he says, claiming to have no
Wieland( pronounced" Weeland") is What makes John Wieland Homes most aspirations of becoming a national scale

striving to maintain a momentum that will unique, perhaps, is the vertical integration builder." It' s a question of taking Atlanta

I
allow him to reign

realized through its values and Atlanta talents and getting a

indefinitely as the
Residential Support return on those items in other markets."

move- up home In keeping with Wieland' s Services. Ranging In keeping with Wieland' s conservative
builder in his home conservative approach to expansion, Wieland analyzes

from a semi- custom approach to expansion, Wieland analyzes

market of Atlanta
each market before entering it, looking for locations in

cabinet shop to a each market before entering it, looking for
and all of the

millwork assembly locations in the expansion cities where

Southeast.
the expansion cities where John Wieland Homes can

facility to a fully John Wieland Homes can offer buyers

His push for the offer buyers something they don' t have currently.      stocked building- something they don' t have currently.
top led Wieland in
1990 to begin

supply warehouse,  I look at raw land like an oil well,"
these operations give Wieland says." You drill it as fast as you

expanding into major Southeast markets.      the builder a cost advantage by furnishing can. I' d love to think it would be a gusher

His cautious, measured approach serves as nearly every product that goes into a John but it needs to be a producer. It just can' t

a model of growth via expansion in a Wieland home.   sit there. I don' t bank land. Everything is

I volatile market.       brought to market immediately. I once
Wieland also has launched a mass-  

ASTOUNDING SALES held some land for 10 years. It' s stupid."

customization program that enables him to Rapid growth and success are nothing

go head- to- head against his 1500- plus new to Wieland. In 1970, his first year in

competitors in Atlanta who build for both the business, Wieland built 16 homes continued on the back-).-

425—

1253

I
400—

375—

As The Company Grows, So Do Dollar And Unit Volumes
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350—
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I Land Use Map
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I

I SCHEMATIC LAND USE SUMMARY

I
Participating

Non-  
o

I Owners Participating Total

Owners

eil Acreage:

I1::111() Annex 883. 4 acres 30 acres 913. 4 acres

Zone 192 acres 49 acres 241 acres

1 IJ
Laril

Total 1, 075. 4 acres 79 acres 1, 154. 4 acres

1
Area Land Use:

N Residential 734. 4 acres 79 acres 813. 4 acres 70. 5%

I
Lots 1 487 Lots 63 Lots 1 549 Lots

INeighborhood
Commercial, Office,   35 acres 35 acres 3. 0%

I
Assisted Living

t'

isrij School 25 acres 25 acres 2. 2%

I
Open Space,

I
Recreation,     281 acres 281 acres 24. 3%

Community

Exhibit C
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      City Council

VIA:     City Manager

FROM: City Planner
f

DATE:  January 5, 2000

SUBJECT:    Pedestrian crossing at The Oaks subdivision

The Timberlake development is nearing completion in Fayette County on the eastern border of
Peachtree City and includes several subdivisions on either side of the new Peachtree Parkway
extension.  A portion of this subdivision, The Oaks at Timberlake, is located within Peachtree City
on the south side of this road while the Timberlake amenity complex is located on the northern
side of this heavily traveled road.

The City has been approached by the Timberlake Homeowner' s Association ( HOA) about the
possibility of extending the existing cart path adjacent to The Oaks subdivision ( within Peachtree
City) across Peachtree Parkway to the amenity center( see attached map).  This connection will

provide residents of The Oaks subdivision the opportunity to reach the amenity center in a safe
manner and will connect the overall Timberlake development with the City' s cart path system.

All costs associated with the construction of this cart path connection would be the responsibility
of the developer( Pathway Communities) and the Timberlake HOA.  Staff met on- site with
representatives of the HOA to identify potential areas for an at- grade crosswalk and to discuss

requirements for signage, striping and cart path construction details within the City limits.  All of
these items must meet City standards and the HOA has agreed to this condition.

The purpose of this Memorandum is to request your approval of this new cart path connection.

The HOA representative, Mr. Michael Mihalek, has indicated that children and residents of The

Oaks subdivision are now using Peachtree Parkway to reach the amenity center, which is very
dangerous.  Fayette County recently completed a similar crosswalk and pedestrian path system at
the development entrance on Peachtree Parkway.

Attachments

Cc:      Director of Developmental Services
City Engineer
Director ofPublic Services
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      City Council

FROM: City Clerkf'"
VIA:     City Manager

Assistant City Manager p\
fr

DATE:  January 12, 2000

SUBJECT:    GMA Certified City of Ethics Program

GMA has established a new Certified City of Ethics Program to give city officials an opportunity to
publicly demonstrate their commitment to the highest standards of ethical conduct. To achieve this
certification, the City must adopt an ethics ordinance and resolution that meets the standards approved
by the GMA Board.

Several weeks ago we solicited your guidance and direction to pursue certification and in preparing
an amendment to the City' s current Ethics Ordinance for submission to GMA.  The City staff and the
City Attorney have reviewed GMA' s standards and prepared an amendment to the City' s current
Code of Ethics. While Peachtree City' s current ordinance does seem to meet GMA' s minimum
standards, the following is a summary of the amendments that are proposed:

1.  City Attorney used for private business —Prohibit elected officials and employees from using the
City Attorney for personal use without paying just compensation.

2.  Coercion — Prohibit elected officials and employees from using their positions to coerce another
person to provide any financial benefit to him or persons within his immediate family or to those
with whom he may have business or financial ties.

3.  Contracts with Elected Officials/ Employees  -  Restrict contracts with elected officials and

employees. Restrict contracts with former elected officials and employees for a period of one year
unless the contract is awarded by competitive bid or committee selection process.

4.  Ethics Committee — Establish an Ethics Committee comprised of citizens to investigate and

decide charges of violations.  The City Attorney would serve in an advisory capacity and the City
Clerk would serve as the recorder.

5.  Gifts and Favors — Continue to restrict elected officials and employees to accept any gift, loan,
reward, favor or services that may reasonably tend to improperly influence the discharge of their
official duties.  Clarify that the restriction is not intended to prohibit gifts of negligible value, gifts
distributed generally, or gifts that would not improperly influence the discharge of official duties.

6.  Outside Employment— Prohibit full-time employees from engaging in outside employment which
would interfere with the interest of City service. Require employees to obtain written approval
from the City prior to beginning regularly scheduled outside employment.  ( This is currently a
requirement in the City' s Personal Policy.)



7.  Political Activity — While employees may support any political party they desire, this proposed
change would prohibit political campaigning during any period of time for which they are
expected to perform work and receive compensation from the City. Prohibit the use of city
equipment, supplies or vehicles in support of any political campaign.

The Resolution to pursue certification and proposed amendment to the Ethics Ordinance is attached

for your consideration.  A copy of the current ordinance with changes noted is also included for your
reference.

cc:  City Attorney



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      Mayor and Council

FROM: City Clerk

VIA:     City Manage  - QA- 1,,

Assistant City Manager k\ P"-
13

DATE:  January 12, 2000

SUBJECT:    Ordinance Amendment- City Council Procedures

The Georgia Open Records Law requires members of a governing body to meet in
public if there is a quorum present to discuss any public matter, official business,
or policy.   City Charter Section 4 defines a quorum for Peachtree City as such:

The mayor and three ( 3) councilmen, or four (4) councilmen without the mayor,

shall constitute a quorum of the city council. "

A majority of Council is needed to take official action. The proposed

amendment, prepared at the request of Councilman Tennant, would require any
meeting at which a majority of Council is present to be open in accordance with
the Georgia Open Records Law.   Attached is a City Attorney' s opinion related to
this matter.



Ordinance 99- 729

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE PEACHTREE CITY
CODE OF ORDINANCES BY DELETING SECTION 2- 31 ( e)

IN ITS ENTIRITY AND REPLACEING IT WITH NEW SECTION 2- 31 ( e)

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PEACHTREE CITY, and it is hereby ordained by authority of the same, that Article I, Section 2-
31 ( e) be deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows:

CITY COUNCIL MEETING PROCEDURES AND RULES

Section 2- 31 GENERAL PROVISIONS

e)  Quorum_  The Mayor and three Council members, or four Council members without the
Mayor shall constitute a quorum as defined in the City Charter Section 4.  A majority of
Council is needed to take official action.  To avoid the appearance of impropriety, no more

than two members of City Council ( including the Mayor) shall meet to discuss any public
matter, official business, or policy unless such meeting is open to the public inaccordance
with the Georgia Open Meetings Law ( O. C. G. A.  50- 14- 1 through 50- 14- 6).

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are hereby repealed in their

entirety.  Done, Ratified and Passed this
20th

day of January, 2000.

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk
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Re:      Open Meetings Law Question
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      Mayor and Councilmembers

VIA:     Jim Basinger

FROM: Jane Miller r'

DATE:  January 11, 2000

SUBJECT:    Appointment of City Attorney and Municipal Court Judge

As you may recall, Council directed staff to readvertise for RFP' s for City Attorney and Judge in
December and to schedule this agenda item for the first meeting in February.    Staff has
readvertised and proposals are due on January 14, 2000.   Since the time the proposals were

readvertised, Councilman Brooks has advised that he will be unable to attend either meeting in
February and has asked that this item be placed on the January 20, 2000, Council agenda.  This

does not allow staff time to evaluate the proposals and provide the necessary information prior to
the Council books being prepared.   As soon as staff does complete the evaluation, we will

forward the information to Councilmembers so that a decision can be made at the January 20,
2000, Council meeting.

j sm



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM: Jim Basinger

DATE:  January 18, 2000

SUBJECT:    Proposals for City Attorney/ Solicitor and Municipal Court Judge

Please find attached bid tabulation sheets from Purchasing Agent Marcie Blind detailing
proposals received for the above positions.     Six firms submitted proposals for City
Attorney/ Solicitor, and six firms submitted proposals for Municipal Court Judge.  I have also
included copies of all proposals for your review and consideration.  Staff recommends that the

firm of Webb, Stuckey and Lindsey be appointed as City Attorney/ Solicitor and that A. Mitchell
Powell be appointed Municipal Court Judge.  Staff further recommends that Mr. Eric Maxwell be
appointed as Judge Pro Hac.  Staff will be available to discuss this at the January 20, Council
meeting.

JB/ jsm

Attachments



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:      Mayor& Councilmembers

FROM: Director of Developmental Services

VIA:     City Manager

DATE:  January 14, 1999

SUBJECT:    Resolutions for ACTCIPS Grant Funding

Attached are two resolutions of support committing the City of Peachtree City to share in the cost
of two Activity Center/ Town Center Investment Policy Studies ( ACTCIPS) for Peachtree City.
The resolutions will accompany a grant request to the Atlanta Regional Commission ( ARC),
which has set aside funding for these studies in 2000.   Grant recipients must provide 20% of the

funding for the studies.

The ARC Board has allocated $ 350 million over the next five years for funding of projects
resulting from ACTCIPS.  Eligible projects include bicycle and pedestrian projects that connect

mixed- use areas.  We are applying for the initial Studies grant for two developing activity centers
in Peachtree City that have limited or no access to the Peachtree City multi- use path system.
Once the studies are completed, we will apply for construction funding with a similar 80%/ 20%

matching requirement.

The first activity center, identified as Highway 54 East, would incorporate the Peachtree East
Shopping Center and Shiloh Mobile Home Park outside the city limits, as well as McIntosh High
School, Holy Trinity Catholic Church and the proposed Lexington Park mixed- use development
at Walt Banks Road.  The estimated cost of this study is $ 12, 100, of which the City of Peachtree
City would be responsible for $2,420 as the 20% match.

The second activity center is the Highway 54 West Corridor, including City Circle, The Avenues,
Market Place, Huddleston Road, Home Depot, Planterra Ridge, Wynnmeade, Cedar Croft, and
the Line Creek Apartments.   The estimated cost of this study, which covers a larger area and
includes the railroad line and bridge, is $ 21, 700, of which the City of Peachtree City would be
responsible for$ 4, 340 as the 20% match.

Fayette County has adopted resolutions of support for these projects.  Staff recommends Council

adopt the resolutions approving funding for both studies, which will allow staff to pursue project
funding for integrating these areas into the path system.  Again, once the studies are completed,
we will apply for construction grants from the ARC' s designated $ 350 million in Activity
Center/ Town Center project funding.



RESOLUTION OF COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP AN ACTIP STUDY

FOR THE HIGHWAY 54 WEST ACTIVITY CENTER

AND TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDING FOR THE COST OF THE STUDY.

WHEREAS,    The Peachtree City Land Use Plan calls for the development of village commercial and activity
centers within the community, and specifically discourages strip commercial development along
the state highways bisecting the city; and

WHEREAS,    The existing and proposed development on Highway 54 West within Peachtree City and the
possible development to the north of the existing City Limits in that area will integrate a variety of
land uses that will serve as a major activity center; and

WHEREAS,    A goal of both The Peachtree City Land Use Plan and the Comprehensive Plan is to establish and
maintain a comprehensive system of transportation throughout the city that includes roads, multi-
use paths and commuter services; and

WHEREAS,    The Atlanta Regional Commission has developed the Activity Center/ Town Center Investment

Policy Studies ( ACTIPS) Program to provide a source of funds for planning investment studies of
activity centers as part of the Regional Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS,    The focus of the ACTIPS is to encourage increased development, mixed uses and connectivity at
the activity center level as an alternative to standard suburban or strip development.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Mayor and Council of the City of Peachtree City,
endorse the development of an Activity Center/ Town Center Investment Policy Study for the western corridor of
Highway 54 within Peachtree City and unincorporated Fayette County to the north, with the cooperation and
support of the Fayette County Board of Commissioners.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that we will provide the local matching funds for such a study under the Atlanta
Regional Commission ACTIPS Grant Program.

Passed this 20th day of January 2000.

1

1 r
Attest



RESOLUTION OF COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP AN ACTIP STUDY
FOR THE HIGHWAY 54 WEST ACTIVITY CENTER

AND TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDING FOR THE COST OF THE STUDY.

WHEREAS,    The Peachtree City Land Use Plan calls for the development of village commercial and activity
centers within the community, and specifically discourages strip commercial development along
the state highways bisecting the city; and

WHEREAS,    The existing and proposed development on Highway 54 West within Peachtree City and the
possible development to the north of the existing City Limits in that area will integrate a variety of
land uses that will serve as a major activity center; and

WHEREAS,    A goal of both The Peachtree City Land Use Plan and the Comprehensive Plan is to establish and
maintain a comprehensive system of transportation throughout the city that includes roads, multi-
use paths and commuter services; and

WHEREAS,    The Atlanta Regional Commission has developed the Activity Center/ Town Center Investment

Policy Studies( ACTIPS) Program to provide a source of funds for planning investment studies of
activity centers as part of the Regional Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS,    The focus of the ACTIPS is to encourage increased development, mixed uses and connectivity at

the activity center level as an alternative to standard suburban or strip development.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Mayor and Council of the City of Peachtree City,
endorse the development of an Activity Center/ Town Center Investment Policy Study for the western corridor of
Highway 54 within Peachtree City and unincorporated Fayette County to the north, with the cooperation and
support of the Fayette County Board of Commissioners.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that we will provide the local matching funds for such a study under the Atlanta
Regional Commission ACTIPS Grant Program.

Passed this 20th day of January 2000.

Ca.,-,a

a,,   /

q°A17Attest maiMt



RESOLUTION OF COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP AN ACTIP STUDY

FOR THE HIGHWAY 54 EAST ACTIVITY CENTER

AND TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDING FOR THE COST OF THE STUDY.

WHEREAS,    The Peachtree City Land Use Plan calls for the development of village commercial and activity
centers within the community, and specifically discourages strip commercial development along
the state highways bisecting the city; and

WHEREAS,    The existing and proposed development on Highway 54 East within and immediately outside of
Peachtree City will integrate a variety of land uses that will serve as a major activity center; and

WHEREAS,    A goal of both The Peachtree City Land Use Plan and the Comprehensive Plan is to establish and
maintain a comprehensive system of transportation throughout the city that includes roads, multi-
use paths and commuter services; and

WHEREAS,    The Atlanta Regional Commission has developed the Activity Center/ Town Center Investment

Policy Studies ( ACTIPS) Program to provide a source of funds for planning investment studies of
activity centers as part of the Regional Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS,    The focus of the ACTIPS is to encourage increased development, mixed uses and connectivity at

the activity center level as an alternative to standard suburban or strip development.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Mayor and Council of the City of Peachtree City,

endorse the development of an Activity Center/ Town Center Investment Policy Study for the eastern corridor of
Highway 54 within Peachtree City and unincorporated Fayette County, with the cooperation and support of the
Fayette County Board of Commissioners.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED we will provide the matching funds for such a study under the Atlanta Regional
Commission ACTIPS Grant Program.

Passed this 20th day of January 2000.

Ct  -' á .  17/4}5___
AA-14A:1Zv1
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:       Mayor and City Council

VIA:      City Manager
Assistant City pager \ y‘

FROM:  Director of Leisure Services

DATE:   Jan. 13, 2000

SUBJECT:     Recommendation: Design/ Engineering Firm, Multipurpose Rink

Attached is a listing of price proposals received from firms for engineering and design
work relative to the planned multipurpose rink and pavilion at Kedron.  After reviewing
the proposals and qualifications, and discussing it with involved city staff, I recommend
selecting the low bidder, Roy Ashley& Associates, Inc. This company will coordinate

with city staff and perform all engineering and design services necessary to produce an
approved set of plans to be used to bid the construction phase of the project.  Ashley&
Associates comes with good credentials and references, and has worked on a similar
project in Alpharetta.



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: City Manager

VIA:       Assistant City Manager

FROM:   Purchasing Agent Og

DATE:    January 10, 2000

SUBJECT:       Price Proposals for Multipurpose Rink at Kedron

Price proposals were received for the Multipurpose Rink at Kedron on Friday, January 7, 2000
by 5: 00 p. m.  The proposals were opened this morning in my office with Troy Besseche and
Sherry McHugh present.   Randy Gaddo came in, as we were finishing up.   The proposals

received were as follows:

Roy Ashley & Associates, Inc.   33, 350. 00 ( Reimbursable included)

Foley Design Associates Architect, Inc.       $ 34, 500. 00 Design Fees

5, 400.00 Reimbursable expenses ( Not to exceed)
39, 900. 00 TOTAL

CERULEA 68, 918. 00 ( Reimbursable included)

Seamon, Whiteside & Associates, Inc. 8, 000.00 Design Fee

All other fees are to be determined later.

Lose & Associates, Inc.     Letter sent stating that they could not do at this
time.

Randy Gaddo will be writing a recommendation on the selected firm.

Cc:     Director of Leisure Services

City Engineer


