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City Council of Peachtree City
REVISED AGENDA
October 21, 2004
7:00 p.m.

Prayer
Pledge of Allegiance

Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

Remind Attendees to Turn Off Cell Phones

Recognize Mike Stewart from Public Works as September Employee of the Month
Recognize Colin Halterman for 20 Years of Service

Minutes
October 7, 2004, Regular Meeting Minutes

Consent Agenda

1. Alcoholic Beverage License — Change in License Representative —
Kwickie/Flash Foods #246

2. Consider Request from Braelinn Elementary for Construction of Track

3. Consider Amendment to Smoking Ordinance Regarding Smoking in City
Parks/Facilities

4. Consider Approval of Sanitary Sewer Easement Request for Braelinn Church

Old Agenda ltems
10-04-03 Consider Step One Annexation Application from John Wieland
10-04-05 Consider Approval of Site Plan for Kedron Village Retail Expansion

New Agenda Items

10-04-10 Consider Comments Concerning Alcohol Handling Permits —
Sonny Ishmael, Beef O’'Brady’s

10-04-11 Alcoholic Beverage License — Change in Owner — Thai Isan Restaurant
(Papaya Thai)

10-04-12 Consider Resolution to Support Statewide Smoking Ban

10-04-13 Discussion on Questionable Programming on the Expanded Basic
Broadcast Cable System

Council/Staff Topics
Update on Kedron Phase | Traffic Lights

Executive Session

This agenda is subject to change at any time up to 24-hours prior to the scheduled
meeting.

Revised 10/21/04



City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Regular Meeting
October 7, 2004
7:00 p.m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met Thursday, October 7, 2004, in the City Hall
Council Chambers. Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Other
Council Members present were: Stuart Kourajian, Steve Rapson, Judi Rutherford, and
Murray Weed.

Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

Mayor Brown recognized Wes Saunders for his service on the Planning Commission. He
also recognized Ken Griffin of the Lacrosse Association and Jay Rivard of the Youth
Basketball Association. Brown read a proclamation of appreciation to the Library staff
for their efforts during the move. Brown proclaimed October as Breast Cancer
Awareness Month.

Rutherford moved to table Agenda Items 10-04-03 Consider Step One Annexation
Application from John Wieland Homes, 10-04-04 Consider TDK Preliminary
Engineering, and 10-04-05 Consider Approval of Site Plan for Kedron Village Retail
Center Expansion. Rapson seconded. Rapson asked City Manager Bernard McMullen to
arrange a meeting on Sunday, October 10, at 2 p.m., so he could review the plans. The
motion carried unanimously.

Minutes

Rutherford moved to approve the September 2, 2004, Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended; the September 14, 2004, Special Called Meeting Minutes; the September 14,
2004, Regular Meeting Minutes as amended; and the September 21, 2004, Special Called
Meeting Minutes. Kourajian seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Monthly Reports

Brown noted that the Great Georgia Airshow would be held Saturday-Sunday, October 9-
10. Four Nights in October started October 7 and would run through October 10. The
Peachtree City Classic Road Race would be on October 16. The top five accident sites
for the month were GA 54/Planterra Drive, GA 54/GA 74, GA 54/Peachtree Parkway,
GA 74/Rockaway Road, and GA 54/Huddleston Drive. Cart path paving year-to-date
was 21,444 feet compared to 10,313 feet last year.

Consent Agenda

1. Consider Extending Compliance Date for Alcohol Handling Permits

2. Consider Donation of Surplus Property

3. Consider Approval of Surplus Items for Auction
Brown noted there were additional documents for Consent Agenda Items #1 and #3 — a
letter to Council from Sonny and Donna Ishmael and a memo to Council dated October 7,
2004, with the subject “Auction of Surplus Property — Additional Items.”




City Council Minutes
October 7, 2004
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Rapson asked if anyone had spoken to Chief Murray regarding the letter on the dais
concerning the alcohol permits. Chief Murray said that the only protests they had
received had been from people with criminal records. Rutherford pointed out that the
letter specifically addressed servers who had Minor in Possession charges on their
criminal history. Chief Murray said that there had to be at least two years since the
charge. He said the servers could still work for the businesses, but servers with permits
would have to take the drinks to the tables.

Rutherford moved to approve the consent agenda. Rapson seconded. The motion carried
unanimously.

Old Agenda Items
09-04-CA1  Alcoholic Beverage License — Change in License Representative —

Eckerd #3458, City Circle
09-04-13 Alcoholic Beverage License —- NEW — Eckerd #6743, Wilshire Pavilion
Weed moved to approve 09-04-CAl and 09-04-13, the alcohol beverage licenses.
Rutherford seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

09-04-14 Tax Relief for Seniors with an Annual Household Income of $30,000
or less

Brown noted there was an additional document on the dais from City Manager Bernard

McMullen — an e-mail dated October 6, 2004, with the subject “A Bill to be Entitled.”

Brown moved that Council define the qualifications for a $5,000 homestead exemption
for Peachtree City senior citizens as 1) any homeowner who had reached the age of 65 on
or before January 1 of the current taxable year; 2) the combination of the homeowner and
spouse’s total annual income as defined by the Internal Revenue Service being less than
$30,000 for the calendar year immediately preceding the current taxable year. The
$30,000 total income would exclude non-taxable Social Security. Weed seconded. The
motion carried 4-1 (Rutherford).

New Agenda Items

10-04-01 Consider Resolution on Homestead Exemption for Seniors

Brown noted there was an additional document on the dais — an amended version of a Bill
to be Entitled an Act.

Brown moved to accept the resolution as amended on the dais. Rapson seconded. The
motion carried 4-1 (Rutherford).

10-04-02 Overview of Aberdeen Woods Conference Center Renovation

Brown noted there were additional documents on the dais — an e-mail from the City
Manager to Mayor and Council with the subject, “FW: Aberdeen Woods Construction
GIS Map” and a copy of the GIS map.
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Glen Wallberg, president of the Pitney Bowes Sales and Service Training Center
(Aberdeen Woods), addressed Council. Wallberg said that the Aberdeen Woods
Conference Center (AWCC) had been under renovation for the last 18 months and was
now in the final phase, which was the training building (the conference center). The
renovation of the training building was critical to the project and was different from the
other phases. The training building was the engine that drove the rest of the center;
however, the building was close to residential areas. Closing the training building during
the day would reduce revenue over the three-month project, which would affect the 200
employees. Rescheduling meetings meant that current customers might not return. The
plan was to work around the scheduled events, with some of the work to be done at night.

Wallberg said they recognized the fact that working at night near a residential area
created potential problems. Wallberg continued that they had discussed the matter with
the Building Official and had sent a letter to the residents within hearing distance of the
project. A hotline had been set up and would be manned during the construction so
citizens with problems could call. The neighbors had been invited to a meeting to discuss
the construction and potential problems. Construction would be scheduled during normal
working hours as often as possible. He added they might have to come to the City with
any problems they could not solve. Wallberg said his purpose for attending the Council
meeting was to get the information out.

Brown said he attended an informational meeting held for the neighbors who were
affected. He noted that the building was constructed of steel and the noise would
reverberate throughout the structure, which would disrupt any meetings held during the
day. He said that if neighbors called the hotline with a problem, then the work would
cease until a way could be figured out how to do the work differently.

Wallberg said the work had started recently, and they had not heard anything from the
neighbors yet. There was the potential that there would be no disruption to the neighbors.
He reiterated that keeping the training building open was critical to maintaining their
customer base.

Rapson asked what made the noise. Wallberg said saws would be running, and materials
would be torn off the building. The soffets and the eaves would be torn off and replaced.
The work would be performed from 6 p.m.-3 a.m. Rapson told Wallberg the conference
center was doing what it should do as a good neighbor. Wallberg said letters had been
sent to 90 residents. The exterior portion of the work would be done by mid-January, and
the interior work should be completed in March.

10-04-06 Consider Letter Regarding EMS Funding/Tax Equity

McMullen explained that he wanted to send a letter from the Council to the Fayette
County Board of Commissioners and ask them to establish a special service district for
emergency medical services (EMS). The County had a special revenue district for fire
services, which provided service to the unincorporated County, Brooks, Tyrone, and
Woolsey.
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McMullen explained that the County funded the EMS through the County’s general fund
and provided services to all the municipalities and the unincorporated County, except
Peachtree City. The City’s residents paid for their own EMS services, as well as services
for the County. The City’s residents were taxed twice for EMS services.

McMullen continued that there was a difference in how the City and County staffed their
EMS. The City only had one person, a lieutenant, funded in the EMS budget. The
County had 59 of its fire and EMS personnel covered in the fire services budget, with 28
funded in the EMS budget. The County’s firefighters also served a dual role, just as the
City’s firefighters, by fighting fires and providing emergency medical services.

Brown suggested that the County take the fire districts and create an EMS overlay.
McMullen said there could be a cookbook approach. Those who received their fire
service from the County paid an additional millage rate for the service. The County
could establish an additional millage rate for EMS, which would be added to the tax bill
of those served by the County. The only exception would be Fayetteville, which
provided fire services, but did not provide EMS. Brown noted that the savings to City
taxpayers would be over $2.5 million over a 10-year period.

Rutherford moved to go forward with the letter regarding EMS funding tax equity and
that the Mayor and full Council sign it. Rapson seconded.

Kourajian referred to a comment in a newspaper article by Commission Chairman Greg
Dunn, who had suggested that the County would gladly take over EMS services for the
City. He asked if that was something Council should consider. McMullen said he had
spoken to the County’s fire and emergency services chief to find out how the City would
be supported if the County took over EMS service. The County would have one
ambulance at Station 82 and would require all the City’s pumpers to be ALS qualified.
All of the pumpers would have to be upgraded and the three ambulances the City
currently had would be reduced to one. Kourajian clarified that for a quarter million
dollars the City would have to spend money on the pumpers and ambulance coverage
would be reduced by 67%.

Rapson asked if the ALS requirement was required of the other jurisdictions. McMullen
said the only municipality that could be required to do so would be Fayetteville, and he
did not have that answer. Rapson said Fayetteville did not have that requirement.

Rutherford said if one ambulance covered the whole City, then a pumper could answer a
call from the Braelinn area if it was ALS certified. Rapson said they would be creating
mutual aid and ensuring the City could provide mutual aid. It would cost $95,000 each to
reconfigure the City’s pumpers. The initial cost would be $300,000 and the ambulance
support would be reduced by two-thirds.
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Kourajian asked if this letter would be the first formal communication. Rapson said the
matter had been discussed at Retreat. Brown added that he, personally, had talked to the
Commissioners about the matter in the past.

The motion carried unanimously.

10-04-07 Consider Award of Employee Insurance

Brown noted there were additional documents on the dais — a memo to Mayor and
Council from the Financial Services Director dated October 7, 2004, with the subject
“Health Insurance Broker Selection” and a copy of the Request for Proposal, with
addendums #1 and #2.

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk Jane Miller said that the City had been self-
insured through American Medical Security (AMS), which provided third-party
administrative services and excess insurance. Private Healthcare Systems (PHCS) was
the preferred provider network.

Miller continued that Clark Weeks, the City’s consultant, had suggested saving money by
comparing preferred provider networks. An RFP was prepared that asked for quotes for
third-party administration, excess insurance, and a comparison of the anticipated claims
costs based on the negotiated rates of the networks. There were 21 responses, all of
which were evaluated by Weeks. Miller said it appeared that, if the City used United
Healthcare and their network, then the City would save $500,000 in payments based on
historical data. Staff recommended United Healthcare as the third-party administrator
and excess coverage provider. Miller said three of six United Healthcare brokers were
interviewed, and staff recommended Palmer and Kay based on their fees and experience.

Rapson stated, for the record, that 21 solicitations were received and staff recommended
United Healthcare. Six brokers were considered. Weeks said there were actually five
selected for interviews since two submitted a joint proposal. Rapson said the logic was
sound and the three selected for interviews had the most volume with United Healthcare.
The two brokers that were not selected for interviews did not have a significant volume
of business with United Healthcare. Rapson noted that the three brokers selected were
platinum level brokers. Weeks added that the firms selected were also not the biggest
brokers. The selection had nothing to do with the size of the firm, but with the volume of
business with United Healthcare. Miller added that the negotiated rate United Healthcare
was less than the AMS network. She explained that if the negotiated rate for United
Healthcare was $73 for a procedure, and the PHCS rate was $83, then the City paid $73
as opposed to $83. Rapson noted that the cost of medical claims, on average, would be
28% less with United Healthcare.

Kourajian asked the difference between being fully insured and self-insured. Weeks said
that insurance companies were in business to make money, and insurance was based on
the law of large numbers. There might be a random event, but if the random event
occurred enough times it became a certainty. Whether fully insured or self-insured, the
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companies looked at the claims over the last few years. If an insurance premium was
paid, the bid was loaded by 5%. Over time, the City would pay about 5% more if fully
insured. If self-insured, the City would save money over time.

Miller said the last time the City had reviewed companies was in 2001, and staff had not
done an in-depth analyses of the claims, but had looked at fixed costs. She cautioned that
if the City shopped the market too often, nobody would respond to bids and RFPs.

Weeks said the company also offered a substantial pricing advantage, and that no one
else was even close. Kourajian asked if there was anything written into the agreement
that would increase costs. Miller noted there was excess coverage for anything over
$50,000. Rapson said timing was good since the market had become more competitive.
Miller said the employees were surveyed regarding the doctors and medical facilities they
used. The results were compared to the network providers in United Healthcare and all
but a few were included.

Rapson moved to go with United Healthcare as recommended by City staff and to
appoint the firm of Palmer and Kay as the City’s health insurance broker. Rutherford
seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Council commended Miller and Financial Services Director Paul Salvatore for their
work. Salvatore introduced Chris Clark, a representative from Palmer and Kay.

10-04-08 Consider Award of City 457/401a Pension Plans

Salvatore told Council that the change only affected employees’ money. The goals were
to reduce fees, to continue to have good choices and returns, and to provide better
customer service. Staff went through the RFP process and recommended Southtrust as
the preferred pension provider.

Kourajian asked if Southtrust had a local representative. Salvatore said the representative
was Kevin Kelly in the Atlanta office. Weeks added that Kelly had agreed to come to the
City on demand or for special events. He said there was also an 800 number. Rapson
asked if they could look at adding other 457 plans. Weeks explained that it was a mass
issue. If the City did not have the mass, the cost for participants could not be reduced.
He said the two components of costs were the asset fees and the per account fees. The
vendor looked at both fees to pay freight. If assets were taken away, the cost would go
up. If there were more than one provider, the employees would carry the costs. Weeks
added that Southtrust would just be an administrator.

Brown said his concern was whether they could tap into a broad range of funds. Weeks
said Southtrust was just the administrator.

Rutherford said there was news that Southtrust would merge with Wachovia. She asked
if a merger would affect the City. Weeks said the pricing was guaranteed for three years
with an option to renew for another two years. No Southtrust funds were offered. There
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might be a money market fund, but Weeks was unsure. Weeks added that Southtrust was
very competitive and that each employee that participated would have an additional
$1,000 in the their account for the next five years.

Rutherford moved to approve Southtrust as the vendor for the 457/401a defined
contribution pension plans and to authorize the Mayor to sign the resolution and the plan
documents pending approval by the City Attorney. Kourajian seconded. The motion
carried unanimously.

10-04-09 Consider Award of City Banking Services

Salvatore told Council that seven banks submitted proposals and were rated on several
criteria. The criteria included qualifications and experience, approach implementation,
relationship support, references, and the cost proposal. The cost proposal rated most
heavily and narrowed the field from seven to four banks. Staff look at the final four
based on the cost proposal. The top two banks were Southtrust and Wachovia. Salvatore
said staff recommended Southtrust Bank for banking services pending the City
Attorney’s approval of the one-year contract with two automatic one-year renewals.

Rutherford moved to approve the recommendation to award the one-year contract to
Southtrust Bank for comprehensive banking services with two automatic one-year
renewals and to authorize the Mayor or City Manager to sign all contracts and
agreements required after review by the City Attorney. Rapson seconded.

Kourajian asked if City employees received free accounts with the current bank. Rapson
said he set the banking services up and that employees received free checking with direct
deposit at Peachtree National Bank. Rapson suggested asking Southtrust if they provided
the same services. Southtrust representative Tina Hunt said that they offered free
checking to employees with direct deposit. Other perks included free safe deposit boxes,
no cost ATM, reduced rates on loans, and other possible services. She said the nearest
Southtrust branch was in Braelinn Village. Hunter pointed out that one advantage was
there would be more offices in the City when the merger with Wachovia was complete.
She said information would be available at the branch office and that she could bring
starter kits to the City.

The motion carried unanimously.

Council/Staff Topics

Rutherford asked if the new positions included in the FY 2005 budget had been posted.
Miller said most had been posted and they were working on ads for some of the positions
such as purchasing agent and assistant planner. She added that they were still working on
the job description for the fire marshal position.

Rutherford asked about the City Engineer position, which had been open for some time.
Developmental Services Director Clyde Stricklin said there had been interviews, and they
were interested in one person. That person, however, was working for the Federal
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Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) and was currently very busy in Florida.
Miller added that staff had been advised not to hire for the newly approved positions until
after October 1.

Update on Kedron Phase 1 Traffic Lights

Stricklin reported that staff had been unable to confirm any negotiations between BBT
and Faison. He had spoken to the City Attorney about writing a third notice letter to
BBT. Weed asked what action the City could take. Meeker said the City could shut
down the shopping center. However, Meeker said the best course of action would be to
give them another two weeks to put the letter together and hear from the shopping
center’s management company.

Weed made a statement regarding New Agenda Item 10-04-01 Consider Resolution on
Homestead Exemption for Seniors. Weed said that, because the vote was not unanimous,
the request for legislation would be dead in the water. The County’s legislative body had
historically refused to consider any legislation if there was not a unanimous vote.

Meeker said there was a matter of pending or threatened litigation for executive session.
Rutherford moved to reconvene in executive session. Kourajian seconded. The motion
carried unanimously.

Brown moved to reconvene in regular session. Rutherford seconded. The motion carried
unanimously.

There being no further business to discuss, Rutherford moved to adjourn the meeting.
Brown seconded. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m.

Jane Miller, City Clerk Stephen D. Brown, Mayor

Pamela Dufresne, Recording Secretary



CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council

VIA: City Manag

FROM: City Clerk
DATE: October 14, 2004
SUBJECT: Alcohol License — Change in License Representative — Kwickie/Flash

Foods #246
October 21, 2004, Regular Meeting

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Council consider the attached application for a change in the
alcoholic beverage license.

Discussion:

Kwickie/Flash Foods #246, 1001 Crosstown Road, has submitted an application
for a change in License Representative. Ms. Bonnie Sue Campbell has requested
she be appointed as the License Representative. Ms. Campbell will attend the
October 21* meeting to answer any questions you may have.

Budgetary Impact:
The change in License Representative will have no impact on the budget.

JM:pd

Attachment
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY
151 WILLOWBEND Roap
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
(770) 487-7657

APPLICATION FOR ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LICENSE

Business Name: Business Loi:atlon:
, _ (00V (ross Town, Rd. .
Wiekie |Flash F0ods # 246 Peachtree i1y, Ga. 30364 170631 -17y7
Nature of Business: Mailing Address: ng'urrpss Phone
P.O.BoY Aiuq Number:
ba Lee.gUenue '
(onoen tence, Store Woyeross , Ga . 31562 LQ;;\- A%5- Hoto a1
Name of Licensee: Home Address: Home Phone Number:
‘ 3915 Bid Wader+own Rd
William_ Glen Bryson Wayeross, Ggi 31503 913 -385-15923
Name of License Representative: Home Address: L Home Phone Number:
204 Fredricis Stree

Wholesale Dealer

———

Malt Beverage

v Malt Beverage Malt Beverage
/

Wine Wine ' Wine

Distilled Spirits

Distilled Spirits

NAME ' ADDRESS PHONE

NUMBERS
Individual Owner’s Name, Partners’ Please provide Home Addresses for the :
Names, Corporation Name and the nameof | individuals listed: Please provide Home
the name of a Contact Person regarding and Business Phone
License Changes, Taxes, etc. Numbers for
individuals listed:
List of Cocporate 0fficers and Directors GH-ached .

s . o | WAT3-395 4010 Kaan
ackie (Unmngham;hcense Clerk |13 Beagle Blod — Alma, Ga. 3i510 |k 312-(33-%302

Is any person who owns an interest in the license an employee of the City} of Peachtree City?




kS POLICE DEPARTMENT

350 South Highway 74 e Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 ¢ 770-487-8866 ¢ Fax: 770-631-2512

4L
N‘

742

JAMES V. MURRAY
Chief of Police

State of Georgia
City of Peachtree City:

I, Robert M. DuPree, Major of Police for the City of Peachtree City, do hereby certify
that:

Bonnie Sue Campbell
Name

204 Fredrick Street Hogansville, GA 30230
Address

Has been investigated and found not to have been convicted of, nor to have entered a plea
of nolo contendre, to any felony or misdemeanor relating to the sale or use of alcoholic

beverages or illegal narcotics or drugs within five (5) years prior to the date of the

application for this license.
Adit S Nb
Signature
/6“ f/%/%
Date
Witness

An Internationally Accredited Agency
A State Certified Agency

Y
4
\ \\\s’.
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£
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CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor & Council Members
VIA: City Manager
Assistant City Manager WJ

FROM: Administrative Services Director / City Clerk K/
DATE: October 14, 2004

SUBJECT: Consider Request from Braelinn Elementary for Construction of Track
October 21, 2004 Council Agenda Item

Recommendation:
Consider approval of a request from Braelinn Elementary School for the City to provide up to
$5,000 in labor to construct a walking track at Braelinn Elementary School.

Discussion:

In May, the City received a request from Braelinn Elementary School to provide labor for the
construction of a track at the school (attached). I advised Ms. Wenonah Bell, principal of the
school, that the request could not be considered for approval until the beginning of fiscal year
2005. Ms. Bell has requested that Council now consider approval of their request. Tom Corbett,
Public Services Director, has provided information that the labor cost may exceed $5,000 and
Ms. Bell has indicated that the PTO will pay the City for any costs above $5,000, which is in
compliance with the policy approved in CAR 8-3 (attached).

CAR 8-3 requires that the Recreation Commission make a recommendation on all requests for
funding that the City receives from public schools. The Recreation Commission is meeting on
Monday, October 18 and will forward a recommendation after the meeting. A copy of their
recommendation will be placed on the dais for the Council meeting.

Budget Impact:
Labor cost of no more than $5,000.

/jsm
Attachments

CC: Randy Gaddo
Tom Corbett




/\_‘%‘\ Funding Request
PEACHTREE\CITY For Non-Profit Organizations

Organization Name:  Braelinn Elementary School PTO

Address: 975 Robinson Road Peachtree City, GA 30269
Phone #: 770-631-5410 Fax#: _ 770-631-5430
Contact Person: Wenonah Bell, Principal or

Title: Laura Abbey, PTO Chairperson

Financial Inf ion:

Total Annual Budget: $21,400

Total Clients Served Annually: 583 students

o QM%MWWW—WMWWWEO

use our playground/track area.
Fundine R Information:

Funding Amount Requested: ~ $5,000.00

Funding Use(s): Track for walking and running

Additional Information on Organization/Services: We would like you to provide the labor

and equipment required for installation. We will pay for the materials.

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS: 501c3 non-profit organizations must provide a copy of the previous

calendar year form 990. Other non-profits must provide a current fiscal year budget.

Date — . j Council Amount
Submitted: 5~ =Y ”({,‘/ Approval Date: Approved:




CAR8-3  City Council Funding for Non-Profit CAR 8-3
Organizations in Fayette County

OPR: City Hall

4/00 (Amended 5/04)

Purpose Section I
Policy i
L Purpose

The Purpose of this regulation is to establish a policy for consistent response to requests for
donations on behalf of non-profit organizations, including public schools, in Fayette County.

I  Palicy

While the City of Peachtree City has no financial responsibility to assist non-profit organizations,
including public schools, with funding or providing labor, there have been requests in the past for
this assistance, and it is anticipated that there may be requests in the future. In an effort to ensure
consistency and fairness, the following guidelines have been established:

A. Council will budget no more than $25,000 annually for all non-profit funding.

B. The City would assume no liability for any project for which the City provides funding
and/or labor.

C. Services provided to Peachtree City residents by a non-profit organization shall be addressed
in a contract between the City of Peachtree City and the organization.

D. Non-Profit Organizations
1. Basic Needs

As a general rule, funding for non-profit organizations serving Fayette County should be
provided by the Fayette County Commission to ensure that Peachtree City residents are
not subject to double payment through their municipal and County taxes. However,
Council reserves the right to make contributions to non-profit organizations that provide
services that meet the basic needs (food, shelter, protection) of Peachtree City residents
based upon the merit of the request. Requests for funding for non-profit organizations
that provide basic needs shall not require matching funds but such requests shall be
prorated based upon the total annual budget of the organization and the percentage of
Peachtree City residents served by the organization in comparison to the total number of
people they serve. The amount of funding provided shall be the lesser of the amount
requested, the amount of the annual budget used to serve Peachtree City residents based
on the percentage of Peachtree City residents served, or $7,500.00. The percentage of
Peachtree City residents served will be based on the total number of residents and non-
residents served for the 12-month period ending with the month prior to the month in
which the request is made. These funds, once identified, will be budgeted for annually,
upon written request by the organization that would be subject to prorated allocation as
noted above.

2. General Needs




Should Council approve a funding request for an organization that provides for general
needs (other than food, shelter and protection), a dollar for dollar match up to a limit of
$5,000 in funding/labor may be provided as a match to any non-government funding
provided to the organization. If the organization serves people other than Peachtree City
residents, request shall be prorated based upon the percentage of Peachtree City residents
served in comparison to the total population served. The amount of funding provided
shall be the lesser of the actual amount requested, the amount of the annual budget used
to serve Peachtree City residents based on the percentage of Peachtree City residents
served, or $5,000.00. The percentage of Peachtree City residents served will be based on
the total number of residents and non-residents served for the 12-month period ending
with the month prior to the month in which the request is made. Requests from a non-
profit organization in the General Needs category will be considered no more often than
every five years.

3. Public Schools

a. Each request for funding/labor will be considered by the Peachtree City Recreation
Commission, who will forward a recommendation to the City Council for final
decision.

b. Council will evaluate each request and make a decision based on the merit of the
request.

. No more than one request, per school, will be considered in any five consecutive
year period.

d. Only Fayette County public schools whose attendance boundaries include Peachtree
City will be eligible for consideration.

e. Requests for funding/labor must be for enhancements to playgrounds and playing
fields only. Any playground/playing field for which the City makes a contribution
must be made available for use by City residents when not being used by the school.

A formal agreement with the School Board would be required.

f.  Should Council approve a funding request, a dollar for dollar match up to a limit of
$5,000 in funding/labor may be provided as a match to any funding provided by the
school or any school organization (i.e. booster club). All funding requests must be
submitted by June 1.

E. All requests for funding must be made using the attached form. 501¢3 non-profit
organizations should include a copy of the previous calendar year form 990. Other non-
profits should attach a copy of their current fiscal year budget.

F. The City Council will have final approval on all funding requests. All funding requests

must be submitted by June 1 for consideration for funding in the next fiscal year budget.

APPROVED:
Mayor and Councilmembers




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

7

TO: Mayor & Council Members s /7/

A /—~

. , /,//ééé |

VIA: City Manager
Assistant City Manag

FROM: Administrative Services Director / City Clerk W—“"

DATE: October 14, 2004

SUBJECT: Consider Amendment to Smoking Ordinance in City Parks/Facilities
October 21, 2004 Council Agenda Item

Recommendation:

Consider approval of the attached amendment to the City’s smoking ordinance relative to
smoking restrictions in City parks and facilities.

Discussion:

The current smoking ordinance does not address smoking restrictions in City parks and other
recreation facilities. Staff was requested to prepare an amendment to the ordinance to address
this issue. Attached is an amendment to the smoking ordinance that defines outdoor public
facility and also prohibits smoking within twenty-five feet of bleachers, dugouts, pools,
restrooms, playgrounds and sports field sidelines where people may be sitting. It also requires
that if there is a designated smoking areas at a facility (i.e. at the Amphitheater), then smoking is
only permitted within that designated area.

Budget Impact:
None
/jsm

Attachment




Ordinance #

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE 1V, SECTION 42 OF THE
PEACHTREE CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES TO PROVIDE FOR THE
DEFINITION OF AN OUTDOOR PUTLIC FACILITY, TO ADDRESS THE
PROHIBITION OF SMOKING AT CITY OUTDOOR PUBLIC FACILITIES,
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

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 Section 42-
117 relating to Definitions be amended, and that a Sec. 42-119 (a) be added following
Sec. 42-119, as follows:

Sec. 42-117. Definitions

Outdoor Public Facility means any sports arenas, ball fields, parks, amphitheaters, tennis
centers, tennis courts and other outdoor recreation area owned by the City of Peachtree
City.

Sec. 42-119 (a). Prohibition of Smoking at City Outdoor Public Facilities

A. Smoking shall not be permitted within twenty-five (25) feet of bleachers, dugouts,
pools, restrooms, playgrounds or sports field sidelines where people may be sitting.

B. If designated smoking areas are provided at any facility, then smoking is only
permitted within that designated area.

All Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict with this Ordinance are hereby repealed
in their entirety.

Done, Ratified, and Passed this day of 2004.

Stephen D. Brown, Mayor

Attest:
City Clerk




PLANNING DEPARTMENT
153 WILLOWBEND ROAD

™~ PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-5731

/m -
PEACHTREE \CITY FAX: 7706312552

PLAN TO STAY"™ WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

TO: Mayor & Council Members

FROM: City Planner/ Zoning Adminis rat/;)r ‘] l
VIA: City Managet@ﬂ( //Zé%’
Developmental Servicgs Di ﬂ/7

DATE: October 14, 2004
SUBJECT:  Approval of Sanitary Sewer Easement for Braelinn Church
October 21, 2004 City Council agenda

Recommendation;
Staff recommends that City Council approve the easement request from Braelinn Church and authorize
the Mayor to sign the Deed of Conveyance and Easement (Attachment “A”).

Discussion:

Several years ago, Braclinn Church (formerly Braelinn Baptist Church) purchased approximately 69 acres
of land immediately north of and adjoining Peachtree City for a new location for their Church campus.
While the majority of the property is within the city limits of Tyrone, one of the parcels acquired
encompasses 3.803-acres and is located within Peachtree City.

On January 18, 2001, representatives from Braelinn Church appeared before City Council requesting that
they be allowed to connect to the City’s sanitary sewer system. After a brief discussion, Council voted
unanimously to grant the Church’s request subject to various conditions (Attachment “B”).

CDH Partners, who was hired by the Church to develop a master plan and to prepare construction
drawings for the first phase of their new campus, submitted a set of drawings to the City on July 16, 2004
along with a Deed of Conveyance and Easement. Staff reviewed these plans to ensure they were in
compliance with the conditions of City Council approval and the City’s Land Development Ordinance.
Comments were forwarded to the Applicant, and a revised set of documents along with supporting
documentation was submitted on September 23, 2004. Staff has reviewed this information and has
approved the drawings for construction.

The Applicant was required to submit construction drawings to the City because they are proposing to
install a portion of the new sanitary sewer line within the City-owned greenbelt north of the Kedron
Office Park. An easement is necessary before this work can commence, and the easement will be granted
in favor of the Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority, who has also approved these plans.

Budget impact:
There are no budget impacts associated with this request.

Attachments




DEED OF CONVEYANCE AND EASEMENT
STATE OF GEORGIA, FAYETTE COUNTY

IN' CONSIDERATION OF THE SUM OF ONE DOLLAR AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS to them
paid, Grantors,

hereby give and convey unto Peachtree City Water & Sewerage Authority, political subdivision of the
State of Georgia, its successors and assigns,

A free, permanent and uninterrupted easement, use, liberty and privilege of a right of way for twenty (20)
feet in width, in, on, under and through the property of the undersigned, for the purpose of laying,
maintaining and operating a line of sewer pipe or pipes, including all appurtenant structures, as a part of the
sewerage system of said Authority, and for the consideration aforesaid, the undersigned hereby agrees that
said Authority, through its agents, may lay such additional lines of sewer pipe or pipes in, on, under and
through said property, and the said pipe or pipes may be of such size and may be laid at such depth as may be
determined by the Authority or its agents, and the undersigned hereby expressly agrees that said Authority
shall have construction and maintenance easement of such minimum working width (not to exceed an
additional twenty (20) feet) as is reasonably necessary for the proper installation and maintenance of such
sewer line or lines; and the undersigned further agrees that said Authority, its successors and assigns, shall
have the right to operate and maintain said line or lines in and through said property and right of way
granted, together with the right of ingress and egress to and from the same to the extent necessary to install,
inspect, repair, keep up, replace, maintain and operate said line.

This Deed is also made for the purpose of conveying all of Grantor’s right, title and interest in and to any
sewer lines or appurtenances thereto located on the above-described property. The Grantor and Grantee agree
that the fair market value of the property and sewer lines and appurtenances thereto being conveyed by this
Deedis $ . :

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said land and appurtenances unto said PEACHTREE CITY WATER &
SEWERAGE AUTHORITY, its successors, executors, administrators, and assigns, in fee simple.

Grantors warrant the title to said land against the lawful claims of all persons.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor(s) have hereunto set its hand(s) and affixed its seal this day of

b

COMPANY NAME
Signed, sealed and delivered By:
in presence of: Printed Name and Title
Unofficial Witness Signature
By:
Notary Public Printed Name and Title
(NOTARY SEAL)
My commission expires: ‘ Signature

Attachment “A”




Excerpt from Minutes of
City Council Meeting
January 18, 2001

NEW AGENDA ITEMS
01-01-07  Consider Sewer Service for Braelinn Baptist Church — approved
5-0

Jeff Killingsworth, representative for the Braelinn Baptist Church, addressed
Council to request access to the Peachtree City sewer system. The church
is being built on Highway 74 North. The main portion of the property is
located within the city limits of Tyrone and a portion of the property is located
in Peachtree City.

Mayor Lenox explained that Council approval was required to allowing
sewerage service to extend outside the city limits of Peachtree City.

Fritz asked what facilities would be built on the property. Killingsworth replied
that the church was still in the concept phase of their development plans, but
that they would first build a sanctuary / multipurpose building with plans to
expand that facility in the future.

McMenamin asked what the current zoning was for the property.
Killingsworth said that he believed the current zoning was AR (Agricultural.)

Lenox reviewed staffs proposed conditions for approval and asked Mr.
Killingsworth if the agreed to such:

1. The sewer service could not be extended beyond the church property to
serve other properties.

2. The church could not subdivide its property for sale or lease to a non-
church entity, and then provide sewer access for that non-church entity.

3. The church should define for the city what church uses it intends to
provide on the property, and sewer service should be limited to those
uses.

Killingsworth said the church would agree to those conditions.

Attachment “B”




Fritz asked Larry Turner, Water and Sewerage Authority (WASA) General
Manager, if WASA had received the necessary permits to expand the
Rockaway Wastewater Treatment Plant. Turner said WASA had not
received the final permit, but that the Environmental Protection Division
(EPD) did grant approval for them to proceed with the final design on the
expansion. Turner said that once WASA received the final EPD permit, they
would be able to commit to provide the church with the capacity needed for
sewerage service.

Brooks was in favor of granting the request for three reasons: part of the
property was located in Peachtree City; the watershed would be protected;
and a significant number of Peachtree City residents would attend the
church. Brooks made a motion to grant the request with the three conditions
recommended by staff and agreed to by Killingsworth. Fritz seconded the
motion. Motion carried unanimously.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
153 WILLOWBEND ROAD
N PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-5731

/_\‘ \
PEACHTREE \CITY FAX: 770-631-2552

PLAN TO STAY ™ WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

TO: Mayor & Council Members

FROM: City Planner/ Zoning Administratorvw\

- , 7
VIA: City Managebéw/ 7 Z /A .
Developmental Se Direetor C /u//

DATE: October 14, 2004

SUBJECT: Consider Step One annexation application from John Wieland Homes
October 21, 2004 City Council agenda

Recommendation:
Because this is consideration of a Step One submittal, Staff is unable to make a recommendation
to City Council at this time.

Discussion

In accordance with the City’s recently adopted Annexation Review Process, John Wieland
Homes and Neighborhoods (JWH) has submitted their Step One application for review
(Attachment “A”). This information “is intended to provide a general overview of the proposed
annexation and identifies how the annexation and proposed development may or may not be
compatible with the established goals within the City’s Comprehensive Plan.”

The property in question is approximately 364.8 acres and is located immediately north of the
Centennial and Ashton Woods subdivisions (Attachment “B”). Approximately 108 acres of the
overall tract are located within the 100-year floodplain and are undevelopable.

City Staff has reviewed this information and feels it meets the basic intent of these requirements.
However, there are several items that will warrant further discussion and a detailed analysis by
City Staff, the Planning Commission and other governmental agencies should this proposal move
forward to Step Two.

Budget impacts
Budgetary considerations include a significant amount of Staff time, legal fees, advertising costs,

and the overall impact to the City’s long-range infrastructure and maintenance budget. However,
it should be noted that impact fees could be structured and incorporated into the rezoning that
would offset some of these costs.
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SECTION I:

Contact Person:

Telephone Number:

Submitted By:

CONTACT INFORMATION
Applicant: John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods, Inc
Address: 1950 Sullivan Road

Atlanta, GA 30337

Dan Fields
Vice President

(770) 703-2140

Dan Fields



SECTION II

PROJECT INFORMATION

The approximately 360-acre annexation project is located in Land Lots 164, 165, 166,
184, 185 and 186 of the 7" District of Fayette County, Georgia. An additional 88-acre parcel is
also part of the proposed project located in the city limits of Peachtree City, Georgia located in
Land Lots 156, 157 and 158.

LOCATION OF PROPERTY

The project is located north of Chadworth at Ashton Reserve, Centennial and the future
Centennial Elementary School site and west of Highway 74. Coweta County is west of property.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The Applicant desires to work with the City Council, Planning Commission, Planning Staff
and other professionals to emphasize the creation of a mixed-use community that will contain
transportation choices and provide a range of housing opportunities. Throughout the metro Atlanta
area, the Applicant’s neighborhoods have been sited by the Atlanta Regional Commission as
“positive examples of smart growth.” In order to ensure the Applicant meets the expectations of
Peachtree City, a complete market study is being conducted to ensure the appropriate components
and housing mix are included.

It is anticipated that the project will be designed to include pocket parks, recreational areas,
open space areas and other planning techniques that make the task of preserving recreational
greenspace and the creation of civic parks easier.

HOUSING

Consistent with the overall goals of the city, the Applicant intends to provide a broad
range of housing opportunities. The Applicant anticipates an overall density that is similar to the
surrounding area. It is expected that a diverse range of housing types and price points will be
suggested during the charettes. However, for planning purposes, the following components may
be considered: a village center with mixed-use product, traditional residential and alley served
residential, senior living areas, office opportunities and civic space. These living areas will be
enhanced with on-site amenities, open spaces and cart path access.

COMMERCIAL

The area along State Route 74 includes a mixture of retail and residential. Most
industrial uses are locating in the industrial corridor, south of State Route 54. Further research is
needed to identify gaps in the four established village centers. It has been suggested that some
retail parcels be located near State Route 74. Additional retail and office space may be




configured within the village area (currently zoned industrial within the city limits).

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

It is anticipated that the completed mixed-use of residential, office and retail space will
provide the city increased value providing the city over $400,000 annually in tax revenue. With
the variety of housing types, it is anticipated that additional city services will be minimal.

TRANSPORTATION

The ARC study indicates the population of Coweta County will double by the year 2030.
Most of the undeveloped area of the county that will provide new space for the expansion is in
the eastern portion of the county. This trend will continue to apply pressure to the intersection of
Highway 54 and Highway 74. This project offers the opportunity to extend MacDuff Parkway
from an existing point west of this major intersection on Highway 54 to a point north of this
intersection on Highway 74. It is anticipated that the completion of MacDuff Parkway will
mitigate increasing traffic congestion at State Routes 74 and 54. A traffic study will be
conducted during the review period to evaluate the impact of the project. In addition, safety
studies will be completed to ensure highest safety standards are met for the railroad crossing.
The City, CSX Railroad, Department of Transportation and the Applicant have initiated work to
incorporate the latest design techniques and technology to provide the safest railroad crossing
and connection point for the extension of MacDuff Parkway and Highway 74. Included in the
design will be measures to ensure adequate traffic flow on Highway 74. The development of this
area will be a natural extension of the LCI plan adjacent to Highway 54 that the city has
researched, planned, approved and started to construct.

RECREATION

Should the annexation occur, the Applicant has agreed to donate up to four soccer fields
for the purpose of preserving recreational green space. Other neighborhood amenities may
include a clubhouse, swimming pool, pocket parks and open spaces that may provide
neighborhood view corridors and areas for jogging and biking trails and nature observation. The
land plan will include additions to the multi-use cart path system to allow residents access to on-
site amenities as well as existing paths to established areas.

LAND USE
The 88 acres located within the city limits are currently zoned industrial. The 360 acres

located in unincorporated Fayette County are zoned R-70. Annexation will allow the City to
meet its goal of “following the village concept.”

NATURAL RESOURCES

The Line Creek water recharge area is the source of Lake MclIntosh — the future water
reservoir. Planning will include input from professionals regarding water quality protection,
flood protection, wetlands and streambed identification and necessary protection measures. The
final concept should include adequate open space to protect the streams.




COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

In addition to civic parks and spaces, a church site may be identified within the project.

As to fire and safety, it is anticipated that fire and safety grades will improve for the area
west of State Route 74. The extension of Macduff to State Route 74 should provide faster
response time for fire and police services may be improved for the area. Furthermore, the
property located in the County is currently served by the County’s Tyrone station.

The Fayette County Board of Education currently owns an elementary school site on
MacDuff Parkway, just south of the project. Completion of the Centennial Elementary School
will provide additional capacity for Peachtree City residents - eliminating the need for potential
future school redistricting. The Fayette County Board of Education has expressed its reluctance
to construct Centennial Elementary School until MacDuff has been completed. With the
annexation approval and construction of MacDuff Parkway, the Board of Education can begin
the new school. Upon completion of the new school, existing Peachtree City residents living in
the surrounding area will have better access to school.

COMMUNITY AESTHETICS

Through the planning charette process, detailed streetscape and architectural design will
be discussed. Much like the LCI along State Route 54, a pattern book will be developed to
define and display the anticipated architectural details, the landscape improvements and to
establish the overall theme and vision.

PLANNING

The Applicant desires to host two land planning charettes. These meetings, designed to
encourage citizen input throughout the city, will bring together the staff, annexation committee,
churches, citizens, seniors, Realtors, adjacent property owners, land planning specialists and other
interested parties in an effort to collaborate on the future for this area of Peachtree City. Cooperation
between the staff and our professional team will allow us to develop a clear understanding of the
annexation proposal, the goals and limitations, and how these might fit the city’s desires. The
community’s input will be critical in developing a creative yet realistic and economically feasible
proposal. The Applicant will work with a consulting team specializing in land planning charettes, to
bring ideas to a tangible design quickly. Our overall goal is to construct a quality development that
the citizens help to plan that incorporates the best interests and lifestyles of the existing residents as
well as the future residents.
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Steve. Brown

PROPOSED ANNEXATION: WEST VILLAGE - SOME THINGS TO CONSIDER
Phyllis Aguayo :

The people who moved to Peachtree City through the years thought of the land use plan and
Zoning as a guarantee of what they were investing in.
The city made a contract with residents who bought into promises about what Peachtree City
would be in the future, what the Population would be when all the lots are built on as planned,
how much high density, low density, multifamily, office, commercial, industrial, Open Space,
butfers, tree save, etc. would exist, and what the nature of each of these categories would be.
Peachtree City marketed itself based on its plan, the Village Concept. The Land Use Plan
and the Comprehensive Plan call for a i illage
ity’ fies. The land in question is indeed the city's boundary,
bordering on Coweta County, with Tyrone to the North, and as such should be zoned at our
lowest density, ER, multi-acre lots like those on the city's Eastern and Northern outskirts. The
West Village's center is the area around the 74/ 54 intersection. With or without annexation,

Zoning. To add any more of these categories would be in violation of our own land use and
comprehensive concepts. "
To change these plans and ordinances at this time to accommodate a new agenda threatens

resolved, as the county fought the battle in court against higher density , and won. The land
as now zoned would allow nothing smaller than two acre lots.

This brings us back to questions of density and traffic, especially how allowing more
residences than the number that was upheld in court (about 138 lots) would impact the traffic

City needs to consider what the line up of traffic would be like on Hwy. 74 trying to cross the
RR tracks when waiting for trains to pass. In any case, it is probable that a road to Hwy. 74



will be built whether the land is annexed or not, as there will need to be access for
emergency services. It is my hope that whoever does the zoning take into account that the
impact of this road in terms of safety and convenience will depend on the density of
development that is allowed along it.

Given these and other concerns, it seems to me that if Peachtree City decides to annex the
land, there should be some stringent requirements in advance:

1. No more housing units than than would be allowed under the present county zoning after
removing sensitive and unbuildable land. (The developer would obtain the advantage of
being able to market as Peachtree City and having a creative mix of lot sizes, affording them
a savings in the expense of running infrastructure.)

2. All of the wetlands protected as one piece, with no property lines extended into them, after
accurate delineation of the wetlands is achieved, with'a conservation easement for the
undeveloped portion of the land, thus protecting the wetlands and watershed and quality of
our drinking water.

3. A commitment to providing ample undisturbed natural buffers around, and tree
preservation within the project(s), with no clear-cutting of trees on lots, given the
environmentally sensitive nature and aesthetic beauty of the area.

4. A development agreement that all amenities promised and conditions agreed to will be
provided. (a commitment to the projects without recourse to asking for rezoning or variances
in the future after the land is annexed.) .

5. A commitment by council that the final package (before annexation) will be sent for peer
review by_unbiased experts (consulting or engineering firm), at city expense , choices of firm
to be provided by Line Creek Association.

6. Impact on schools and school access be considered given that the board of education
does not intend to build a school in the area in the near future.

7. It would be wise to wait until the completion of Why 54 widening to see what traffic changes
result.

There is never an obligation for a city to annex land, nor to zone land to be annexed in any
way other than what is in the best interest of the city. Peachtree City has the opportunity here
to be choosy and require exactly what it wants or say, "no thank-you " to annexation.
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SUBJECT: Approval of site plan for expansion of Kedron Village retail center
October 21, 2004 City Council agenda

Recommendation

City Staff has reviewed the final site plan, architectural program, landscape plan and exterior
lighting plan for the expansion of the Kedron Village retail center to determine their
conformance with the terms of the Consent Order (Attachment “A”) and the conditions of
conceptual site plan approval (Attachment “B”). In addition, Staff has reviewed these
documents for conformance with the review comments forwarded to the Applicant following the
completion of the Staff review process. With the exception of a slight impact to the existing
wetland and buffer area adjacent to the adjoining stream (less than 0.1 acres), the plans appear to
comply with these stipulations.

The Applicant has also submitted a detailed sign program for Phase Two of the overall retail
center and Staff forwarded our review comments for incorporation into this document. We
anticipate the receipt of the revised sign program on Monday and will forward our
recommendation to you at that time.

Discussion

The final site plan for the expansion of the Kedron Village retail center was submitted to City
Staff at 2:00PM on Friday, September 24. Receipt of the final site plan completed the submittal
of all documents identified within the Consent Order and conditions of conceptual site plan
approval, including the final site plan, architectural program, landscape plan, exterior lighting
plan and signage program.

The final site plan encompasses sixty four (64) pages and includes the boundary survey,
demolition plan, site plan, grading plan, stormwater pollution prevention plan, sanitary sewer
profiles, stormwater sewer profiles, construction details, landscape plan, irrigation plan and
lighting plan. As required by our Land Development Ordinance, a detailed Hydrology Study
was included with the final site plan submittal.
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Staff completed our review of the final site plan and forwarded a detailed list of comments to
Faison and their Civil Engineer on October 6 (Attachment “C”). Staff provided a separate letter
to the Applicant with review comments pertaining to the landscape plan (Attachment “D”).
Because of the number of comments and the complexity of this development, Staff met with the
Applicant and their Civil Engineer and Landscape Architect from Haines, Gibson and Associates
on October 6 to review these comments.

At the same time Staff was reviewing these documents, our Engineering and Stormwater
Consultant (Integrated Sciences and Engineering) was reviewing the final site plan and the
Hydrology Study for conformance with the City Post-Construction Stormwater Management
Ordinance. A detailed list of comments was generated by ISE and forwarded to Faison along
with Staff’s review comments (Attachment “E”). Again, because of the complexity of this
development and the number of comments generated by ISE, Staff met with representatives from
Faison, ISE and Haines, Gibson and Associates to review these comments on October 8.

At 4:00PM on October 14, Faison submitted three sets of the revised final site plan to City Staff
for review. In addition to these drawings, Haines, Gibson and Associates provided a written
response to each of Staff’s review comments as well as those comments generated by ISE
(Attachments “F” and “G”). Staff has reviewed these documents to ensure their compliance with
the review comments forwarded to the Applicant, and it appears the majority of our comments
have been addressed and the plans have been revised accordingly.

As a part of the conditions of conceptual site plan approval, Faison submitted a detailed
architectural program to City Staff for review. Following an initial meeting where schematic
elevations were presented and discussed, the architectural program was submitted to the City on
August 31, 2004. The architectural program was reviewed by City Staff and two members from
the Planning Commission in conjunction with representatives from Faison and their Architect
(The Phillips Partnership) and the Corporate Architect and Vice-President of Development for
Target (Attachment “H”).

Additionally, as required by the conditions of conceptual site plan approval, the signage
consultant for this development (DeNyse Signs) submitted a detailed sign program to City Staff
on September 16. The proposed sign program was reviewed in accordance with the City’s Sign
Ordinance as well as the architectural program for the overall retail center, and a detailed list of
comments was forwarded to the Applicant. We anticipate receipt of a revised sign program by
the middle of next week.

Prior to the submittal of the final site plan, Faison submitted a traffic study prepared by
Moreland Altobelli. This study analyzed traffic conditions on Georgian Park and concluded
“except for foregoing requirements for a median cut and left and right turn lanes at the Kedron
Village South driveway and the right turn lane at the Kedron Village North driveway the
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proposed Kedron Village expansion will not generate enough additional trips to warrant further
lane capacity” (Attachment “I”).

Following the submittal of this document, the City requested that our Engineering Consultant
(Qk4) review the study and conduct a detailed analysis of the proposed intersection adjacent to
Lot 14. The first scenario analyzed included no center median cut and the second scenario
included a full-movement intersection.

Table 13 on page 17 of this report (Attachment “J”) includes a level of comparison of the two
alternatives. The Qk4 analysis further indicated on page 19 that, “Even thought the level of
service analysis shows no level of service lower than “C” for either Scenario 1 or 2, the opening
of the median along Georgian Park south of the development would provide an additional access
point to this development.”

In addition to the impacts of this development on Georgian Park, Qk4 was asked to evaluate the
traffic impacts on two existing intersections on Peachtree Parkway. Traffic counts were taken at
the Loring Lane (Kedron Hills) intersection and the Tinsley Mill (Smokerise Plantation)
intersection (Attachment “K”). This report concluded, “adding southbound left-turn lanes on
Peachtree Parkway would NOT significantly improve the operation of either intersection.”
However, the report also concluded “addition of the southbound left-turn lanes would improve
the safety of each intersection, even if the levels of service did not increase.”

Included with this report are review comments from the Lake Kedron Homeowner’s Association
(Attachment “L”) and the St. Simon’s Cove neighborhood (Attachment “M”).

Budget impact
There are no budgetary impacts associated with this request.

Potential conditions of approval
Should Council vote to approve the final site plan as submitted, City Staff recommends that the

following items be incorporated into the conditions of final site plan approval:

1. All construction traffic shall be limited to the new access drive across from the AMLI
apartment entrance. Signage shall be installed on Georgian Park at this intersection
warning motorists of construction traffic entering and exiting the roadway.

2. The sixteen (16) parking spaces adjacent to Outparcel Retail Building 400 should be
deleted and the grading in this area reconfigured to reduce impacts to the existing
wetland and associated wetland protection buffer.

3. The Applicant should continue to work with City Staff to determine if the golf cart spaces
proposed within the landscaped islands adjacent to the Target entrance can be relocated
or shifted to the inside of these islands to prevent golf carts from backing into the travel
lanes.
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4.

All areas throughout this development, including entrance drives, where cart paths and/
or sidewalks intersect with vehicular traffic must include a painted crosswalk and
associated signage.

The Applicant must submit detailed engineering drawings, including all calculations and
inspection notes of the proposed rock gabion retaining walls to City Staff.

The Applicant must continue to work with City Staff and the Planning Commission
Representatives to review the architectural program, landscape plan and site lighting
plan.

The Applicant must continue to coordinate with City Staff and the Planning Commission
Representative to identify locations of all dumpsters and mechanical equipment to
determine what type of screening or enclosures might be necessary to screen views to
these areas from off-site.

All lighting on the rear of each building must be substantially the same or similar to the
Architectural Area Lighting wall sconce as submitted by Faison (Attachment “N”). Each
light must be directed down to prevent light from leaving the project site.

The Applicant must submit as-builts of the development in digital format (dxf, .dwg, or
.dgn) prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. All digital format files must
reference a known street intersection and have the following data projections - horizontal
- NAD 1983, UTM Zone 16 in feet; vertical - NGVD 1929 in feet.

List of Attachments

Attachment “A”
Attachment “B”
Attachment “C”
Attachment “D”
Attachment “E”
Attachment “F”
Attachment “G”
Attachment “H”
Attachment “I”
Attachment “J”
Attachment “K”
Attachment “L”
Attachment “M”
Attachment “N”

Consent Order

Excerpt of City Council meeting minutes — conceptual site plan approval (June 21, 2004)
Final site plan review comments (Staff)

Landscape plan review comments (Staff)

Civil and hydrology study review comments (Integrated Science and Engineering)
Response to final site plan review comments (Haines, Gibson and Associates)
Response to landscape plan review comments (Haines, Gibson and Associates)
Architectural program meeting notes (Staff)

Traffic Impact Study (Moreland Altobelli)

Traffic Impact Study (Qk4)

Peachtree Parkway intersection analysis (Qk4)

Review comments (Lake Kedron Community Association)

Review comments (St. Simon’s Cove)

Security wall sconce (Architectural Area Lighting)



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FAYETTE COUNTY

STATE OF GEORGIA
PEACHTREE CITY HOLDINGS, LLC, a § w %-aﬂgggm £¢
Georgia Limited Liability Company, and § Yy *
FCD-DEVELOPMENT, LLC, a North § ,CLERK
Carolina Limited Liability Company, §
§
Plaintiffs, §
§ CIVIL ACTION
v. § FILE NO. 2003V-1218 (CE)
§
PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA, a §
Georgia Municipal Corporation, §
§
Defendant. § *
CONSENT ORDER

Trial in this matter having been scheduled to begin Monday, March 29, 2004, and
the parties having appeared through counsel on that date and announced séttlement of the
underlying issues,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1. This case is continued in order to provide time for FCD-Development,
LLC (“FCD”) to prepare, process and obtain approval of a new Conceptual Site Plan and

Final Site Plan for the Property according to the terms and conditions hereinafter

provided.

2. Plaintiff FCD shall prepare a new Conceptual Site Plan for the property
within the Kedron Commercial Village identified in paragraph 3 of the Complaint (“the

Property”) that shall conform to the following:

Attachment “A”




@ One (1) out parcel of no less than three and one-half (3 %) acres
and no more than four (4) acres shall be carved out of the Property and shall be shown on
the conceptual site plan . At such time as the out parcel is developed, the maximum
developed retail space shall not exceed 50,000 square feet for the out parcel as a whole.
The out parcel may share parking with other developed areas, provided the overall
building size does not exceed that provided by this paragraph.
(b) All remaining development for the Property shall be shown on a
revised Conceptual Site Plan to be submitted by Plaintiff FCD to the City. The -
Conceptual Site Plan shall encompasses both phase 2 and phase 3 under the plan 4%.4
currently being litigated. C
(©) The total square footage of developed enclosed space shown on the
Conceptual Site Plan, excluding the out parcel shall not exceed 215,000 square feet of -
retail square footage and an additional 14,800 square feet of second floor office space.
(d The Conceptual Site Plan shall include a Target store of not more
than 125,000 square feet. The 125,000 square feet designated for Target is a portion of
the overall parcel allotment of 215,000 retail square feet specified in paragraph (c).
o o aka Begedts fayp
(e) The existing Georgian Park Private Drive extension, into Kedron Py, é/nsiaa)
Commercial Village shall be dedicated by Peachtree City Holdings LLC to the City of (&
Peachtree City. Such road shall not be extended to serve the Kedron Commercial VillagQ% g%
beyond its current configuration.
® An entrance/exit shall be established into the Property off

Georgian Park at the location of the second entrance to the AMLI apartments, and shall

be denoted on the Conceptual Site Plan as the AMLI South entrance.



(8)  An additional entrance/exit shall be established into the Property
off Georgian Park utilizing the southwestern portion of lot 14.

(h) The configuration of Georgian Park shall not change, other than
what is necessary to accommodate the newly agreed upon entrances described in
paragraphs (f) and (g) or the traffic calming devices provided for in paragraph (i).

6)) Reasonable traffic calming measures, including traffic control
signage and striping along Georgian Park, shall be installed by Plaintiff at the direction of
. the City upon advice of its traffic engineer.

3. Intervenors shall have the right to review the Conceptual Site Plan to
insure compliance with the terms stated herein.

4. Intervenors shall not object to Final Site Plan approval, provided that the
Final Site Plan(s) substantially complies in all material respects with the Conceptual Site

Plan as described in this Order.

5. Recommended items 1, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of Mr. David Rast’s memo of
October 10, 2003 shall be incorporated herein by reference. No other recommended
conditions as set forth in said memo shall be applicable to the development.

6. Left turn lanes and right turn lanes shall be installed by Plaintiff if and
when traffic warrants on Peachtree Parkway at its intersections with Tinsley Mill Road
and Loring Lane; provided Plaintiff shall not be required to obtain or pay for right-of-way
to accommodate such lanes. Determination of need for such lanes shall be made by the

City, based on recommendations of its traffic engineer.

7. The Court makes no finding of liability in this matter, each Party

respectively denying liability and voluntarily agreeing to comply with this Order.



8. Each Party shall bear its own fees for counsel and any experts.
9. At such time as FCD obtains Final Site Plan approval, Plaintiffs shall file a
dismissal. In the event Final Site Plan approval is not obtained, the parties shall have the

right to proceed pursuant to the Georgia Civil Practice Act.

10.  This Order shall only be modified by W'{his Court.
SO ORDERED THIS ‘%_ DAY OF 2 , 2004,

©

Hon. Christopher . Edwards, Judge
Superior Court of Fayette County
Griffin Judicial Circuit

\ | '
George C. Rosenzweig
On Behalf of Peachtree City\Holdings LLC
and FCD Development LLC,, Plaintiffs

urel E. HeAderson

n Behalf of City of Peachtree City,

Eric C. White
On Behalf of Lake Kedron Community
Association, Intervenors




EXCERPT OF
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
JUNE 21, 2004

06-04-02 Consider Kedron Village Expansion Conceptual Site Plan

Mike Cohen addressed Council on behalf of the developer, FCD Development (Faison).
He noted that the plan had become more complicated than anticipated and had a long
history. Cohen discussed Plan # CP-5 and showed a colored version of CP-5 with all the
parcel lines and setbacks removed. He noted the parcel lines and setbacks were required
for the plan, but could be confusing during the presentation.

Cohen said the developer began meeting with staff in December 2002, and staff had
identified several crucial criteria that were honored with each submission. The first was
that passage between the existing shopping center and the expansion was safe,
continuous, and appealing. Cohen said there would be a straight drive between Target
and Kroger, as well the outparcels and Building 800 on the west end. The second
criterion was, to the best extent possible, to have Target and Kroger share a joint loading
area. Cohen said the Target building was moved to accommodate the joint loading
requirement. The third criterion was to integrate the shopping center as a whole and to
have the expansion function on its own. To accommodate that request, cart paths came
directly into the project at each entrance so golf carts could park in designated golf cart
parking spaces without having to mix with vehicular traffic. The final criterion was to
recognize the City’s way of life. Cohen said they had addressed that with the cart paths
and cart parking spaces (139 spaces). They had also created a connection of buildings
that allowed pedestrians safe ingress and egress throughout the center, almost creating a
horseshoe like The Avenue. Building 900 created circulation in the plan and broke up the
view of parking. Building 800 had also been re-oriented to create almost a “Main Street”
feel when entering that area.

Cohen noted that everyone knew FCD’s opinion was that the plan complied with the
City’s codes and ordinances, as well as the settlement agreement.

Cohen said he also wanted to address questions he had gotten over the last few weeks.
He pointed out that the property had an irregular shape to start with, and staff asked that
each parcel be treated individually in order to comply with the ordinances. An additional
landscaped buffer would be placed at the western edge of the Target parcel to create a
visual barrier of the parking field, as requested by the City Planner. Cohen noted that
they had been asked several times if the landscaping complied with the ordinance. He
continued that they had hired the landscape architect used by The Avenue and that
compliance with the landscape ordinance was mandatory. Cohen had letters from the
landscape architect, who said the plan met the ordinance. Cohen said the plan’s blended
greenspace average was 35%, with the Target parcel at 35% greenspace, the outparcel at
45%, and the retail tracts combined were at 32%-38%. According to Cohen, the City’s
greenspace requirement was 25%.

Cohen continued that the Target building was located 250 feet from the median cut at the
Regents Park/Georgian Park intersection. The building was moved to accommodate the

Attachment “B”



entrance at Amli Apartments, as required by the consent order and to honor staff’s
requirement that Target and Kroger share loading. There was a 30-foot grade difference
between the Regents Park/Georgian Park intersection and the estimated finished elevation
of the Target. The Target building would be 25 feet high with a parapet. Cohen said the
building should be difficult to see due to the elevation change and landscaping. Cohen
said they had worked hard with staff on CP-5 to make the plan better, and it had not been
just slapped together.

Kourajian asked Cohen to show how the greenspace played out on each of the tracts.
Cohen showed the areas on the plan and also gave Council a letter from their engineer
dated June 17, 2004, regarding the plan and greenspace. Brown noted that Council had
received a letter from Hanes, Gipson and Associates, Inc., consulting engineers, dated
June 17, 2004. Rapson clarified that Cohen was including the retention pond and the
wetlands as part of the greenspace. Cohen said the analysis included the portion of the
pond on Target property, and Target’s property extended halfway into the stream buffer.
Cohen said they had an agreement for shared detention on the adjacent lot.

Weed asked for the dimensions of the greenbelt on the right side of the plan. Cohen said
there was a 20-foot buffer, except where there were landscaped inlets. Rapson clarified
that there were 20-foot buffers on each parcel, which would give a 40-foot buffer. Brown
asked Cohen if they would consider putting more landscaped islands, or swaths of
vegetation, in the parking lot, and Cohen said they would look at further refinements.

Brown asked about the truck turnaround between Buildings 100 and 200 and expressed
concern about the parking spaces located in the area. Cohen said that was something they
would look at as the plan progressed, and that their goal was not to create a danger.
Brown said the engineering might be correct, but expressed concern about truck drivers’
ability to negotiate the 45-degree turn. Cohen said their goal had been to provide parking
for the retail in the area. Brown asked Cohen if they would consider removing the
parking spaces in the area. Cohen said they could revise the plan to meet everyone’s
needs.

Richard Gilbert spoke on behalf of the residents of the St. Simon’s Cove subdivision. He
said the plan had created new needs for the residents. Gilbert asked that there be no
median cut allowed at the westerly entrance on Georgian Park, at the St. Simon’s
entrance, or at Newgate Road. A median cut allowed for easier access for those traveling
northbound on GA 74 and an increase in traffic on the western approaches of Georgian
Park from GA 74. He said the proposed changes would maintain efficient traffic flow.
The residents requested there be no U-turns allowed at the St. Simon’s Cove subdivision
or the Newgate intersection. Gilbert requested no truck traffic greater than two axles
from the Amli entrance to GA 74, so trucks would have to access the Amli entrance from

Peachtree Parkway. The residents also asked for traffic-calming devices along Georgian
Park.

Gilbert noted there was concern about the width of the setbacks on the southern side of
the development and the fact that they would be looking at the back of the concrete



buildings for a long time. The residents requested that a berm be installed on the
southern side to mitigate light and noise, such as the original berms on Regents Park.
They would also like for signs to be posted at St. Simon’s Cove to indicate it was a
private community.

Kourajian asked Gilbert if the residents’ concern about the median cut would be taken
away if no trucks were allowed. Rutherford said she had no problem with truck traffic,
but asked about moving vans or furniture trucks. Gilbert said local truck traffic was
always allowed, but reiterated their desire that there be no commercial truck traffic on
Georgian Park. Rapson said commercial truck traffic could be restricted on City streets.

Brown pointed out that the setbacks did meet the legal limit. Gilbert said they had to
ensure the buffers were respected. Kourajian asked if the berm on the southside would be
on the St. Simon’s side of the street.  Gilbert said the berm would mitigate the lights and
traffic from that entrance. Kourajian said he understood their concerns, but he felt more
people would drive past St. Simon’s to get to the Amli entrance if all the entrances were
right-in, right-out. Gilbert said if there were four-way stops at the intersections, then the
residents could get in and out of the their subdivision, as well as the residents of Georgian
Park Condominiums.

John Hedge spoke on behalf of the Lake Kedron Community Association and referenced

their letter dated June 4, 2004. He said that CP-5 did not comply with the consent order

and noted the liberal interpretation of shared parking. Hedge continued that a lot of the

discussion on traffic calming could have been avoided if the traffic study and engineering

work had been done with the conceptual site plan. The main concern was safety all along

Georgian Park. Hedge asked that the letter (June 4 letter) be made part of the minutes.
Lake Kedron Community Association

June 4, 2004

Peachtree City Council Members
City Hall, Peachtree City, GA 30269

Dear Council Members:

At the June 3, 2004 City Council meeting, I was asked by Mayor Steve Brown to forward
my notes and comments on our position of CSP-5 pertaining to the Kedron Village
center. Please feel free to contact me directly if you have any questions regarding the
following:

First off, the consent order signed by the three parties to the lawsuit, pertained to agreed
upon modifications to Site plan #12(*“SP-12"). This plan had several positive attributes
included therein including building positions, property line setbacks and the overall
development plan from an esthetic point of view. The newly submitted site plan, (“CSP-
57) is considerably different than SP-12, to the extent that it could be construed as an
entirely new submittal of a project plan. We agreed to specific modifications to SP-12



and did not expect the developer to take the liberty of making significant changes to SP-
12 other than to incorporate the consent order agreed terms. CSP-5 has buildings in
different locations and of different sizes that go far beyond anything that had to be
incorporate to account for the consent order items. The new plan has significantly (to the
plans detriment) eliminated the >100 foot setback from the existing cart path along
Georgian Park that served as a buffer to everyone that lives along Georgian Park and
which allowed for the professional offices to tie into the new development. Additionally,
the location of the Target store, which was originally located behind permanent green
space, is now shifted to the right so that they could add additional buildings to the left
side of the store. This was neither a condition of the consent order nor was it required to
accommodate the newly agreed upon AMLI south entrance. Shifting the building will
result in the building’s roof and mechanical units to be visible from Georgian Park.
Several other significant modifications are now shown on CSP-5 which simply makes this
a new submittal and not an extension of what had been reviewed and discussed by all
parties for the last 10 months. If a side by side comparison occurred between SP-12 and
CSP-35, the only conclusion that could be made is that the two plans bear very little
similarities and CSP-5 could be considered a newly submitted plan. In fact the Project
Data sheet for this new plan makes no reference to prior submittals which raises more
evidence to this issue. We believe that the new CSP-5 plans should revert back to the
original configuration of SP-12 as far as positioning of stores, parking and setbacks and
must only accommodate the size reductions, the road configurations and the other very
specific requirements of the consent order.

Secondly, and separately, we do not believe CSP-5 complies with the consent order for
two specific reasons. Item 2(a) “...out parcel may share parking with other developed
areas” and item 2(i) Reasonable traffic calming measures need to be installed...at the
direction of the City upon advice of its traffic engineer.”

Item 2(i): The plans have no indications of what if any traffic calming or entrance/exit
configurations will exist at either of the new entry points or anywhere else along
Georgian Park. This was a significant issue of the lawsuit and was a requirement of the
conceptual site plan. To state that this will be done as part of the final site plan is
unacceptable and is not specific to this in the consent order. Certain other conditions of
the consent order that were specific to the final site plan were separately specified as
such in the consent order. This one was not and to arbitrarily say that it will come later is
inappropriate. We simply can not confirm compliance of this plan with the consent order
without understanding the plans for traffic calming measures and entrance
configurations. Again, you will recall that this matter and the entire safety related issues
along Georgian Park were high priority items for all parties of the legal action.

Item 2(a): The question raised has two parts; first, if the “Required” parking for the
development is for 724 spaces (cars only) then why does CSP-5 have 1,155 included
therein? Secondly, it was specifically agreed that no incremental parking would occur
related to the future out parcel retail space 4.0 acres and 50,000 square feet.



The consent order states “The out parcel may share parking with other developed
areas.” The use of the word MAY in this sentence allowed the developer a right to use
other parking, thus not requiring or allowing for it to have separate or incremental
parking associated with it. The use of the word MAY did not mean that the developer had
a choice. A choice of whether they could use or if they could have additional parking
spaces, rather it created an absolute. This was how the specific item was negotiated and
agreed upon.

Reference is made to the definition of the word “May” in Webster’s Dictionary as this
will be referred to if the matter reverts back to Superior Court. In Webster’s New Word
Dictionary, “May” is defined as 1. The ability or power; now generally replaced by can
(applicable in this case); 2. Possibility or likelihood [it may rain] (not applicable); 3.
Permission or chance [you may go] (applicable as it confirms a positive); 4.
Contingency, as in clauses of purpose they died so that we may live] (not applicable); 5. Wish,
hope, or prayer: used in exclamations and apostrophes [may he rest in peach] (not applicable);
6. LAW — shall, must (applicable, as in they must or shall use shared parking) Synonymous
with “can.”

The use of the word may in the consent order was used as in, “You may have a piece of candy;
you may go out and play; you may use the parking already provided to serve other buildings.”

On March 25, 2004 the three parties to the lawsuit met and separately negotiated each term of
the Settlement Agreement. (Please see Exhibit A for this Agreement.) In the third bullet point it
states, “Additional development of the remaining out parcel, not to exceed 4.0 acres, to no more
than 50,000 retail space would have no shared parking.” The point was discussed at length and
it was agreed that this retail space would have no separate or incremental parking associated or
included on the revised site plan. CSP-5 violates this agreed upon condition wherein 304
additional spaces are included to what already is an oversized parking area that accommodates
the other developed retail space. The use of the word MAY in the consent order did not give the
developer a choice of either using the other existing parking or to add yet more spaces to an
overburdened parking lot.

In our discussions with Mr. Cohen of Faison, it was agreed that a reduction in parking space
commensurate with the reduction in planned square footage from 269,000 of SP-12 to 215,000 of
currently developable property at the Kroger center would occur. This agreement has been
breached as it is not reflected in CSP-5. What CSP-5 reflects is a development very similar to the
Fayette Pavilion, and not that of the Avenue; again as we previously discussed and agreed to
with the developer. (See Exhibit B for a summary of CSP-5 Car Parking.)

On an additional note, we believe that the property must be evaluated in three distinct parcels for
compliance with coverage ratios and impervious layer requirements. There currently exists a
contract for sale of 12.88 acres to Target for the property containing their store. This plot would
take with it most of the buffer green space along Georgian Park. This plot would most likely
qualify for a review of coverage and layer issues. The second plot is that of the future out parcel
which includes a reconfigured detention pond area of sizable space. This plot is separately
identified on the plan and would again most likely qualify for a review. This leaves the remaining
retail plot which is virtually 100% covered by either retail stores or parking spaces save only
minimum setback areas and island planting beds. This plot would most likely not meet the
requirements for coverage and layer tests. We ask that the council require separate calculation



and each be evaluated, as this is the intended plot configuration, plot disposition and
development plan. This lack of open/buffer/green space did not exist on SP-12 as there were
>100 feet of side and back setbacks anticipated. This matter was brought on as a new issue in
the submission of the significantly modified CSP-5.

We ask that you please consider these concerns in your evaluation of CSP-5. We believe the
developer has overstepped its rights and has interpreted the terms of the consent order
incorrectly. Additionally we do not understand why, nor do we agree with the drastic
modifications from SP-12 in as much as this could appear to be an entirely new submittal.

We re not in agreement that CSP-5 complies with the consent order and we are prepared
to pursue our legal remedies thereto.

We look forward to open and conciliatory discussions to hopefully modify the plan so that it
complies with the consent order and are available to meet at most times that are convenient with
the various parties. We look forward to continuing to work with the City Staff on making sure
that a quality and appropriate project is developed, consistent with the City’s Master Plan and of
consistent quality and standards.

Please do not hesitate to call me at any time at 678-571-6502.
Sincerely,

John F. Hedge

President, Lake Kedron Community Association

Hedge continued that the Target parcel was under contract for sale to Target and a
majority of the greenspace belonged to that parcel. He asked staff if they concurred with
the impervious surface calculation. City Planner David Rast said he had not seen the
letter. Hedge asked Council to look diligently at the calculations. Hedge felt there would
be a lot of bricks and mortar and very little greenspace once the Target parcel was
removed from the picture.

Hedge referred to SP-12, the plan negotiated with the consent order. There were specific
points that modified that plan, including the position of the Target building. This plan
(CP-5) created more questions and concerns, which would have to be addressed by the
Lake Kedron Association and the City.

Hedge addressed entrances and felt the Amli south entrance was a good compromise.
There were now multiple entrances and there was no reason for anyone to drive along
Georgian Park to get to the Target. Hedge said the issue of right-in, right-out created
major problems. People would make U-turns regardless of any signage. The entrances
were designed to get the northbound cars off GA 74 without going by any homeowners

groups.

Hedge noted there were certain items in the consent order that had not been presented in
the site plan and he reserved the right to take those items back to court.



Cohen addressed the traffic study. He said the City Engineer had requested a traffic
study as part of the implementation of the consent order, but a traffic study was not
required by the consent order, or by ordinance, at this point in the process. It would be
the second study done for this project. Approval of the conceptual site plan allowed them
to go forward with the engineering drawings and the recommendations of traffic
engineers. Cohen noted that Hedge felt they needed to do the engineering drawings, then
figure out the traffic-calming measures. Cohen pointed out that engineering drawings for
a project of this size were in excess of $200,000. He said it was unreasonable to ask for
engineering drawings when the conceptual site plan had not been approved. Cohen said
they realized they had to install traffic-calming devices as determined by the City
Engineer in order to comply with the consent order.

Cohen discussed SP-12 and what it meant. He said it was clear in the first paragraph of
the consent order that Faison should have time to prepare a new site plan. Cohen
continued that the plan had to be new because they had to bring in two new roads in
exchange for giving up their vested rights to the Regents Park entrance. He said they had
taken no liberties with the plan. SP-12 had outparcels. Cohen referred to an October 10,
2003, memo written by Rast that listed the parking ratios of eight significant
developments. Of the eight, the Kedron expansion was six of eight. If the golf cart
parking spaces were backed out, the expansion would be seven of eight. Cohen said the
parking fields were reasonably drawn for the nature of the project.

Cohen said it was important to note the closing of the median cut on Georgian Park.
Cohen said Hedge agreed that a full movement at the intersection at the south part of Lot
14 was fundamental and was a critical piece of the settlement. Cohen said they were not
willing to give it up. He noted that U-turns on Georgian Park and signage were City
matters. Although, the best time to make those decisions would be after the traffic study
had been completed and the plan had been engineered. Cohen continued that was a
misconception in the newspapers that the entrance was directly across from St. Simon’s
Cove and it was not. Cohen said they were willing, once the project was underway, to
investigate on an individual basis with the affected homeowners and do the right thing.
Committing to something before all the facts were known would be inappropriate and
immature.

Rapson said the golf cart path was a concern. Rapson asked Cohen if they were willing
to expand the 20-foot buffer along the east part of the property and put in a cart path. The
path coming from GA 74 would have to cross the entrance point, but that was better than
traversing the entire parking lot, which Rapson said was a safety concern. He continued
that they might have to shift the buildings, but doing so would eliminate the issues of the
residents concerning greenspace and golf carts.

Cohen reiterated that the plan was obviously conceptual. His concern was the grade and
any retaining walls that might be needed. They had explored moving the path to the
north side of the Lot 14 entrance for safety’s sake. Their position was that the buffer met



the ordinance requirements and there would be easier movement on the blacktop. Rapson
said his concern was for the residential portion of the area.

Brown compared the Braelinn Shopping Center to the expansion and noted that Braelinn
was a local attraction, while Target would be a regional attraction. The people coming to
shop at the Target might not have an appreciation for the safety of golf carts in the
parking lot. Rapson said he realized the plan met the ordinance and he was asking for a
concession.

Cohen said they wanted to design a project the City could be proud of and that embraced
the City’s way of life. Golf carts were obviously a part of that. The plan Council was
considering was a conceptual site plan, a starting point. The plan met all the codes. They
were willing to make it better as the plan moved forward. The things everyone wanted
were all final site plan issues. He reiterated they wanted to do a nice, safe project.

Rutherford agreed that the plan before Council was flexible and changes would be open
to discussions as they were made. Cohen agreed.

Rapson asked Cohen if that was his position on some of the other issue raised by the
homeowners. Cohen said their position was that the location of the entrance made things
better and eliminated commercial traffic throughout a swath of Georgian Park from Amli
to outlot 14, which was much better than what had been proposed in SP-12. He asked
that the process be followed and then they would address the issues of those specifically
affected. Cohen said they were not willing to berm the entire length of Georgian Park to
the St. Simon’s subdivision and it was not needed.

Brown said they were not asking to berm the entire section, but said they all agreed there
might be some light issues at night and asked for reasonable remedies.

Kourajian said he understood about the median cut, but asked why the developer was
against a right-out only. He noted that Cohen had pointed out the commercial traffic
would be reduced. Kourajian said that, by allowing a left turn, the traffic would continue
on that portion of Georgian Park. Cohen said the City Engineer had concluded a right-
out created a more dangerous situation. The traffic study would address those kinds of
issues. Rapson noted that the City Engineer was evaluating several scenarios at that time,
but it seemed that the developer might not be discounting the idea of a right-out only.
Cohen said it should be done as part of the traffic study, and as part of the traffic-calming
measures.

Kourajian asked Cohen what the estimated distance was from St. Simon’s Cove. Cohen
said it was 250 feet from the center of median break to the center of the next median
break at St. Simon’s. Rutherford asked if the entrance could go further south on Lot 14.
Cohen said there were problems because of a stream, a culvert, and the grade. Kourajian
asked where the trucks would enter the shopping area. Cohen pointed out where the
Kroger trucks currently entered and said the Target trucks would do the same and utilize
the jogway to get to the Target loading dock.




Hedge referred to the April 24, 1995, approval memo for the Kedron Kroger
development, which also addressed the entire area. Hedge read the following from the
letter — A landscape plan must be submitted and approved by the City for the corner
outlot and the perimeter of the site all along the Parkway and Georgian Park. Hedge
noted there probably was an approved landscape plan that addressed the issues of
buffering or set forth the requirements for buffering, sight lines, and minimum setbacks.
The memo also read — As each outparcel is developed, berming and additional
landscaping details will be required as part of the outparcel site review plan process.
Hedge said he understood there was a staff recommendation letter recently done on CP-5
and he had heard no discussion on the staff letter. Rapson told Hedge that he was about
to hear some discussion on those recommendations.

Brown noted for the record that Council had just been given a sheet entitled “Peachtree
City Significant Projects Comparative Parking Ratio Analysis.” Brown commended
Cohen on the golf cart parking spaces and said they had set a new standard.

Rapson moved to approve the conceptual site plan for the Kedron Village Retail Center
Expansion subject to the following stipulations (Rapson noted the first five conditions
were taken from the staff recommendation paper):

1. A separate lighting plan for this development must be provided as part of the final
site plan indicating the requirements of this ordinance (Sec. 1006.4(n) of the GC
zoning requirements) is met.

2. The final site plan must include a detailed tabulation indicating the extent of
impervious area on each parcel (per Sec. 1006.4(q)).

3. A detailed delineation of all wetland areas and associated buffers must be
included on the final site plan and no grading or disturbance shall occur within
these areas.

4. The parking areas must be revised to meet this requirement (Sec. 1109(13) of the
landscape Ordinance.

5. No tree removal shall be permitted on any of the parcels covered by the
Conceptual Site Plan until a landscape plan for the parcel on which work is to be
performed has been finally approved.

6. This issue (screening and buffers between incompatible uses per Sec. 10109(14)
of the landscape Ordinance) will be addressed once the final site plan is submitted
and staff has a clear understanding of how the grading and/or retaining walls
might impact the adjoining commercial developments adjacent to Georgia Park.

7. The Developer shall adopt an architectural program for all buildings within the
retail center. The architectural program shall be approved by the City as part of
the final site plan approval.

8. The median cut reflected on the plan at the western edge of the property along
Georgian Park Drive is not approved, but is rather subject to further analysis in
the traffic study, which will be required in connection with the final site plan.
The access to the property at that curb cut shall be determined in such analysis,
based on the report of the traffic engineer in consultation with the City Engineer.



9. This approval is expressly subject to compliance with conditions 6-9 set forth in
David Rast’s memo of Oct. 10, 2003.

10. Approval is only for four individual tracts — no action on Georgian Parkway is
being implied or approved.

11. We are not approving the “J Loop” reflected on the plan until we have validated
this is not a concern via a traffic standpoint, which would resolve the issue in the
parking adjacent to the Target loading area.

12. Provide for engineering review.

13. Speed tables, pedestrian calming measures in front of Target.

14. Evaluate and consider connecting every other island in parking lot to enhance
landscaping at parking.

15. Eliminate parking areas behind building 400, east of building 100 in truck
turnaround

16. We are not approving that the greenspace requirement has been met per City
ordinance until such a time as City Staff has validated the calculations.

17. Evaluate expanding the buffer for the golf cart path along western edge of the
property.

18. This approval is expressly subject to compliance with all the terms of the Consent
Order of March 29, 2004, not expressly repeated herein.

Weed seconded.

Rapson noted that the applicant had agreed to the stipulations and one other. Cohen
reiterated the developer’s agreement to work with the lots in St. Simon’s affected by the
entrance at outlot 14 as soon as the impact and which lots were affected was known.

Weed noted that the City was owed two traffic lights — one at Peachtree Parkway and GA
74 and one at Georgian Park and GA 74. He wanted a stipulation that the appropriate
lights be in place prior to issuing the Certificate of Occupancy. Cohen noted that the
traffic light issue was eliminated during the settlement and was not one of the conditions
carried forward. Rapson said he did not know that.

Besseche said the lights at GA 74/Georgian Park and at World Drive and the Kroger
entrance (Peachtree Parkway) were stipulated for phase one. The lights were to be
implemented when the warrants were met. Besseche said the parties had been contacted,
but they had not heard back from them yet. Rutherford clarified that the lights were the
responsibility of another party and not this developer. Meeker said that was correct.
Rapson recalled that Council had previously directed staff to find out about the lights and
asked if those individuals would still put the lights in. Meeker said yes, per the previous
agreement.

Pat Heaburg of Pathway Communities told Council his understanding was that when
phase one was done, the developer applied for a light at the intersection of World Drive
and Peachtree Parkway, which the City denied. An agreement was then written that
required the developer to put in a light when they wanted to at the discretion of the City.
Rapson said he read the motion and the motion stipulated, that when the warrants were



met, the developer would put in the lights at the World Drive site and the GA
74/Georgian Park intersection. Heaburg said the letter was written in 1995 and that the
light was the developer’s option at no expense to the City. Meeker added when the
warrants were met. Rapson agreed with Meeker. Meeker read the letter and said it
specified the lights would go in when the operator demonstrated the warrants were met.
Rapson read the condition from the April 24, 1995, conceptual plan — “Traffic lights need
to be installed at no City expense if, and when, traffic warrants indicated and/or follows
the SR 74/Georgian Park intersection, the entrance to the Center on the Parkway, and/or
at the Parkway/Georgian Park intersection. If the operator of the shopping center
demonstrates that the warrants for the signal are present at the entrance for the shopping
center, then approval for the signal shall not be unreasonable withheld by the City.”

Weed said they needed to clarify who owed the City the traffic light. Meeker said they
had contacted the applicant for the first phase, Sofran. Meeker said they were listed as
the applicant. Heaberg noted that Sofran had sold the shopping center to BBT in Atlanta,
and they were the current operator.

John Young asked Council if no one would pay for the lights, then who would be
responsible for the cost. He recounted a recent incident at the light and noted the traffic
study done by Faison six-10 months ago. Young reiterated that everyone had agreed
safety was an issue and someone had to step up and take responsibility for the lights.
Council agreed.

Brown noted this was just the first stage of the process. He told Cohen he had a
schematic design from Kingston, R.I., that had some enhancements he would like to
show them. The motion carried unanimously.



EXCERPT FROM CITY STAFF MEMO
DATED OCTOBER 10, 2003

(CONDITIONS 1, 6, 7, 8 and 9 REFERRED TO IN CONDITION #9 OF
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL)

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the conceptual site plan for Phases 2 and 3 of the Kedron
Village retail center be approved subject to the following understandings and
conditions:

L

8.

The development shall take place in conformance with the conceptual site
plan as presented and approved. Any modifications to this plan will
warrant further review by City Staff and the Planning Commission.

G A 719, - zavae v, 71 v

necessary-

The Developer shall agree to adopt an architectural program for all
buildings within the retail center. This program must be approved by the
City as a part of the final site plan approval.

The Developer must agree that out-of-store marketing will not be
conducted nor will any materials be stored outside main buildings unless
the displays and materials are under canopies approved by the City as a
part of the project architecture, which must be approved as a part of the
final site plan.

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

The Developer must continue to coordinate with the Fire Marshal and
the Building Official to ensure the overall development conforms to
current life safety and building codes.
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October 6, 2004

Mr. Mike Cohn

Faison

1200 Ashford Parkway, Suite 110
Atlanta, GA 30338

Re:  Kedron Village retail center expansion
Final site plan review comments

Dear Mike:

Peachtree City Staff has completed our review of the final site plan for the expansion of the
Kedron Village retail center, which was submitted to our office at 2:00 PM on September 24.
The receipt of these drawings completes your final site plan submittal, which also includes the
landscape plan, architectural concept, signage program, traffic study and hydrology study. Each
of these documents will be reviewed separately and you will be notified of any changes that need
to be incorporated into these documents.

As you are aware, the final site plan submittal package is very detailed and complex. I would
like to commend you and your consultants for maintaining a positive working relationship with
City Staff throughout this project and look forward to the completion of a successful
development.

Prior to forwarding a recommendation from Staff to City Council, the following items must be
addressed and the plans revised accordingly

Cover Sheet

1. The 24-hour emergency telephone number provided appears to be an office number as
opposed to an emergency telephone number.

2. The FIRM. Map and flood hazard area information identified in Note #2 contradicts
the information contained on the boundary survey. Additionally, the latest F.LR.M. maps
Jor Peachtree City were updated in 1996.

3. The total site area identified in Note #3 contradicts the acreage identified within the
boundary survey.

4. The total disturbed area identified in General Note #4 must be verified. You must also
provide a detailed breakdown of all impervious area on the site, including buildings,
parking areas, sidewalks and service areas. This information will be used to determine
tree replacement requirements.

Attachment “C”
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Boundary Survey

1.

The total acreage of the site identified on this survey must be confirmed. The total
acreage identified on the boundary survey must be the same as the total project area
identified on the cover sheet and site plan.

The acreage of each outparcel adjacent to Georgian Park must be identified on the
boundary survey.

The minimum building and parking setbacks identified on the boundary survey are not
correct. The minimum front building setback is 40’ and the minimum front driveway and
parking setback is 20°. The minimum side building setback is 10’ and the minimum rear
building setback is 20°. Variances will be required for those setbacks identified on the
site plan that do not meet these requirements.

The survey must identify a 25’ undisturbed natural buffer adjacent to all wetland areas as
required by Section 1004(b)(2) of our Water Resource Protection Ordinance.

The survey must identify a 25 -wide tree save and landscape buffer on all non-residential
lots adjacent to Georgian Park that are a part of this development, as stipulated within
Section 707.3(b) of our Buffer Ordinance.

Overall Utilities Demolition Plan

1.

There are several existing sanitary sewer lines and laterals that will be relocated or
removed as a part of this development. You will be required to maintain sanitary service
to each outparcel that will be impacted by the relocation of their sanitary sewer laterals
and coordinate the recording of subsequent easements as necessary.

You must coordinate with the City’s Development Inspector to develop a construction
staging plan identifying how you plan to remove all utility lines, paths, curb and gutter,
etc. without disrupting service to existing businesses and patrons of the existing retail
center. We will also need to coordinate with you prior to construction to determine what
type of signage will be necessary to direct vehicular and golf cart traffic away from the
construction site as well as delineate alternate path routes to the existing retail center
while this section is under construction.

The plans must identify how and when you plan to remove the existing path connections
from the Lifeboat Medical and Fairwinds buildings and how you intend to restore
vegetation where the existing path connection was located.

The plan must clearly delineate to what extent existing curb and gutter will be removed
on Georgian Park and the Regents Park extension.

You must confirm the removal of the existing sanitary sewer line adjacent to the stream
buffer and the 10" PVC sewer line connection to the outparcel at the end of Newgate
Road will not impact the development of this site.

The plan must identify the 25° undisturbed natural buffer adjacent to all delineated
wetland areas as required by our Water Resource Protection Ordinance.

The existing streetlight within the median of Georgian Park must be re-installed as close
to the new median break as possible.



Kedron Village retail center expansion
October 6, 2004

Page 3

Overall Site Plan

1.

2.

3.

10.

11.

12.

The second note must be amended to require stabilization “immediately following land
disturbing activity.”
All areas where cart paths or sidewalks cross the travel lanes of vehicles must be striped
and signed as golf cart or pedestrian crosswalks.
All areas where cart paths intersect curb and gutter must be ramped so that the path is
Slush with the adjoining road, and a detail must be provided identifying how this
transition will be constructed.
Concrete wheel stops must be included in all non-golf cart parking spaces that abut the
sidewalk adjacent to the Target Building and Retail Buildings 400 and 900. The center
of each wheel stop should be no less than eighteen inches (18”) from the Jace of the curb.
All handicap accessible parking spaces must be ADA compliant and include appropriate
accessible parking signage.
The site plan must identify the location of all dumpsters and associated screening. If the
location of the dumpster pads/ enclosures is not known at this time due to unspecified
tenant needs, you must add a note to the drawing stating that you will comply with
Section 908.3(c) of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. This section states “dumpsters are
permitted as an accessory use as long as they are not located within a building setback
and are effectively screened from view from any adjoining street.” Because dumpsters
are considered as outside storage, Section 1006.4(i) states “No storage will be permitted
on the zoning lot outside a fully enclosed building unless the storage area is entirely
screened from the street and adjoining properties by a suitable fence or wall at least six
Jeet in height above finished grade. The required fence or wall must provide for a
reasonable visual separation between the storage area and any adjoining property.”
Once you determine where the dumpsters will be located, we will work with you to
determine screening requirements.
The plan must indicate if the speed tables throughout the development will be
constructed of asphall, concrete or a combination of concrete and pavers.
The plan must indicate if the linear island connecting the T. arget entrance to the
Outparcel Retail Building will be landscaped or a sidewalk.
The plans must identify where the service entrance and dumpster will be located adjacent
to Retail Building 900 (see #6 above).
Section 18-342 (c) of the City’s Fence Ordinance requires that all chain link fencing in
commercial zoning districts must be black, green or brown vinyl coated. The site plan
identifies a 4-high fence and the fence detail identifies a 6 -high fence. Please verify and
identify whether or not the fence will have a top and bottom rail for support.
The plan must include a detail or cut sheet of the cart corrals proposed within the
parking area for Target. Our Sign Ordinance does not permit signage or advertising on
these corrals.
The plan must include regulatory signage for users of the cart path, such as ‘stop’ and
yield’ as appropriate. These signs should be smaller in scale than the typical signage
used for vehicular traffic.
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13. The existing paved access to the outparcel adjacent to the Lifeboat Medical building must
be removed and a new curb and gutter installed directing traffic into the Lifeboat
Medical tract and away from the detention pond.

14. Before commencement of construction, you must provide documentation from the Corps
of Engineers and any other agencies having jurisdiction over the existing wetland areas
indicating their approval for the removal of the wetlands as proposed prior to any
disturbance within this area.

15. The plan must be revised to reflect the correct spelling (Las “Brasis” Court) of the name
of the road within the Georgian Park condominiums.

Overall Utility Plan

1. As a part of the Building Permit application, you will be required to provide engineered
Jootings for all buildings that abut a sanitary sewer or storm sewer easement.

2. Prior to any construction affecting the adjoining Vassey Medical Building tract, you must
provide documentation from the owner of this property indicating they have granted the
appropriate construction easements as identified on the utility plan.

3. All areas disturbed by construction within the right-of-way of the Regents Park extension
must be fine-graded and re-sodded as soon as the utility installation is complete. Please
note there is an existing irrigation system within the right-of-way as well that must
remain operational following the completion of this work.

4. The plan identifies that several utility easements are “to be modified.” You must provide
a copy of the Reciprocal Easement Agreement (REA) indicating that cross easements are
permitted within this development.

Overall Grading Plan
1. The plan proposes to pre-clear and pre-grade the two outparcels on either side of the

entrance across from the AMLI apartments. Additionally, the plan calls for the removal
of all vegetation within the 25’ tree save and landscape buffer on these lots. We typically
discourage the pre-clearing and pre-grading of parcels unless there is a schematic site
plan submitted for review. The two outparcels adjacent to this new entrance are not a
part of the overall Kedron Village expansion and must comply with our established
review criteria before we can approve any clearing or grading on these parcels.

2. The plan must identify a dedicated maintenance access easement to each of the
stormwater detention ponds.

3. Fill slopes that are constructed at a 2:1 slope must be stabilized with matting, mulch and/
or plant material to ensure that silt does not leave the site and travel onto adjoining
property.

4. The plan must identify a guardrail or chain link fence barrier between the golf cart and
vehicular parking spaces and the steep slopes adjacent to Qutparcel Retail Building 400.

Construction Details
1. The plans must identify that each entrance off of Georgian Park must be constructed with
a commercial driveway per City standards.
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2. The concrete cart path underpass and CMP cart path underpass detail are not necessary
and should be removed from the drawings.

Site Lighting Plan

1. The plan must identify the relocation and re-installation of the existing streetlight within
the median of Georgian Park at the new entrance adjacent to the detention pond.

I have also attached a copy of the report we received from Integrated Science and Engineering,
which includes their analysis of the final site plan as well as the Hydrology Study. These items
will also need to be addressed and incorporated into the revised final site plan prior to Staff
making a recommendation to City Council.

Once these items have been addressed and the plans are revised accordingly, please submit three
(3) copies of the final site plan to me for review. Upon approval of these drawings by City
Council, I will forward two (2) copies to the Building Department and authorize them to release
the appropriate Development Permits.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (770) 487-5731.
Sincerely,

D £, ot

David E. Rast, ASLA

City Planner
Attachment
cc: Mayor and Council Members
Bernie McMullen City Manager
Clyde Stricklin Developmental Services Director
Ted Meeker City Attorney
Chuck Borysiak Faison
Bob McCann Haines, Gipson & Associates
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October 6, 2004

Mr. Mike Cohn

Faison

1200 Ashford Parkway, Suite 110
Atlanta, GA 30338

Re: Kedron Village retail center expansion
Landscape plan review comments

Dear Mike:

Peachtree City Staff has completed our review of the landscape and irrigation plans for the
expansion of the Kedron Village retail center. These drawings were submitted to our office at
2:00 PM on September 24 in conjunction with the submittal of the final site plan.

Prior to forwarding a recommendation from Staff to City Council, the following items must be
addressed and the plans revised accordingly:

Landscape plan
1. The plan must include a detailed breakdown of all impervious area on the site, including

buildings, parking areas, sidewalks and loading areas. It appears the plan may have
been prepared using “total disturbed area” as opposed to “total impervious area,”
which impacts the overall tree replacement requirements.

2. The plan appears to be using the natural area behind the Kroger site (Phase 1) as a part
of the tree credit calculations for this phase of the development. Qur files indicate this
area was left natural as a part of the overall stormwater detention system and has
already been used as a part of the tree credit issued to Phase One of the overall
development. We cannot count this area twice.

3. The tree survey information you provided seems very thorough, but is not the method we
use to calculate or recommend tree credit. We do not issue tree credit for areas that our
ordinances require to remain natural (i.e., tree save and landscape buffers, wetland
protection buffers, stream buffers, etc.). The plan must include a detailed analysis of the
areas you are proposing to use for tree credit so that we can determine what, if any, tree
credit we can recommend for this project.

4. The plan must identify what areas you are using to determine that 11.25-acres of the
overall site is being left as greenspace.

5. The plan must be revised to provide all understory trees required by our tree replacement
requirements. We do not issue tree credit for understory trees.

6. All canopy trees must be a minimum of 2%:” caliper inches.

Attachment “D”
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7. The tree replacement calculation you provided indicates that you are proposing a total of
1278 caliper inches of canopy trees and 642 caliper inches of understory trees for this
development. Assuming that the total permanently disturbed area (997,088 SF) is the
same as total impervious area, the City’s tree replacement requirements stipulate that
You must provide a minimum of 997 canopy trees (minimum 2%” caliper or a total of
2,492.5 caliper inches) and 997 understory trees (minimum 1” caliper or a total of 997
caliper inches). It appears you are well under both of these requirements.

8. All islands within the parking area should include two canopy trees. These islands were
designed large enough to accommodate two canopy trees, as opposed to one canopy or
three understory trees as proposed.

9. The plan must identify the existing street trees adjacent to the existing Kroger internal
drive if these are to be preserved.

10. The lawn area adjacent to Outparcel Retail Building 800 should contain a similar
planting as that across the driveway to screen the side of the building.

11. The linear planting area between the Target entrance and the outparcel retail buildings
was designed so that large canopy trees could be located within this area. The use of
Leyland Cypress or Cryptomeria in this island could result in a visual obstruction that
may not be desired.

12. The plan identifies a row of plant material adjacent to the Target building, but the site
plan calls for a sidewalk in this area. Both plans must be consistent.

13. The plan must identify the existing plant material adjacent to the Regents Park extension,
as most of this will remain undisturbed. All areas disturbed by construction must be
stabilized and landscaped as appropriate.

14. The detail of the landscape islands is confusing. The plan must identify what type and
how many of each shrub and groundcover will be installed in each island.

15. 1t is very difficult to determine what and how many plants will be installed throughout
this project, as the plant material is not labeled on the landscape plan. If this is the way
the project will be bid and installed, we will require an as-built of the landscape plan
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy so we will have a record of what has
actually been installed.

16. The plan must include screening between this development and the adjoining Fairwinds
office building. Additionally, you must provide a detail indicating how many trees will be
planted on the 2:1 embankment between this development and the outparcels along
Georgian Park.

17. The detention pond adjacent to Georgian Park must be redesigned to provide a 25’ wide
tree save and landscape buffer adjacent to Georgian Park. Additionally, the landscaping
on this lot must comply with the overall landscape plan approved for the outparcels
adjacent to Georgian Park.

18. All areas within the median of Georgian Park that are disturbed by construction
activities must be fine graded and seeded or sodded.

19. There are numerous errors in the size of plant material identified within the plant list.
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Irrigation Plan
1. This plan appears to be incomplete, and must identify to what extent the overall site will

be irrigated.

2. All sleeving must be identified on the site plan and installed as a part of the development
of the site. Irrigation must be provided to all planting areas adjacent to the buildings, to
all landscaped islands and all landscaped areas behind the buildings.

3. Your irrigation contractor must secure an lIrrigation Permit from the Building
Department prior to commencement of construction.

Once these items have been addressed and the plans revised accordingly, please submit three (3)
copies of the revised drawings to me for review. Once the drawings are revised and I can
confirm they have addressed each of these comments, I will forward our recommendation to City
Council.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (770) 487-5731.

Sincerely,

Divid €. Ra

David E. Rast, ASLA

City Planner
Attachment
cc: Mayor and Council Members
Bernie McMullen City Manager
Clyde Stricklin Developmental Services Director
Ted Meeker City Attorney
Chuck Borysiak Faison
Bob McCann Haines, Gipson & Associates

file



To:

Company: Development Services Division u
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ho

From:

Date:

INTEGRATED

Science &
Engineering
Atlanta / Jacksonville
275 South Lee Street, Fayetteville, GA 30214
(p) 770.461.4292 (f) 770.461.4801
Memorandum
Clyde Stricklin Project No.:

Richard Greuel, P.E. and Brian S Copy tp:
October 4, 2004 OCT 5 2004

Subject:  Kedron Village Expansion (Target)
Construction plan review Office of City Planner
Plans dated 7/22/04 Peachtree City, GA
Prepared by: Haines, Gipson & Associates K

ISE has completed a review of the above project and the following comments are offered:

Land Development Ordinance

Sec 1010 (£)(3)(i) Maintenance Agreement to be provided for review.

Sec 1010 (£)(3)(h) Maintenance Easements to be shown on plans.

Sec 1010 (f)(3)(f) Maintenance Plan to be provided for review.

Sec 1010 (f)(3)(c) Topographical base map to extend at least 100 feet from property line.

Sec 1010 (f)(3)(d)(viii) Clearly state the increase in volume of runoff that the development causes

Sec 1010 (f)(3)(d)(iv) Clearly state the volume of runoff for pre- and post-development conditions.

Sec 1010 (d)(3) Show compliance with this section.

Sec 1008 State whether or not wetlands are protected by this section and if protected show compliance.

Sec 1007 State whether or not land is located in a groundwater recharge area and if in said area show
compliance.

Sec 1003 (b)(4) State whether or not this development drains directly into a perennial tributary of Lake
Kedron and if so, show compliance.

Sec 1001 (b)(3) Delineate of boundaries and contour elevations of adjacent stream (appears that the
drainage basin of the stream is in excess of 100 acres.

o Delineate of boundaries and contour elevations of 100 year flood.

C:\Documents and Settings\00733\My Documents\a jobs\PTC\Target - construction plan review.doc
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'INTEGRATED

Science ¢
Engineering

Atlanta / Jacksonville

275 South Lee Street, Fayetteville, GA 30214
(p) 770.461.4292 (f) 770.461.4801

Memorandum

e Sec 1002 (b)(2) Stake floodplain boundary at least every 100 feet.

* Delineate property boundaries on USGS topographic quadrangle map provided in hydrologic report.
* Delineate property boundaries on USDA soil survey map provided in hydrologic report.

e Show compliance with Sec 1005(b)(3)(a).

e Show compliance with Sec 1005(b)(3)(b).

General Comments:
e Since the large driveway entrance across from Regents Park is not to be used as an entrance, then:
Remove the right turn lane

Decrease curb radius on each side of drive to 25 feet

o

Construct cart path to follow radius

0]

Construct only one ramp for cart path and line it with existing crossing through the drive’s
grassed median.

(0]

* Explain why an 18 foot long parking space is provided behind Building 400.

* Construct a “4-way stop” at the main entrance drive and drive in front of Kroger shops (state “4-way” on
signs).

e At other 4-way stop, state “4-way” on signs.

e Construct a “stop” across the drive from the stop near Bldg 400.

o Determine if cart parking will interfere with left sight distance on drive (north of triangle island, north of
bldg 400).

» Construct a “stop” on the east / west heavy duty pavement lane next to the triangle island.

¢ Construct a yield sign behind Bldg 700 for right turn from drive entrance to rear of building.
e Portion of chain link fence located outside of construction easement at Pond #1.

¢ No handicap ramps show on plans.

e Ramp slope for cart paths to be 1 inch / 12 inch typical.

e Show how the wet ponds will retain water for the required permanent pool elevation.

C:\Documents and Settings\00733\My Documents\a jobs\PTC\Target - construction plan review.doc
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Atlanta / Jacksonville

275 South Lee Street, Fayetteville, GA 30214
(p) 770.461.4292 (f) 770.461.4801

Memorandum

e As per the GA Stormwater Manual, the wet ponds are to have a means of draining for the purpose of
maintenance.

e State the reasons why you believe that 0.52 feet is considered “insignificant” as per the statement in your
hydrologic assessement report (100 year event post-developed water surface elevation increase at dual
80 inch CMP under Georgian Park).

e Conditions placed on concrete wall behind Target building (sanitary sewer and storm drainage pipes
located in slope supported by wall — wall is located in proposed easements:

o Specific wall designed by current GA registered professional engineer,

Design for sloped backfill,

Design for partially saturated backfill (if sanitary or storm lines leak),

Require maximum allowable footing pressure to be determined by a geotechnical engineer,
Copy of reviewed and approved (by design engineer) shop drawings to be supplied to City,
Contractor to certify that wall, sanitary sewer and storm lines were constructed per plans,

Sanitary sewer pipe to be ductile iron,

0O 0O 0 0O O o o

Storm pipe to be RCP class 3, and
o All pipe to be bedded and covered in stone to a depth of 2 feet above top of pipe.

e Condition placed on gabion wall located near storm line N-3 to N-4 (footing located on fill because of
the construction of the storm drainage line).

o Require specific detailed drawings designed by current GA professional engineer.
o Require maximum allowable footing pressure to be determined by a geotechnical engineer.
o Storm pipe to be RCP class 3, and
o All pipe to be bedded and covered in stone to a depth of 2 feet above top of pipe.
e Conditions placed on gabion wall west of Bldgs 200/ 300 / 400:
Assume partially saturated soil because water line is located in top of retained earth,

Fire water line to be constructed out of ductile iron,

0

Require maximum allowable footing pressure to be determined by a geotechnical engineer,

(0]

Require specific detailed drawings designed by current GA professional engineer

(0]

C:\Documents and Settings\00733\My Documents\a jobs\PTC\Target - construction plan review.doc
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Memorandum

¢ Conditions placed on gabion wall west of bldg 800 (large storm pipe located in wall and to be City
maintained):

o Require maximum allowable footing pressure to be determined by a geotechnical engineer,
Require specific detailed drawings designed by current GA professional engineer
Copy of reviewed and approved (by design engineer) shop drawings to be supplied to City,

Contractor to certify that wall and storm lines were constructed per plans,

O O O

Storm pipe to be RCP class 3, and
o All pipe to be bedded and covered in stone to a depth of 2 feet above top of pipe.
¢ Conditions placed on gabion wall west of bldg 100 (storm pipe located in wall):
o Require maximum allowable footing pressure to be determined by a geotechnical engineer,
o Require specific detailed drawings designed by current GA professional engineer
o Storm pipe to be RCP class 3, and
o All pipe to be bedded and covered in stone to a depth of 2 feet above top of pipe.
e Sheet C-1 Overall Site Plan — section at A-A
o State height of knee wall
o State type of material of knee wall
e State minimum distance from yard inlet
e Show how runoff will be directed into yard inlets S-2, R-1 and N-9.
e Enlarge sump area to ensure all runoff enters yard inlet F-1.

e Require drainage easement from Pegasus Family Limited Partnership to complete the required 20 foot
wide drainage easement.

e Require drainage easement from structure N-1 to N-5 for offsite drainage.
e Require drainage easement from structure A-4 to F-1 for offsite drainage.
e Sheet C-4-1

o Show limits of construction and provide tree save barrier.

o Along state waters buffer — require a double row of silt fence.

e Sheet C-4-11

C:\Documents and Settings\00733\My Documents\a jobs\PTC\Target - construction plan review.doc
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Memorandum

o Show how areas in between the temporary sediment basins drain to those basins.

o Show required sedimentation minimum storage volume and provided storage volumes.
o Show how the sediment will be removed from temporary basin (pond #1).
e Sheet C-4-1I1

o Prior to the construction of curb, show how runoff will be prevented from discharging down any
newly constructed slopes

o Provide additional erosion control measures from runoff generated from the existing eastern
driveway.

o Provide additional erosion control measures for the slope where the cart path will be constructed
just south of the Target building pad.

o Show erosion control measures for the construction west of the fill slope on the sewer line.
o Provide erosion control measures for the constructed swale to yard inlet E-1.

e Sheet C-6A
o Require specified pipe wall gauge thickness for all pipe having cover in excess of 10 feet.

o Require specified pipe wall gauge thickness for all pipe located in any proposed City drainage
easement.

o Require stone backfill and 2 feet of cover for any pipe with cover in excess of 15 feet or
specified by the manufacturer (which ever is more restrictive).

e Construction Details
o Provide pavement detail for work in City rights-of-way.
o Handicap ramp detail — construct 1’/ 12” slopes in all directions.
o Storm outlet protection — Provide required information for outlets — Q-1, P-1 and T-1.
o

Retrofitting with stone filter ring — specify height and size of %2 round CMP used as filter.

C:\Documents and Settings\00733\My Documents\a jobs\PTC\Target - construction plan review.doc
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HAINES, GIPSON & ASSOCIATES,
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

THOMAS G HAINES, P.E.
RANDALL W. GIPSON, P.E.
R. CLAY LEWIS, P.E.

DANIEL D. CAMPBELL, P.E. October 14, 2004
JEFFREY B. STRICKLAND, P.E.

KRISTOPHER M. CAMPBELL, P.E.
STEPHEN J. SYWY, P.E.
DAVID A. FOSTER, P.E.

Mr. David Rast, ASLA

City Planner

Peachtree City Planning Department
153 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

Re:  Kedron Village Retail Center Expansion
HGA Job No. 2004-123

Dear David,

INC.

DAVID A. MATTSON, P.E.
ROBERT A. McCANN, P.E.
SCOTT E. SAMUEL, PE.
GLENN A. GRAHAM, PE.
DAVID R. CONNOR, PE.
JOSEPH A. NICHOLSON, PE.
DAVID A. DOMYSLAWSKI, PE.
MICHAEL ). McCAULEY, PE.

The purpose of this letter is explain the revisions to the civil design drawings for
the Kedron Village Retail Expansion project in response to the following:

-City staff’s plan review letter dated October 6, 2004

-Integrated Science and Engineering’s review memorandum dated October 4,

2004

-City Fire Marshal, John Dailey’s, review memorandum dated October 4, 2004
-Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority review letter by W. Scott

McDonald, P.E., dated September 29, 2004

City Staff Comments:

Cover Sheet:

1. The mobile telephone number of Faison’s Director of Retail Development was

added to the emergency contact information.

2. The F.LR.M. panel information was updated and corrected in note #2.

3. The total site area was corrected in note #3.

4 The total disturbed area and a detailed breakdown of impervious areas on the site
was updated in note #4.

Boundary Survey:

1. The total acreage of the site was confirmed and all acreages match those stated on
the cover sheet.

2. Acreages of all outparcels adjacent to Georgian Park were added to the survey
information.

3. All setback distances were corrected.

4, The 25’ undisturbed natural buffer adjacent to all wetlands was added to the

survey information.

5. The 25’ wide tree save and landscape buffer was added to the one acre outparcel
along Georgian Park that will be developed as part of this project.

Utilities Demolition Plan:

1. A note has been added to this sheet addressing this comment.
2. A note has been added to this sheet addressing this comment.
3. A note was added to this sheet stating that the cart path connections shall be

removed during the initial grading phase and all disturbed areas must be mulched

and seeded
1550 NORTH BROWN ROAD  SUITE 100 LAWRENCEVILLE, GEORGIA 30043 (770) 4917550

CVIL  STRUCTURAL  BRIDGE

FAX (770) 491-7750
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4.

Designations were added to the sheet stating the extent of curb and gutter to be
removed along Georgian Park.

5. The upstream sanitary sewer connection near the end of Newgate Road will be re-
located and routed around the proposed detention pond.

6. The 25’ undisturbed natural buffer was added to this sheet.

7. The existing street light in the Georgian Park median shall be re-located as noted.

Site Plan:

1. Note #2 was amended as required.

2. Striping and signage was added at all locations where pedestrian or cart paths
cross vehicular travel lanes.

3. Cart path ramps were added at all appropriate locations.

4, Concrete wheelstops were added at each required location.

5 Appropriate signage, striping and wheelstops were added to each handicap
parking space.

6. A note specifying that dumpster locations and appropriate screening will be
required at a late r date was added to the sheet.

7. The speed tables (speed bumps) will be constructed of asphalt as noted on the
construction detail.

8. The linear island connecting Target and the outparcel retail buildings will be
landscaped.

9. A note specifying that the final location and configuration of service access and
dumpster location will be coordinated at a later date was added to the sheet.

10.  All fences on site will be 4’ high and black vinyl coated as specified on the site
plan and construction detail.

11.  The Target cart corral detail is included in the construction detail sheets.

12.  Cart path regulatory signage and sign details were added to the site plan and
construction details sheets.

13.  The paved access to the Lifeboat Medical building was modified as required.

14.  The appropriate approval letter from the Army Corps of Engineers was forwarded
to you for your review.

15.  The spelling of “La Brasis Court” was revised.

Utility Plan:

1. A note has been added to this sheet addressing this comment.

2. The appropriate easement agreements will be forwarded to the city prior to any
construction affecting the Vassey Medical building.

3. A note has been added to this sheet addressing this comment.

4. The Reciprocal Easement Agreement will be forwarded to the city prior to
construction on the site.

Grading Plan:

1. The mass grading of the outparcels was removed from the grading plan.

2. Maintenance and access easements to each of the detention ponds were included
on the site plan.

3. A note has been added to this sheet addressing this comment.

4. A chain link fence was added in the location noted.
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Construction Details:

1. Notes stating that all driveways along Georgian Park must be constructed with a
commercial driveway per Peachtree City standards were added to the site plan in
the appropriate locations.

2. The details noted were removed from the construction plan sheets.
Site Lighting Plan:
1. The site lighting plan provides photometric information for new, on-site lighting

fixtures only. The light pole to be re-located in the median of Georgian Park was
stipulated on both the utilities demolition plan and the utility plan.

Integrated Science and Engineering Comments:
Land Development Ordinance:

1. The Maintenance Agreement will be forward to the city staff for review.

2. The detention pond maintenance and access easements are shown on the site plan.

3. The Maintenance Plan will be forwarded to the city staff for review.

4. Per coordination with the city staff, the existing topographic information provided
is sufficient.

5. The increase in volume runoff for pre- and post- development conditions will be
shown in the revised hydrology study.

6. The increase in volume runoff for pre- and post- development conditions will be
shown in the revised hydrology study.

7. Per coordination with the city staff, this area is not in a ground re-charge area due
to its proximity to Kedron Lake.

8. The appropriate approval letter from the Army Corps of Engineers was forwarded
to you for your review.

9. Per coordination with the city staff, this area is not in a ground re-charge area due
to its proximity to Kedron Lake.

10.  Per the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, this site does not drain into a
perennial tributary of Lake Kedron.

11.  Per coordination with the city staff, the boundaries and contours of the adjacent
drainage feature along the western property line are sufficient.

12.  The boundaries and contour elevations of the 100-year storm event will be
outlined in the revised hydrology study.

13.  The 100-year floodplain boundary of the drainage feature along the western
boundary will be noted in the revised hydrology study

14.  The site property boundaries will be noted on the USGS topographic map in the
revised hydrology study.

15.  The site property boundaries will be noted on the USDA Soil Survey map in the
revised hydrology study.

16.  This comment was being clarified by the ISE plan reviewer.

17.  This comment was being clarified by the ISE plan reviewer.

General Comments:

1. Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

2. Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.
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3.

4.

Nowm

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18-25.

26.

27.

28.

29-31.

32.

33.

34-35.

36.

The cart path at the Georgian Park/Regents Park intersection was modified as
noted.

The cart path at the Georgian Park/Regents Park intersection was modified as
noted.

Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

The appropriate stop signs were added as required.

A note was added to the site plan stating that “4-way” signs shall be placed below
all stop signs at all 4-way stop locations. A construction detail of this sign was
added to the construction detail sheets.

A stop sign was added at the location noted.

Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

A stop sign was added at the location noted.

A yield sign was added at the location noted.

The chain link fence was shifted inside the construction easement for pond #1.
Handicap ramps were added in all appropriate locations.

The handicap ramp detail was modified to stipulate 1°/12” slopes in all directions.
The geotechnical engineer will verify the permeability of the soils to ensure that
the detention ponds will maintain permanent pools of water.

Concrete pads for portable dewatering pump staging areas were added adjacent to
each detention pond weir box structure.

The water surface elevation increase for the 100 year post-developed storm at the
80” CMP culverts under Georgian Park will be analyzed in the revised hydrology
study.

The retaining wall design engineer will submit a letter to the city stating that the
retaining wall behind the Target building will be designed by a registered Georgia
professional engineer.

The sanitary sewer line behind the Target retaining wall was changed to ductile
iron pipe.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so reinforced
concrete pipe is not required.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so pipe
bedding shall be per manufacturer’s specifications.

The retaining wall design engineer will submit a letter to the city stating that the
rock gabion retaining wall will be designed by a registered Georgia professional
engineer.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so reinforced
concrete pipe is not required.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so pipe
bedding shall be per manufacturer’s specifications.

The retaining wall design engineer will submit a letter to the city stating that the
rock gabion retaining wall will be designed by a registered Georgia professional
engineer.

The water line will be changed to ductile iron pipe.
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37-43.

44.
45.

46-48.

49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

The retaining wall design engineer will submit a letter to the city stating that the
rock gabion retaining wall will be designed by a registered Georgia professional
engineer.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so reinforced
concrete pipe is not required.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so pipe
bedding shall be per manufacturer’s specifications.

The retaining wall design engineer will submit a letter to the city stating that the
rock gabion retaining wall will be designed by a registered Georgia professional
engineer. '

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so reinforced
concrete pipe is not required.

A city drainage easement is not required for this storm drainage line so pipe
bedding shall be per manufacturer’s specifications.

The height of the knee wall is labeled on cross section A-A detail on the overall
site plan.

The knee wall shall be constructed of either railroad ties or modular block as
stated on the cross section A-A detail on the overall site plan sheet.

The minimum distance of the yard inlet from the knee wall and the property line
were labeled on cross section A-A detail on the overall site plan.

Yard inlets S-2, R-1, and N-9 are not intended to necessarily capture stormwater
runoff while each outparcel is undeveloped. The inlets are intended to provide a
connection to the underground stormwater system when each outparcel is
developed.

Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

Per coordination with the city staff, no drainage easement is required for this
drainage line.

Per coordination with the city staff, no drainage easement is required for this
drainage line.

The limits of construction and tree save barrier fence will be added to all erosion
control plan sheets.

The silt fence along the stream buffer area was designated as “double row” on all
erosion control plan sheets.

A brush barrier was added to the Phase II erosion control plan to prevent sediment
from leaving the site and to direct stormwater to detention pond #2 during
construction.

The required sediment minimum storage volumes will be added to the temporary
sediment basins.

Additional erosion control measures will be added to the erosion control plan
sheets to prevent stormwater from discharging down any newly constructed
slopes.

Additional erosion control measures will be added to the erosion control plan
sheets to prevent erosion from the eastern driveway.
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65.  Additional erosion control measures will be added to the erosion control plan
sheets to prevent erosion from the slope at the cart path south of the Target
building pad.

66.  Additional erosion control measures will be added to the erosion control plan
sheets to prevent erosion on the western fill slope near the sanitary sewer line.

67.  Additional erosion control measures will be added to the erosion control plan
sheets to prevent erosion near yard inlet E-1.

68.  The storm drainage pipe wall gauge thickness requirements will be added to the
storm drainage profile sheets.

69.  Per coordination with the city staff, no drainage easements are required for any
drainage lines on the site.

70.  Per coordination with the city staff, no drainage easement is required for this
drainage line.

71.  All pavement in the city right-of~-way shall be constructed with a heavy duty
pavement section as shown on the site plan and specified in the construction detail
sheets.

72.  The handicap ramp detail was modified to stipulate 1”/12” slopes in all directions.

73. Storm outlet protection information was added for outlets Q-1, P-1, and T-1.

74.  The height and size of the 2 round CMP retrofit for each weir box structure was
added to the retrofit detail.

Fire Marshal Comments:

1. The 8” water line was extended along the southwestern entrance drive and
connected to the existing water line in front of the Lifeboat Medical building to
create a looped water supply system.

2. Fire hydrant locations were coordinated and adjusted per the direction of the fire
marshal.

3. A note stipulating that none of the fire department connections shall be blocked
by any type of utility structure was added to the utility plan sheets.

4. Per coordination with the city staff, no plan revisions were required.

5 A 10’ wide concrete sidewalk was added around the rear and side of the Target
building.

6. The fire hydrant detail on sheet C-13 was modified as required.

7. A note stipulating that the contractor must contact the fire marshal to coordinate

final fire lane striping was added to the utility plan sheets.

Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority Comments:

1. The existing 8” sanitary sewer line near detention pond #1 will be re-located as
shown on the utility plan sheets. The existing sanitary line that is within the pond
footprint will be removed.

2. The location of SSMH 6-A was adjusted so that the inflow angle to the
downstream manhole is greater than 90 degrees.

3. Sanitary sewer Line 2 has been designated as a publicly owned line. SSMH 2-C
was added on the end of the line as a stub-out to the adjacent outparcel. A note
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0 0

10.

11.

12.

13.

was added to the utility plan sheets and profiles stating that all lines shall be SDR-
26 PVC with a class “B” bedding.

Sanitary sewer Line 3 has been designated as a publicly owned line. SSMH 3-B
was added on the end of the line as a stub-out to the adjacent outparcel. A note
was added to the utility plan sheets and profiles stating that all lines shall be SDR-
26 PVC with a class “B” bedding.

Portions of sanitary sewer Lines 5 and 7 have been designated as a publicly
owned lines. SSMH 7-A was added on the end of the line as a stub-out to the
adjacent outparcel. A note was added to the utility plan sheets and profiles stating
that all lines shall be SDR-26 PVC with a class “B” bedding.

The downstream slope of 4.25% was added to the Line 1 sanitary sewer profile on
sheet C-5A.

The entire length of sanitary sewer Line A was revised to be 10” ductile iron pipe.
An outside drop structure was added to SSMH 1-E.

Per the revision to the sanitary sewer routing, SSMH 1-H was re-located and re-
named SSMH 6-A. The existing upstream sanitary sewer line profile was added
to sheet C-5C.

The appropriate note was added to all utility plan sheets and all sanitary sewer
profile sheets.

I will submit the EPD Sanitary Sewer Extension application to you once all
design drawings have been approved.

The plan review and inspection fee will be submitted to you once the design
drawings are approved.

The as-built checklist will be forwarded to the developer and contractor.

I hope this information will be helpful during your subsequent review of the civil

design drawings. Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this matter.

c.C.

Very truly yours,
HAINES, GIPSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Robert A. McCann, P.E.
Associate

Chuck Borysiak- Faison
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City Planner

Peachtree City Planning Department
153 Willowbend Road

Peachtree City, GA 30269

RE: Response to Landscape Comments

1. Landscape Plan
1. The plan must include a detailed breakdown of all impervious area on the site, including buildings, parking

areas, sidewalks and loading areas. It appears the plan may have been prepared using “total disturbed area”
as opposed to “total impervious area,” which impacts the overall tree replacement requirements.
The Landscape Plan shows detailed pervious and impervious calculations.

2. The plan appears to be using the natural area behind the Kroger site (Phase 1) as a part of the tree credit
calculations for this phase of the development. Our files indicate this area was left natural as a part of the
overall stormwater detention system and has already been used as a part of the tree credit issued to Phase One
of the overall development. We cannot count this area twice. Comment Removed.

3. The tree survey information you provided seems very thorough, but is not the method we use to calculate or
recommend tree credit. We do not issue tree credit for areas that our ordinances require to remain natural (i.e.,
tree save and landscape bufffers, wetland protection buffers, stream buffers, etc,). The plan must include a
detailed analysis of the areas you are proposing to use for tree credit so that we can determine what, if an y, tree
credit we can recommend for this project. The Landscape Plan shows the tree save areas with acreage to be
used toward tree credit.

4. Theplan must identify what areas you are using to determine that 11.25-acres of the overall site is being left as
greenspace. The Landscape Plan shows the areas we are using to determine the 12.7 acres of greenspace.

5. Theplan must be revised to provide all understory trees required by our tree replacement requirements. We do
not issue tree credit for understory trees. The Landscape Plan shows that we meet the understory tree
requirement. Pine Tree Seedlings, in addition to the flowering accent and evergreen trees we are
proposing, are approved for understory use.

6. All canopy trees must be a minimum of 2% " caliper inches. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show all
Canopy trees at a minimum of 2 4" caliper with the net use of 1” caliper Pine Trees as necessary to meet
the requirement.

7. Thetree replacement calculation you provided indicates that you are proposing a total of 1278 caliper inches of
canopy trees and 642 caliper inches of understory trees for this development. Assuming that the total
Ppermanently disturbed area (997,088 SF) is the same as total impervious area, the City’s tree replacement
requirements stipulate that you must provide a minimum of 997 canopy trees (minimum 2% caliper or a total
0f 2,492.5 caliper inches) and 997 understory trees (minimum 1” caliper or a total of 997 caliper inches). 1t
appears you are well under both of these requirements. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show that
we meet the tree requirements. See Sheet L1-6.

8. Allislands within the parking area should include two canopy trees. These islands were designed large enough
to accommodate two canopy trees, as opposed to one canopy or three understory trees as proposed. The
Landscape Plan has been revised to show the required trees and locations as discussed with the City
Planner.
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ing 800 should contain a similar planting as that across the driveway to screen the side of the building. The
Landscape Plan has been revised to show similar planting across the drive.

11. The linear planting area between the Target entrance and the outparcel retail buildings was designed so that
large canopy trees could be located within this area. The use of Leyland Cypress or Cryptomeria in this island
could result in a visual obstruction that may not be desired. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show
understory trees as requested by the City Planner. '

12. The plan identifies a row of plant material adjacent to the Target building, but the site plan calls for a sidewalk
in this area. Both plans must be consistent. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show a sidewalk for
access.

13. The plan must identify the existing plant material adjacent to the Regents Park extension, as most of this will
remain undisturbed. All areas disturbed by construction must be stabilized and landscaped as appropriate.
The Landscape Plan shows a note to re-seed disturbed areas not called out with landscaping.

14. The detail of the landscape islands is confusing. The plan must identify what type and how many of each shrub
and groundcover will be installed in each island. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show detailed
areas of each planting space.

15. It is very difficult to determine what and how many plants will be installed throughout this project, as the plant
material is not labeled on the landscape plan. If this is the way the project will be bid and installed, we will
require an as-built of the landscape plan prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy so we will have a
record of what has actually been installed. The Landscape Plan has been revised to show detailed areas of
each planting space.

16. The plan must include screening between this development and the adjoining Fairwinds office building.
Additionally, you must provide a detail indicating how many trees will be planted on the 2:1 embankment
between this development and the outparcels along Georgian Park. The Landscape Plan has been revised to
show additional screening and a section of the proposed plantings.

17. The detention pond adjacent to Georgian Park must be redesigned to provide a 25’ wide tree save and
landscape buffer adjacent to Georgian Park. Additionally, the landscaping on this lot must comply with the
overall landscape plan approved for the outparcels adjacent to Georgian Park. The Landscape Plan has been
revised to show the requested landscape along Georgian Park.

18. All areas within the median of Georgian Park that are disturbed by construction activities must be fine graded
and seeded or sodded, The Landscape Plan has been revised to show seeding of disturbed areas not
addressed with landscaping. ,

19. There are numerous errors in the size of plant material identified within the plant list. The Plant list has been
revised.

Irrigation Plan
1. This plan appears to be incomplete, and must identify to what extent the overall site will be irrigated.

2. All sleeving must be identified on the site plan and installed as a part of the development of the site. Irrigation
must be provided to all planting areas adjacent to the buildings, to all landscaped islands and all landscaped
areas behind the buildings.

3. Your irrigation contractor must secure an Irrigation Permit from the Building Department prior to
commencement of construction.

(The irrigation Plan addresses all comments below.)
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Date: October 12, 2004
To: Mayor and City Council
City Manager
Director of Developmental Services
From: David E. Rast, ASLA
City Planner
Re: Kedron Village retail center expansion — architectural program

Summary of meeting notes/ elevations

The architectural program for the expansion of the Kedron Village retail center was officially submitted
to City Staff on August 31, 2004. Prior to that submittal, I met with representatives from Faison, The
Phillips Partnership and Target to discuss the overall architectural program and character of the retail
center on two separate occasions.

The Phillips Partnership is working for Faison to develop the building elevations and architectural
program for the retail component of the center. This is the same architectural firm that designed The
Avenue and the retail and loft residential component of Lexington Circle. Target uses their own in-house
Architects for the design of their buildings.

At our first meeting, Faison and their design team presented schematic elevations for the center, which
provided the opportunity to discuss the following issues and concerns:

o Incorporating some of the architectural elements from Phase One into the new development, but
the need for this development to stand on its own. Essentially, we agreed that the architectural
program and color scheme used on the existing development was “dated” and similar to many
Kroger developments throughout Atlanta.

® Promoting pedestrian circulation (i.e., no blank walls, creating individual storefronts, canopies,
awnings, etc.) through the design of the buildings
Capturing the village-retail feel through the use of proportion and scale
Creating areas for gathering and outdoor seating in some of the niches and open spaces
Minimizing security lighting on the rear of the buildings (wall packs) to avoid spill onto adjoining
properties

e Looking at all exposed building elevations and creating architectural features as necessary

The second meeting included Faison and their design team, representatives from the Planning
Commission (Dennis Payton and Paul Johnson) and City Staff. The general consensus from Staff and the
Planning Commission representatives was the plans and elevations far exceeded what we originally
anticipated and were something we could support. There were a few suggestions and comments given to
Faison’s design team, but nothing we felt would hold up our endorsement of the architectural program as
proposed. Following this meeting, the architectural elevations and color board were officially submitted.
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The following is a summary of the architectural program, specifically dealing with the elevations
submitted by Target:

Front elevation:

Target indicated the current trend with other big-box retailers was to raise the height of the
parapet (roof line) to gain exposure. What Target is doing with their new prototype is to actually
lower the overall height of the parapet so their buildings will blend in with the other retail
buildings within the development. For example, the height of the parapet walls at Home Depot
and Wal-Mart approaches 35-38’ and the height of the parapet at Target will range from 26’ to
32"

The entrance to the Target is located at the far right side of the building and is highlighted by a
covered canopy and a significant amount of floor-to-ceiling glass (see perspective).

The sidewalk in front of their building includes landscaped areas, seating, trash receptacles,
bicycle racks, etc. as well as a pattern scored into the sidewalk. They have included low walls in
front of the three raised areas in front of the building to screen the cart storage areas.

The front elevation includes a smaller version of the canopy/ trellis to the left of the entrance in
Jront of the glass windows of the customer service area. Another canopy!/ trellis is located on the
left side of the building in front of the glass windows of their training room.

They are using the same pinkish brick as the existing Kroger in some areas to blend the two
developments together. Additionally, all buildings throughout this phase of the development will
include a stone base and a darker brick (see materials color board).

We have asked them to look at the blank wall on the left side of their front elevation (which is the
wall of the warehouse/ storage area) and try and replicate some of the EIFS panels or other
Seatures to architecturally break this area into smaller components. Again, landscaping will be
used to screen this area.

We also asked if the EIFS panels could become glass display windows, but they said the area
behind the front wall is also a storage area.

Left Elevation

This elevation addresses the need to design each elevation visible from the entrance drive. A
portion of this elevation will be visible from the new entrance across from AMLI, and Target has
addressed this by using similar building materials and colors used on the front of the building.
The side elevation of the retail building also includes significant detailing, and there is a
substantial evergreen hedge proposed adjacent to the access drive.

Right Elevation

This elevation will be visible from the Regents Park extension. What they have done is to turn the
corner and use similar design and materials as the front of the building. They propose brick,
stone and EIF'S panels. The rear corner includes a higher parapet wall and will use the same
brick as the Kroger. This wall has been raised to 33’ to assist is screening the rooftop
mechanical equipment from view. Also, this corner will be set 8'-10° below the elevation of the
road, which will assist in screening this corner of the building.
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Rear Elevation

This is the back of the building, but includes detailed architecture at the corner facing the
Regents Park extension. Again, this corner was raised to screen rooftop mechanical equipment.
The remainder of this elevation will not be visible from off-site and will be painted concrete block
to match the colors of the building. This elevation also sits below the existing elevation and the
slopes will be heavily planted with pine trees and other evergreen material.

General architectural comments

Throughout the development, the parapet walls at the entrances to the larger tenants are raised,
which is similar to the raised component of the Target elevation.

All of the metal storefront (the metal portion that holds the glass) will be similar as opposed to
what was done at The Avenue (each tenant having their own storefront).

All awnings throughout the development will be the same color.

The EIFS panels may be changed to glass in some areas for showcase windows as the tenants are
identified.

We asked Faison to identify a standard security/ wall pack fixture that will be used throughout
the retail center, and have suggested that they specify something similar to what was used at The
Avenue and Wal-Mart where the light is directed down as opposed to out and off of the property.

Please let me know if you have additional questions. Again, there are still a few minor items that need to
be addressed, but overall, we are pleased with the architectural program Faison and their design team
have submitted.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to analyze future traffic conditions on Georgian Park in light of the
proposed expansion of Kedron Village, and to recommend improvements to maintain acceptable
traffic operating conditions, if any, upon the completion of the expansion. The proposed

expansion of the existing shopping center development is expected to be constructed in 2005.
The project location map is shown in Figure 1.

The Project site is located at the southeast corner of SR 74 and Peachtree Parkway/Crabapple
Lane in Peachtree City, Georgia. Georgian Park surrounds the backside of the shopping center.
The Kedron Village expansion is comprised of a Target parcel (124,717 SF) in building 300, two
retail center parcel stores (90,283 SF), a retail outparcel (50,000 SF) in building 100, 200, 300,

~and 400 with 2nd level office space (14,800 SF). Additionally 10,000 SF of retail space was

added to account for traffic out parcels that surround the interior of the center that are owned by
others. The center will have two new extensions onto Georgian Park. F igure 2 shows a
preliminary site plan of the development.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

With the consent of city engineer, existing traffic volumes collected from the September 2003
study were used for this report. Peak hour turning movements were collected for both the
morning peak period (7:00 — 9:00 a.m.) and the evening peak hour (4:00 — 6:00 p.m.) at five
major intersections surrounding the Kedron Village development. Additionally, approach daily
traffic volumes were collected at all of the major intersections, and accident data at each location
was obtained from the Peachtree City Police Department.
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EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Georgian Park
Georgian Park is a loop roadway that extends from SR 74 to Peachtree Parkway. Georgian Park
forms a village collector roadway around the Kedron Village development and is posted for a 30

mph speed limit. The roadway is a two-lane divided roadway and has an approximate average
daily traffic volume of 3,100 vehicles per day.

Intersection Sight Distance Investigations

The new locations of the proposed north and south driveways of Kedron Village at Georgian
Park were investigated to determine if there is adequate sight distance for vehicles to exit onto
Georgian Park. MA visited the proposed intersections, and measured the sight distance for both
right and left directions of Kedron North and Kedron South. Results of the 1ntersect10n sight
distance investigations showed that both of these intersections had adequate sight distance in

both directions. The results for the measured distance and the required distance are shown in
Table 1.

TABLE 1: Sight Distance

Kedron Village South at Georgian Park 205 300 250

Kedron Village North at Georgian Park 180 205 400 225

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Future year 2005 traffic conditions were determined from the summarization of background
traffic and the trip generation of the proposed development. The background traffic was
increased by 2% to account for one year of general growth in population and traffic in the

Peachtree City area. Build-year traffic conditions were manually distributed and assigned to the
study area roadway network.




Project Trip Generation

Vehicle trip generation was estimated for the expansion of Kedron Village Shopping Center
using trip generation rates and equations developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) and published in a report titled, Trip Generation, Sixth Edition. Full build-out and
occupancy of the development was assumed when applying the trip generation rates and

equations. A summary of the trips generated by the expansion of Kedron Village Shopping
Center and Office Space can be found in Table 2.

TABLE 2: Trip Generation

Shopping Center - 265,000 SF 12,796 171 110 | 572 619
Office Space - 14,800 SF 306 35 5 48 | 47
Total 13,416 210 117 634 681

Traffic Distribution and Assignment

The estimated net new external trips were manually distributed and assigned to the study area
road network. The distribution of these trips was a function of the existing traffic patterns,
population within the area and proximity to other trip generators and the adjacent roadway
network. The project’s external network trip distribution was then applied to the background
traffic according to the following distribution, which is shown in Figure 3.

40% to and from the south on SR 74/Joel Cowan Parkway
32% to and from the north on SR 74/Joel Cowan Parkway
22% to and from the east on Peachtree Parkway

3% to and from the west on Crabapple Lane

2% to and from the east on Regents Park

1% to and from the west on Ardenlee Parkway

1% to and from the east from Amli Apartments
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ANALYSIS OF FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis
A traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted at the two new commercial unsignalized

intersections on Georgian Park under future traffic conditions:

¢ Georgian Park at Kedron Village North Driveway/Amli Apartments Driveway
e Georgian Park at Kedron Village South Driveway

The warrant studies for the above listed intersections are contained in the Appendix of this
report. The results of the warrant studies indicate that under future traffic conditions, these two

intersections would not require traffic signal control.

Intersection Capacity Analysjs

The goal of this analysis is to investigate the traffic operational performance of the individual
intersections of the study. This analysis was conducted using the methodology outlined in the
2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). This methodology is the industry standard for the
evaluation of intersection capacity and delay. In order to facilitate the analysis, a computerized -
procedure referred to as the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was used. This software
conforms to the methodology of the HCM. HCS determines operational characteristics of the
intersection. Two of these characteristics that help define the conditions at an intersection are the

volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and the vehicular delay.

The V/C ratio indicates whether an intersection has adequate capacity to handle the traffic
volume. The V/C ratio ranges in value from 0.1 to 1.0. When a V/C value is 1.0 or greater for a
particular traffic movement, this can indicate that either an additional lane or improvement to the
traffic control, i.e. a traffic signal, would be required. The vehicular delay value that results
from the HCS analysis is used to determine the level of service of an intersection. Level of
service (LOS) is a letter designation used to describe traffic operating conditions, on a declining
scale from A to F. LOS “A” represents free-flow traffic conditions and LOS “F” represents
extreme delays with stopped traffic conditions. Table 3 indicates the relationship between

intersection delay and level of service for unsignalized intersections.




TABLE 3: Level-of-Service Criteria For Unsignalized Intersections

0-10
>10-15
>15-25
>25-35
>35-50

>50

A
B
C
D
E
F

Future Build traffic capacity analyses were conducted using the future background and future
Build traffic volumes created by the trip distribution.

The results of the capacity analysis are summarized in Table 4 below:

TABLE 4: Summary of Intersection Capacity Analysis
Future Traffic Conditions

Georgian Park at Kedron Village North Driveway | Unsignalized 0.0 11.9 (B) 0.26 30.7 (D)

Georgian Park at Kedron Village South Driveway | Unsignalized 0.0 12.3 (B)

0.08 25.9 (D)

I'ror unsignalized and signalized intersections, V/C ratio is given for worse case minor street lane.
2 For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS is given for minor street approach only.

The results of the intersection capacity studies indicate that the two intersections will operate at
acceptable levels of service in the future.

It is recommended that a median cut be established at the Kedron Village South driveway and
that a 175-left turn lane and a 150-foot right turn lane be constructed on Georgian Park at the
Kedron Village South driveway. These distances along with median cut were assumed in the
calculations. The median cut should be created to avoid U — turns on Georgian Park. On
Georgian Park at the Kedron Village North driveway a median cut already exists, and the
existing left turn lane on Georgian Park is adequate, however, it is recommended that a 150-foot




right turn lane be constructed at this driveway. Also, it is recommended that right tum lanes of
150 feet in length be constructed on these driveways. The recommended distances were assumed
in the analysis. The roadway thru-lane capacity of the existing Georgian Park is sufficient to
handle the proposed number of trips generated by Kedron Village Expansion as evidenced by the
V/C ratios.

Multi-Way Stop Analysis

In addition to traffic signal warrant analysis and intersection capacity analysis, the intersections
of Georgian Park at Kedron Village were evaluated for multi-way stop control, given the added
concern of golf cart use and pedestrians. The hourly volume of conflicting traffic movements is
the basis of the multi — way stop control warrant. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) recommends that multi — way stop control be required for intersections with
volume warrants for a minimum of eight hours of the day and that multi — way stop control not
be used at multi — lane approaches. The intersections of Georgian Park at Kedron Village
driveway do not meet the warrant criteria set by MUTCD for the installation of multi — way stop
controls. With the addition of two new driveways, one to the north and one to the south of
Regents Park, there is not sufficient thru traffic expected between the two new driveways to
warrant a multi — way stop at either of the these driveways; however, community concern with
engineering judgment can be used as the basis of a multi — way stop control. After the expansion
of Kedron Village, multi — way stop control could be implemented at these intersections if the
city deems it to be prudent.

CONCLUSIONS

Except for foregoing requirements for a median cut and left and right turn lanes at the Kedron
Village South driveway and right turn lane at the Kedron Village North driveway the proposed
Kedron Village expansion will not generate enough additional trips to warrant additional lane
capacity.

10
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Kedron Village Development in Peachtree City Q!L
Traffic Impact Study =

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to analyze the traffic impacts of a proposed development along SR
74 between Georgian Park and North Peachtree Parkway. The site, whose general location is
shown in Figure 1, is accessible to SR 74 indirectly via Peachtree Parkway and Georgian Park.
This development is the expansion of the existing Kedron Village Shopping Center. The existing
shopping center consists of a Kroger, a strip shopping center, and several developed out parcels.

This study identifies the magnitude of additional traffic the proposed development will generate.
The impact of the development upon the adjacent roadway network will be measured in terms of
level of service. Since the build-out for this development is expected to take place in a short time
frame, it is assumed that the entire development is to be built in a single phase.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

This new development, as currently proposed, consists of an anchor discount store, several retail
out-buildings, and a small amount of office space on the upper floor of one of the retail buildings.
It will adjoin the south side of the existing Kedron Village shopping center and use the existing
site circulation roadways for access to Peachtree Parkway. Table 1 lists the proposed land uses
and sizes.

Table 1: Major Land Uses — Proposed Development

Discount Store 124,717 sq ft
Retail Buildings 100A, 100B, 200, 900 26,000 sq ft
Retail Buildings 100 400, 800 56,400 sq ft
Retail Buildings 400-700 57,121 sq ft
Office above Buildings 400 & 500 14,800 sq ft

Total 279,038 sq ft

STUDY AREA AND EXISTING ROADWAY FACILITIES

A study area has been defined. It includes the immediate vicinity of the proposed site. Peachtree
Parkway serves as the northern boundary of this study area. Georgian Park serves as the east
and south boundary. SR 74 is the western boundary.

SR 74 is a four-lane divided facility throughout the study area. It connects Peachtree City to
Tyrone and 1-85 to the north. Peachtree Parkway is four-lane divided between SR 74 and the
existing Kroger access driveway. East of that intersection, Peachtree Parkway transitions to a
two-lane facility. Georgian Park is a divided parkway with a minimum of one through lane in each
direction and turn lanes at existing intersections. The intersection of SR 74 @ Peachtree
Parkway is signalized. All other intersections are currently unsignalized with stop sign control on
the side streets.




=
y o
PEACHTREE PKWY
<
Q@
<
Q.
| 3 ‘2;,0
| %5 /S');%\
& X
2
ARDONLEE
PKWY j
|
.1 KEDRON DR
FIGURE | :
| LOCATION MAP
| o ettt
| - — bt NOT TO SCALE 3

AFigure 1.dgn 9/17/2004 10:48:44 AM



Kedron Village Development in Peachtree City QH
Traffic Impact Study ey

PREVIOUS TRAFFIC STUDY

Moreland Altobelli Associates prepared traffic impact studies for this same development in
September, 2003 and July, 2004. This study has been prepared as an independent evaluation of
the traffic impacts of this development at the request of Peachtree City.

SCOPE OF THE TRAFFIC STUDY

This study will measure the traffic impacts of the proposed retail development on the nearby
roadway network, while also forecasting traffic generation volumes based on the proposed land
uses. P.M. peak hour traffic volumes will be projected onto the major roadways that serve the
immediate vicinity, and level of service analyses will be completed for the “no-build” assumption
and for full build-out. Based on this analysis, roadway improvements will be recommended.

SCENARIOS FOR ANALYSIS

Market conditions will determine the time frame when this development will be developed, but it is
likely that the shopping center would be developed as a single phase.

Three distinct scenarios are evaluated. They are listed below:

* 2006-Background: Existing Traffic Volumes + two years compounded growth

= 2006-Build — Scenario 1: 2006-Background traffic volumes + development-
generated traffic volumes (site scenario 1)

* 2006-Build — Scenario 2: 2006-Background traffic volumes + development-
generated traffic volumes (site scenario 2)

The 2006-Background scenario assumes traffic conditions in 2006 if this development were not
constructed. Traffic volumes used for this scenario include existing traffic volumes and 2 years of
traffic growth. Levels of Service derived from the 2006-Background scenario will be used as the
basis for comparing the traffic impacts of the proposed retail development.

There are two small vacant out parcels located behind the development at the intersection of the
future east access roadway and Georgian Park. The developer of this project does not own
these parcels. Based on their location, they are not likely to be restaurants due to their lack of
visibility to SR 74 or Peachtree Parkway. They are more likely to be banks or small medical office
buildings, similar to other parcels along Georgian Park. Since they are not likely to be
constructed prior to the large development in question, and since the future development of these
small sites are not likely to be major traffic generators, these two out parcels have not been
directly included in this study.
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HISTORICAL TRAFFIC GROWTH

The Georgia Department of Transportation collects daily machine counts of traffic on major routes
once a year. A list of these counts in the vicinity of the development has been compiled as a part
of this study (Table 2).

The purpose of collecting these counts is to provide a basis for estimating an annual growth rate.
The overall combined average growth for this period has been 12.16%. Converted to an annual
growth rate, the number becomes approximately 2.91%. For the purposes of this study, a more
conservative number of 3.5% will be used. Table 2 lists each count station included, the location,
and the actual average annual daily traffic (A.A.D.T.) volumes.

For the purpose of this study, the assumed build-out year for the proposed development is 2006.
Two years of compounding the 3.5% growth rate results in a growth factor of 7.12% for use in
increasing existing traffic volumes to reflect increases in population and development within the
study area.

Table 2: Historical Traffic Growth: 1998-2002

SR74

24,150

30,480

29,643

31,554

26,096

118

121 N-S OldSR 74 - 3,248 3,683 3,360 3,738 4,641

178 E-W Tyrone Road 6,223 6,853 6,520 8,586 8,657

300 N-S SR 74 21,200 | 26,757 | 23,035 | 23,800 | 23,278

302 N-S SR 74 25,000 | 31,553 | 27,414 | 31,875 | 26,852
ANNUAL VOLUME TOTALS 79,821 | 99,326 | 89,972 | 99,553 | 89,524

DEFINITION OF THE STUDY NETWORK

Nine existing local intersections are included within this study area. These intersections would be
the ones most affected by vehicles entering and leaving this development. Of the nine existing
intersections, six are located along Georgian Park. According to the latest site plan, there will be
two direct entrances along Georgian Park and two access locations on Peachtree Parkway via
the existing Kroger shopping center. These have been added to the network as well. Table 3
lists all eight intersections. Figure 2 (page 6) shows their locations. The ID numbers also shown
in Table 3 are how these intersections are identified in the traffic assignment software.
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Table 3: Existing Intersections Included in Study Network

1 SR 74 @ Georgian Park

3 Georgian Park @ Regents Drive

4 Georgian Park @ Amli Apartments Access Driveway South

5 Georgian Park @ Amli Apts. Access Driveway N / Kroger
6 Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park

7 Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger / World Drive

8 Peachtree Parkway @ existing north access road

(right-in right-out only)
9 SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway

17 Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive

TRAFFIC GENERATION

As previously discussed, this development contains predominately retail sites with a relatively
small amount of office space. For this reason, only the p.m. peak hour will be evaluated in this
study. For most retail land uses, the a.m. peak hour traffic generation volumes are relatively
small.

The retail land uses include an anchor discount store plus three clusters of adjacent shops. The
retail space has been divided into three separate sites, based on these separate clusters of retail
space. This was done in order to account for the likelihood that patrons may access the
development using different access roadways, depending on their location within the
development. To account for this, each “site” is handled separately in the traffic assignment
process.

The first retail site consists of the anchor store along with nearby retail buildings 100A, 100B, 200,
and 900. The second retail site consists of the cluster of retail buildings 400, 500, 600, and 700,
located on the south side of the development. The third retail site consists of retail building 800
along with out parcel buildings 100-400, which are all located on the west side of the
development. The office space is located atop retail buildings 400 and 500, but will be handled
separately in the traffic assignment process.

All trip generation volumes have been derived from equations or rates published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. For the purposes of this
study, the volumes assume a "worst-case" scenario, i.e., 100% occupancy for all sites.
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All of the retail sites within this development will attract passer-by traffic from SR 74 and
Peachtree Parkway. The amount of traffic that is passer-by traffic is not new traffic added to the
roadway network. This traffic is already on these nearby roadways. Passer-by traffic is only a
factor at the intersections where traffic must change its route to enter the development and the
roadways between the original route and the development itself. The passer-by component of
each retail “site” is uniquely identified, since each is handled separately in the traffic assignment
process. The passer-by percentage used in this study is derived from Table 5.6 in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook, Second Edition. The 34% “passer-by” percentage is the average rate
given for a typical shopping center.

Table 4 summarizes the traffic generation for each site in the p.m. peak hour. Listed with each
site is the ITE land use code and page from the Trip Generation Manual from which the trip
generation volumes were derived. The percent per land use of the total site-generated traffic that
is assumed passer-by is listed for each passer-by site designation. Figure 3 shows the location
of each site within the overall development plan.

Table 4: Traffic Generation Summary (vehicles per hour, p.m. peak hour)

$1 100A,100BB, 200, 900 Shopping Center 820 1453 - 261 | 282

S2 Retail Bldgs 400-700 Shopping Center 820 1453 - 68 74
Office over

Ss3 Bldgs 400 & 500 General Office 710 1160 0 16 80

S4 Reta'g?,‘f"g:;:%% 800, Shopping Center 820 1453 - 67 73

S5 Passer-by traffic for S1 Shopping Center 820 1453 34 139 139
S6 Passer-by traffic for S2 Shopping Center 820 1453 34 36 36
S7 Passer-by traffic for S4 Shopping Center 820 1453 34 36 36

TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION

The external traffic distribution to and from the study area has been estimated based on the
overall percentage of p.m. peak hour traffic volumes that are currently entering and leaving the
study area. These sites are assumed to have market areas that closely approximate this
distribution of traffic.

Figure 2 shows the traffic distribution percentages for each non-passer-by site designation at the
boundaries of the study area. Each external distribution percentage is assumed to be the same
for both inbound and outbound traffic. Passer-by traffic, by definition, is already on the local
roadway network, thus those site designations have no external traffic distribution and are not
included in Figure 2.
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Passer-by traffic is derived from the existing traffic stream at the closest intersections to the site
entrances and added to the access routes, while deducted from the through movements on the
original roadways. Based on existing p.m. peak hour traffic patterns, 64% of the total “passer-by”
traffic for all three retail sites will originate from SR 74, while the remaining 36% will originate from
Peachtree Parkway.

TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT

Assignment of site-generated traffic onto the roadway network was performed using the traffic
generation and traffic distribution assumptions discussed in the previous sections. This traffic
assignment was completed for the p.m. peak hour in the year 2006.

Traffic assignments were computed using WinTASS. WIinTASS is a program that computes
future turning movement volumes at each intersection in a network. It does this by summing
existing turning movements, turning movements attributed to growth of existing traffic (existing
movements multiplied a growth factor), and turning movements attributed to site-generated traffic
(turning movement distribution percentages multiplied by the trip generation volumes).

Three scenarios have been evaluated as part of this study. The “No-Build” Scenario (hereafter
referred to as the Background Scenario) assumes only the existing traffic volumes plus the two
years of compounded growth. The "Build” Scenario 1 (hereafter referred to as Scenario 1)
assumes the construction of the proposed development, but with only right-in-right-out access to
Georgian Park via the south access roadway. “Build” Scenario 2 (hereafter referred to as
Scenario 2) is identical to Scenario 1, except that it assumes a full movement intersection at
Georgia Park and the south access roadway. Both Scenarios 1 and 2 add the site-generated and
passer-by volumes from the proposed development to the volumes included in the Background
Scenario.

Appendix A contains the existing p.m. peak hour turning volumes as well as those for the
Background Scenario. Appendix B contains the p.m. peak hour turning volumes and traffic
assignment spreadsheets for Scenario 1. Appendix C contains the p.m. peak hour turning
volumes and traffic assignment spreadsheets for Scenario 2.

Even though the site-generated volumes are the same for both Scenarios 1 and 2, the predicted
turning movements at most intersections are different due to the different routes that traffic would
take to enter or leave the development. Different routes are necessary because there is one less
full movement access to the development available in Scenario 1 compared to Scenario 2.

As part of the traffic assignment process, WINTASS identifies the percentage distributions of the
existing, growth, and site components of the assigned volumes at each intersection. This
capability makes it possible to identify which intersections are most or least affected by traffic
generated by this development.

10
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Tables 5 and 6 summarize the percentage distributions at key intersections for Scenarios 1 and
2, respectively.

Table 5: Distribution of Assigned Volumes - Scenario 1

SR 74 @ Georgian Park 12.97 87.03
Georgian Park @ south access roadway 62.28 37.72
rgian Park @ Regents Park / commercial
Seorg| o @ Reg 38.54 61.46
gzcc)j;%;ayn Park @ Amli south entrance/ east access 55.50 44 50
dGrie\g\?vl:; Park @ Amli north entrance / Kroger 29.55 70.45
Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park 11.06 88.94
Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger driveway / World Dr. 19.17 80.83
Peachtree Parkway @ north access roadway 25.32 74.68
SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway 11.52 88.48
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive 37.57 62.43

Table 6: Distribution of Assigned Volumes - Scenario 2

SR 74 @ Georgian Park 14.19 85.81
Georgian Park @ south access roadway 66.48 33.52
Georgian Park @ Regents Park / commercial

driveway 27.50 72.50
Georgian Park @ Amli south entrance/ east access

roadway 47.61 52.39
Georgian Park @ Amli north entrance / Kroger

driveway 30.68 69.32
Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park 11.06 88.94
Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger driveway / World Dr. 18.68 81.32
Peachtree Parkway @ north access roadway 22.44 77.56
SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway 10.30 89.70
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive 26.81 73.19

Site-generated traffic is a relatively small percentage of the total for the intersections along SR 74
and Peachtree Parkway. These percentages at intersections on these two roadways vary from
10.30% to a maximum of 25.32%. Along Georgian Park, which has lower existing volumes, the
site traffic percentages are significantly higher, up to 2/3 of the total at the proposed intersection
with the south access roadway in Scenario 2.

11
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LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS — BACKGROUND SCENARIO

The background scenario assumes existing intersection volumes plus two years of compounded
growth with existing lane configurations. The only assumed differences from the existing
condition is the addition of traffic signals at the intersections of SR 74 @ Georgian Park and
Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger driveway / World Drive. Both of these intersections are expected
to be signalized within the next two years, whether or not this development is constructed. Levels
of service have been computed for the p.m. peak hour.

SR 74 is a four-lane facility with a 44-foot depressed median and separate left and right turn
lanes at both Georgian Park and Peachtree Parkway. Peachtree Parkway has a raised median
between SR 74 and Georgian Park and two through lanes in each direction. Peachtree Parkway
transitions to a two-lane facility east of Georgian Park. Georgian Park has a raised median for its
entire length. Most of the Georgian Park has one lane in each direction, but there are sections
with width sufficient for two lanes, but there is no striping to delineate them. All intersections have
left-turn lanes in the median, and most have right-turn lanes. Table 7 summarizes the approach
laneage for each existing intersection where level of service was computed.

Table 7: Intersection Lane Configurations, Background Scenario

@ Georgian Parl 112 (1 1112 |1 |- 1111 ]- 111
Georgian Park @ Regents Park / L A T A e I T I T (S O I SR R BT
commercial driveway
Georgian Park @ Amli south SO R AR e T I A A S I IS T I I
entrance
Georgian Park @ Amli north 1 (1 1 1 (111 ]- [11-1-111-
entrance / Kroger driveway
Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian 1 (- 11 }- (- 1-01-[1111111]-
Park
Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger T4 - - 2111112 |1
driveway / World Dr.

Peachtree Parkway @ north = -0t - - - -2 1y 12 -
access roadway

SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway 112 1112 |21 ]- [(1]-1111]1
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive | - |1 |- |- |1 |- |1 {1 |- |1 [1 -

Level of Service analysis was performed using the signalized and unsignalized intersection
methodologies found in the 2000 edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. The Highway Capacity
Manual defines level of service (LOS) in terms of the amount of delay experienced by roadway
users. Levels of service are qualitative measures of delay designated by the letters A, B, C, D, E,
and F. LOS “A’ signifies no delay, while LOS “F” signifies extreme congestion with long delays.
LOS “C” signifies little congestion with relatively short delays. Table 8 summarizes the results of
the level of service analysis for the Background Scenario.

12
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All of the existing intersections are currently unsignalized, with the exception of SR 74 @
Peachtree Parkway. However, SR 74 @ Georgian Park and Peachtree Pkwy @ Kroger are
slated to be signalized within the next two years, so they are assumed signalized as well. All
intersection lane configurations are assumed to be as existing. Table 8 summarizes the level of
service for each of the eight existing intersections within the study area.

Table 8: Level of Service Summary, Background Scenario

SR 74 @ Georgian Park Yes p.m. peak - B 14.0 sec
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive No p.m. peak NB B 10.4 sec
Georgian Park @ Regents Drive No p.m. peak EB B 10.1 sec
Georgian Park @ Amli South No p.m. peak WB LT B 10.0 sec
Georgian park @ Amli N. / Kroger No p.m.peak | EB & WB B 10.0 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian Park No p.m. peak NBLT* F 60.5 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Kroger/Worid Dr Yes p.m. peak - A 9.0 sec
fc:ea?sv‘;r;e Pkwy. @ north access No p.m. peak NB B 11.4 sec
SR 74 @ Peachtree Pkwy Yes p.m. peak - C 23.5 sec

* Overall NB approach level of service is “D”, with average delay of 32.0 sec.

Table 8 shows that eight of the nine intersections operate at level of service “C” or better, which is
considered acceptable for intersections in a suburban area. The only intersection with a poor
level of service is Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park. The northbound left-turn approach of
Georgian Park at Peachtree Parkway shows level of service “F” with an average delay of one
minute. Based on the results of this analysis, this intersection may require signalization some
time in the future, even if this development were never constructed. Appendix D includes the
level of service printouts for the Background Scenario.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS - SCENARIO 1

Scenario 1 assumes construction of the proposed addition to Kedron Village along with the site
access driveways that are shown in the current site plan. The only change from that plan is a
closed median at the west access driveway where it intersects Georgian Park. Since the median
would remain closed, that intersection would only allow right turns onto and right turns off the
south access roadway.

All lane configurations are assumed to be same as for the Background scenario, except at the
two intersections where the site plan proposes lane additions to accommodate the development.
The site plan adds a westbound right-turn lane on Georgian Park as it approaches the south
access roadway. The plan also adds an east access roadway that would intersect Georgian Park

13
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opposite its existing intersection with the south entrance of the Amli apartment complex. Table 9
shows the approach lane configurations at each intersection.

Table 9: Intersection Lane Configurations, Scenario 1

SR74 @ Gorgian Park

Georgian Park @ south access SO T IR AT AR B O I N B A AR A R A
roadway

Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive | - |1 |- |- (1 (- |1 |1 [- |1 [1T-
Georgian Park @ Regents Park / 111 |1 11 (1 |1]- 1 1-1- (1 |1
commercial driveway

Georgian Park @ Amli south 101 (- 1t (1 1t - 1- 11 11
entrance/ east access roadway

Georgian Park @ Amli north 1 (1 |1 11 {1 1]- 1 9-1- 11 |-
entrance / Kroger driveway

Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian 1 |- 1 91- (- [- |- 111 11 |1 |-
Park

Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger 111 - 1111 - 1112 (111121
driveway / World Dr.

Peachtree Parkway @ north S I N I I IR EE B2 O I S BT
access roadway

SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway 112 (112 (2 |1]- 1 - 111 |1

Table 10 summarizes the level of service of each intersection. Traffic control is assumed to be
the same as for the Background Scenario, except for Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park.
Since that intersection showed level of service “F” for one approach, this intersection was
analyzed as both signalized and unsignalized. The signalized analysis is shown in bold.

Table 10: Level of Service Summary, Scenario 1

SR 74 @ Georgian Park Yes p.m. peak - 14.4 sec

B
Georgian Park @ south access
roadway No p.m. peak SB B 11.4 sec
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive No p.m. peak NB B 12.2 sec
Georgian Park @ Regents Drive No p.m. peak EB B 11.7 sec
Georgian Park @ Amli South / east
access roadway No p.m. peak EBLT C 16.2 sec
Georgian park @ Amli N. / Kroger No p.m. peak wWB B 11.3 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian Park No p.m. peak NBLT* F 220.5 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian
Park (signalized) Yes p-m. peak - c 28.1 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Kroger/World Dr Yes p.m. peak - B 13.1 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ north access
roadway No p.m. peak NB B 12.3 sec
SR 74 @ Peachtree Pkwy Yes p.m. peak - C 27.3 sec

* Overall NB approach level of service is “F”, with average delay of 98.3 sec.
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The comparison of Table 8 (Background Scenario) with Table 10 (Scenario 1) shows slightly
higher average delay at most intersections resulting in the same or slightly lower levels of service.
But even with the development-generated traffic added to the existing roadway network, no level
of service is worse than “C”". This implies that the roadway network has sufficient capacity to
accommodate this development.

The only exception to this conclusion is at Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park. As an
unsignalized intersection, the delay for the northbound left-turn approach increases from 60.5
seconds (a minimal level of service "F”) to 220.5 seconds. The average delay for the entire
northbound approach increases from 32.0 seconds (level of service “D") to 98.3 seconds (level of
service “F"). Under the Background Scenario, this intersection is already approaching the need
for signalization, at least for the Georgian Park approach. Construction of this development
would add enough new traffic on the roadway network to push this intersection to failure (level of
service “F”) without signalization. As a signalized intersection with no changes to the lane
configuration, the level of service would be “C”, which is considered acceptable for a suburban
area. Appendix E includes the level of service printouts for Scenario 1.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS — SCENARIO 2

Scenario 2 also assumes construction of the proposed addition to Kedron Village along with the
site access driveways that are shown in the current site plan. The only change from Scenario 1 is
the opening of the median at the west access driveway where it intersects Georgian Park along
with the addition of an eastbound left-turn lane on Georgian Park. Table 11 shows the
intersection lane configurations for Scenario 2.

Table 11: Intersection Lane Configurations, Scenario 2

—_— orianprk Siha S—— , B e

Georgian Park @ south access
roadway

Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive

Georgian Park @ Regents Park /
commercial driveway

Georgian Park @ Amli south
entrance/ east access roadway

Georgian Park @ Amli north
entrance / Kroger driveway

Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian 1 11 -
Park
Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger 111 12 |1

driveway / World Dr.

Peachtree Parkway @ north
access roadway

SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway
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Scenario 2 is consistent with the developer’s site plan. The opening of this median would create
a new full-movement intersection along Georgian Park, altering traffic patterns from Scenario 1 by
adding a new access point for traffic entering from the west and south.

Table 12 summarizes the level of service analysis for each intersection. Traffic control is
assumed to be the same as for Scenario 1, including the analysis of Peachtree Parkway @
Georgian Park as both signalized and unsignalized intersections.

Table 12: Level of Service Summary, Scenario 2

SR 74 @ Georgian Park Yes p.m. peak - C 21.2 sec
Georgian Park @ west access

roadway No p.m. peak SB B 12.5 sec
Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive No p.m. peak NB B 11.4 sec
Georgian Park @ Regents Drive No p.m. peak EB B 11.0 sec
Georgian Park @ Amli South / east

access roadway No p.m. peak EBLT B 13.0 sec
Georgian park @ Amli N. / Kroger No p.m. peak WB B 11.4 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian Park No p.m. peak NBLT* F 214.5 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian _

Park (signalized Yes p.m. peak C 26.3 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Kroger/World Dr Yes p.m. peak - B 13.1 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ north access No p.m. peak NB B 12.2 sec
roadway

SR 74 @ Peachtree Pkwy Yes p.m. peak - C 253 sec

* Overall NB approach level of service is “F”, with average delay of 93.3 sec.

Table 12 (Scenario 2) shows similar but not identical results as Table 10 (Scenario 1). All of the
intersections south and east of Georgian Park @ Sea Island Drive show slightly higher delays,
while the remaining intersections show the same or lower delays. That comparison makes
sense, since the presence of a full movement access point south of the development would tend
to attract more site-generated traffic to that section of Georgian Park, while reducing traffic
elsewhere. Appendix F includes the level of service printouts for Scenario 2.

Table 13 compares the level of service results for all three scenarios. Since the majority of
intersections in the study area are located along Peachtree Parkway or on Georgian Way north of
Sea Island Drive, Scenario 2 would result in lower delays at 6 of 10 intersections, with identical
delays at two intersections along Peachtree Parkway. Only two intersections would have higher
delays under Scenario 2 than Scenario 1.
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The addition of an additional full movement intersection south of the development would divert
much of the development-generated traffic from the northern section of Georgian Park. Under
Scenario 1, much of this traffic which would otherwise continue east and north on Georgian Way
to enter the development via the north access roadway or use Peachtree Parkway and enter from
there. This diversion of traffic resulting from the opening of the median at the south access
roadway would reduce the amount of traffic using the east access roadway from Georgian Way.
The level of service for this eastbound left-turn movement would improve from “C” to “B”.

Table 13: Level of Service Comparison

SR 74 @ Georgian Park B 14.0 sec 14.4 sec 21.2 sec

B c
Georgian Park @ south access _ )
roadway B 11.4 sec B 12.5 sec
gre;‘c/);glan Park @ Sea Island B 10.4 sec B 12.2 sec B 11.4 sec
Georgian Park @ Regents Drive B 10.1 sec B 11.7 sec B 11.0 sec
Georgian Park @ Amli South /
east access roadway B 10.0 sec C 16.2 sec B 13.0 sec
Georgian park @ Amli N. / Kroger B 10.0 sec B 11.3 sec B 11.4 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian
Park (Unsignalized) F 60.5 sec F 220.5 sec F 214.5 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ Georgian ; )
Park (Signalized) C 28.1 sec C 26.3 sec
Peachiree Plvy. @ KrogerWorkd A 9.0 sec B 13.1 sec B 13.1 sec
Peachtree Pkwy. @ north access
roadway B 11.4 sec B 12.3 sec B 12.2 sec
SR 74 @ Peachtree Pkwy C 23.5 sec C 27.3 sec (o} 253 sec

As seen in Table 13, the only intersection with a noticeable increase in delay from Scenario 1 to
Scenario 2 is SR 74 @ Georgian Park. This added delay is caused by the diversion of some of
the development-generated traffic from Peachtree Parkway to the south access point via SR 74
@ Georgian Park. Even with the added traffic, the level of service would not decrease. It
remains “C” for both Scenarios 1 and 2.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

This study has reviewed the traffic impacts of the proposed shopping center development,
assuming a full build-out development over the next two years. The current site plan submitted
includes mostly retail land-uses with a small amount of office space. This development, as
currently proposed, consists of a discount store, several other retail buildings and office space
above two of the retail buildings. This new development would be constructed immediately south
of the existing Kedron Village shopping center, which is anchored by a Kroger. The new
development would connect to the existing shopping center and extend the existing internal
circulation roadways.

One-third of the traffic that would use the retail portion of this development is “passer-by” and
already uses the roadway network adjacent the development. This traffic would be a factor at
intersections with the access roadways and along the connecting roadways between the
development and SR 74.

The only intersection currently signalized is SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway. The existing
intersections of SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway and Peachtree Parkway @ the main Kroger access
roadway are scheduled to be signalized within the next couple of years. This study assumes that
these intersections will be signalized as planned. All other intersections are unsignalized with
stop sign control on the minor street approaches.

If this development were not constructed (Background Scenario), each intersection included in
this study would operate at level of service “C” or better, except Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian
Park. At that intersection, the northbound left-turn movement would operate at level of service
lan.

If this development is constructed as planned, but without full movement access south of the
development along Georgian Park (Scenario 1), no intersection would operate with a level of
service worse than “C”, again with the exception of Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park. The
northbound delay would dramatically increase, requiring signalization of that intersection to
achieve a level of service “C’".

If this development is constructed as planned, including the proposed full movement access
south of the development (Scenario 2), no intersection would operate with a level of service
worse than “C”, with the exception of Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park. However, the
additional full movement access point would divert some of the traffic from Georgian Park north of
that intersection, reducing delay at several intersections. The level of service at the northern
access point on Georgian would actually improve from “C” to “B”. The only intersection with a
noticeable increase in delay would be SR 74 @ Georgian Park, but the level of service would
remain “C”.
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If the proposed development is constructed as shown in the site plan with or without the new
median opening along Georgian Park, the existing roadway network has sufficient excess
capacity to accommodate the development-generated traffic. The only necessary off-site
roadway improvement would be the signalization of the intersection of Peachtree Parkway @
Georgian Park.

Even though the level of service analysis shows no level of service lower than “C” for ether
Scenario 1 or 2, the opening of the median along Georgian Park south of the development would
provide an additional access point to this development. Due to the development size and the fact
that the other access points are relatively close together and only on the north and east sides, it is
recommended that this full movement access intersection be provided along Georgian Park.

Providing this full-movement access intersection south of the development will intercept much of
the development-generated traffic. This new intersection would reduce traffic on the remainder of
Georgian Park compared to Scenario 1 and reduce traffic impacts to nearby residents.

The intersection with the south access roadway would be located within 300 feet west of Sea
Island Drive. However, this intersection would be three-legged with the south access roadway
approach leading in the opposite direction from Sea Island Drive. For this reason, no changes to
the Georgian Park median between Sea Island Drive and the south access roadway would be
required. Also, most of the development-generated traffic using the south access roadway would
enter or leave from the west, never reaching Sea Island Drive.

In order to prevent traffic conflicts in the future with Sea Island Drive, the intersection with the
south access roadway should remain three-legged, with no roadway or commercial driveway ever
lining up opposite Georgian Park.
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Kedron Village Development in Peachtree City QK
Traffic Impact Study iy

RECOMMENDED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS:

Refer to Figure 4 (next page) for map of roadway improvements listed below:

1. Construct all access points and intersection lane configurations as shown in developer’s
site plan, including two eastbound approach lanes on the east access roadway as it
approaches Georgian Park, plus a southbound right-turn lane on the Georgian Park
approach.

2. Signalize the existing intersection of Peachtree Parkway @ Georgian Park. Due to close
proximity, coordinate signal operation with other signals at Peachtree Parkway @ Kroger
driveway / World Drive and SR 74 @ Peachtree Parkway.

3. Construct proposed intersection of Georgian Park @ south access roadway as full
movement intersection with median opening and eastbound left-turn lane and westbound
right-turn lane on Georgian Park. This intersection should always remain three-legged.
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2957 Clairmont Road

Suite 500
Atlanta, GA 30329
Ph. (404) 329-5900 -
Fx. (404) 329-5901
A
Architecturs
Enginesring
Memorandum —
TO: David Rast, Clyde Stricklin
FROM: Jeffrey W. Dyer, P.E.
SUBJECT: Peachtree Parkway .
DATE: September 27, 2004
FILE: 4607A

This memorandum is a summary of the level of setvice analysis at the intersections of Peachtree Parkway @
Tinsley Mill Road and Peachtree Parkway @ Loting Lane. Traffic counts were recorded at both intersections
for both the morning and afternoon peak hours on September 9, 2004.

Each intersection is three-legged with stop control on the side streets. There is one through lane in each
direction on Peachtree Parkway, and no exclusive left-turn lane. There are single lane approaches on the side
streets. Based on existing conditions and review of the existing traffic counts, the most feasible potential
improvement at either of these intersections would be the addition of a southbound left-turn lane on Peachtree
Parkway. Intersection level of service was evaluated for each intersection using the following two scenatios:

* Existing intersection configuration — no southbound left-turn lane
¢ Modified intersection configuration — added southbound left-turn lane

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the results of level of service analysis using the unsignalized methodology in the 2000
edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. Table 1 is for Tinsley Mill Road and Table 2 for Loring Lane.

. Table 1: Level of Service Summi — Peachtree Parkwai i Tinslei Mill Road

a.m. peak Existing 8.5 sec A 13.3 sec B
a.m. peak SB left-turn lane 8.5 sec A 13.3 sec B
p.m. peak Existing 8.1 sec A 12.2 sec B
p.m. peak SB left-turn lane 8.1 sec A 12.2 sec B

able 2: Level of Servie Sa Peachtree Pata

a.m. peak Existing 8.9 sec A 18.8 sec C
a.m. peak SB left-turn lane 8.9 sec A 18.8 sec C
p.m. peak Existing 8.2 sec A 17.1 sec C
p-m. peak SB left-turn lane 8.2 sec A 17.1 sec C

Attachment '"K"




2957 Clairmont Road
Suite 500

Atlanta, GA 30329
Ph. (404) 329-5900
Fx. (404) 329-5901

Enginsering

Memorandum Consincion

Tables 1 and 2 show the level of service for the southbound left-turn movement at both intersections to be
“A”, with and without the left-turn lane. The side road approach is level of service “B” on Tinsley Mill Road
and “C” on Loring Lane. At both intersections, neither the level of setvice nor control delay would change due
to the addition of a southbound left-turn lane. All of the levels of setvice listed in Tables 1 and 2 are considered
acceptable for a suburban area like Peachtree City. Based on the level of service analyses, adding southbound
left-turn lanes at either intersection would not significantly improve the operation of either intersection.

Accident Analysis

A total of 36 accident reports were obtained in the vicinity of these intersections between 1998 and 2003. Of
these, 7 were rear-end collisions at the intersection with Tinsley Mill Road that might have been prevented if
there had been a southbound left-turn lane on Peachtree Parkway. Another 9 were similar accidents at Loring
Lane that might have been prevented with a southbound left-turn lane.

Speed studies on Peachtree Parkway in the vicinity of these intersections showed average speeds in excess of the
35 MPH speed limit, with 85" percentile speeds of 44 MPH near Tinsley Mill Road and 47 MPH near Loting
Lane. High speeds coupled with tailgating probably was the most important contributing factor to the majority
of the rear-end collisions at these intersections.

Conclusions

Adding southbound left-turn lanes on Peachtree Patkway would NOT significantly improve the operation of
either intersection. According to the level of service analysis, the existing southbound left-turning volumes are
not high enough to cause noticeable delay on Peachtree Patkway for through vehicles. However there have
been several accidents at both intersections that could have been prevented if those left turn lanes had been in
place. This is more of an issue of driver behavior and excessive speed than capacity or delay. With or without
southbound left-turn lanes, increased police enforcement of speed limits would likely lower the number of
accidents at these intersections. Addition of the southbound left-turn lanes would improve the safety of each
intersection, even if the levels of service did not increase.

Attachments

Attached to this memorandum are the intersection traffic counts followed by the level of service printouts for
each of the three intersection configurations discussed in this memorandum.
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Target site plan review
Lake Kedron Community Association

1) Impervious vs. Green space calculation needs specifics. Where are the 11 acres of open
space?

2) Why were requirements of wetland disturbance permitted? Said none, which they agreed to
and now showing .79 acres disturbed.

3) Roof top exposure with mechanical equipment,

4) 20 foot sethack behind building 400 should be preserved. Eliminate the parking and setback
would be fine.

5) More speed bumps are needed in front of Target.

6) Replicate the solid barrier in the parking lot several more times. Wal-Mart parking lot has a
solid barrier every three car rows. This should be required here as well,

7) Space between target and building 400-Keep as green space with a walkway connecting
buildings to promote foot traffic or designate entire area as a cart parking lot only. This will add
safety. Wal-Mart's lot has only one designated cart area that should be replicated here. Eliminate
the cart parking areas that back into flow of traffic throughout plan.

8) Wooded areas along Georgian Park must be permanently designated as no build space
forever.

9) Make entrance area adjacent to bank a right turn or roundabout flow only. This will be a very
dangerous intersection without calming devises.

10) Eliminate car parking to the right of OP400. This will remedy the wetland disruption issue and
make safer traffic flow as cars are now backing into main flow area.

11) Make solid barrier at the right side of the target parking area and in front of building 700.
12) Add a speed bump adjacent to building 700.

13) Add stop signs to the left of target at the 5 way intersection.

14) Eliminate cart parking in front of building 400 and in islands in front of target.

15) Area behind target-paved or grasses in area for emergency vehicle traffic.

Attachment "L"




October 3, 2004

VIA US MAIL DELIVERY AND EMAIL
Mayor and Council
City of Peachtree City

Re: St. Simon’s Cove Neighborhood/T arget Development

Dear Council Members,

After discussions with the Mayor and a review of the September 2004 “Traffic Impact Study,” the
undersigned Saint Simon’s Cove residents would like to respectfully submit the attached “Statement of
Needs” as related to Faison’s latest proposal.

The proposed “Needs” will act to protect the neighborhood from the impact of development while
allowing the City to maintain continuity with the Consent Order. It is the most sincere hope of the citizens
of St. Simon’s Cove that the City Council will recognize their “Needs,” and will act accordingly to protect
the character, safety, and value of St. Simon’s Cove.

Very Truly Yours,

Attachment '"M"



1)

2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

Statement of Needs for St. Simon’s Cove
10-3-04

Construct the proposed intersection of Georgian Park @ south access roadway (Lot 14)
as an eastbound left-in entrance and a westbound right-out exit (see diagrams).
* The traffic study does not support the need for a westbound right-in or an
eastbound left-out.
¢ The elimination of the right-in and left-out will improve traffic flow and reduce
the number of vehicles passing by the local neighborhoods (see diagrams).

Construct a 6’ berm (rather than 4°) in front of the Saint Simons Cove neighborhood and
extend it to the golf cart tunnel.
¢ The added height and length of the berm will help ensure protection from noise,
light, and traffic pollution (especially during the winter months, when many of the
area trees are barren).
¢ Require that the tree stock on this berm be given a 4 year guarantee.

Require that all Kedron Village commercial truck traffic enter and exit the development
by way of Peachtree Parkway.

Do not allow for any rear mounted lighting on buildings.
Require noise deflectors for any rooftop HVAC units.

Stipulate that no cinemas/theatres be built within the Kedron Village Shopping Center.



ey suoug g

(eouenuos s uowng 3§ 03 [ouuny yred 1reo o woy Juruuny) Surdeospue] Pm wIq [e1 .9

"oue] 93I0U B JO oSN oYew P[Nod JIXd oy 4
06

uey) JayjeI ‘ss[gue 30135p Gy Je JIed uerdioan
og hsgs =— m “ gg (o3u0 pue) JJOo MO[J PINOYS JIXS PUE SOUBHUS Y[, ¢
, - "a1qissod

SE ] 10T JO IOUIOO M\ S AU} 0} IeJ Se PaJeoo]
99 P[NOYS J1X3 INO-1YSTLI PUE SOURHUD UI-JS[ SYL
'S9ION




GA 74
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SMALL
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LARGE

SMALL

Vi AR

LARGE

ALS 176A - TOMH

ALS 178A - 100MH

ALS 1768 - 70MH

ALS 178B - 100MH

ALS 176A - 100MH

ALS 178A - 175MH

ALS 1768 - 100MH

ALS 178B - 175MH

ALS 176A - 175MH

ALS 178A - 250MH

ALS 1768 - 175MH

ALS 178B - 250MH
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ALS 176A - 70HPS

ALS 178A - 100HPS

ALS 176B - 70HPS

ALS 178B - 100HPS

ALS 176A - 100HPS

ALS 178A - 150HPS

ALS 176B - 100HPS

ALS 178B - 150HPS

ALS 176A - 150HPS

ALS 178A - 250HPS

ALS 1768 - 150HPS

ALS 178B - 250HPS

SMALL

SOECARE DOWNTIGTHH

o
s

SMALL

ALS 176BG - 70MH

ALS 178BG - 100MH

ALS 176D - 70MH

ALS 178D - 100MH

ALS 1768G - 100MH

ALS 178BG - 175MH

ALS 176D - 100MH

ALS 178D - 175MH

ALS 176BG - 175MH

ALS 178BG - 250MH

ALS 176D - 175MH

ALS 178D - 250MH

ALS 176BG - 70HPS

ALS 178BG - 100HPS

ALS 176D - T0HPS

ALS 178D - 100HPS

ALS 176BG - 100HPS

ALS 178BG - 150HPS

ALS 176D - 100HPS

ALS 178D - 150HPS

ALS 176BG - 150HPS

ALS 178BG - 250HPS

ALS 176D - 150HPS

ALS 176D - 250HPS
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ALB176 = 15"
ALB178 = 19"
7 ALS178 = 15" =
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SMALL LARGE SMALL LARGE
ALR 1768B - 70MH ALR 1788 - 100MH ALR 176BG - 7T0MH ALR 178BG - 100MH
ALR 176B - 100MH ALR 178B - 175MH ALR 176BG - 100MH ALR 178BG - 175MH
ALR 176B - 70HPS ALR 178B - 100HPS ALR 176BG - 70HPS ALR 178BG - 100HPS
ALR 176B - 100HPS ALR 178B - 150HPS ALR 176BG - 100HPS ALS 178BG - 150HPS
CIRP ORI G N AR PR
FIXTURE BALLAST VOLTAGE 70MH
ALS 176A T0MH 120 70 watt metal halide multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt
ALR 176BG 100HPS n 100MH
100 watt metal halide multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt
175MH

175 watt metal halide multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

250MH (mogul base clear ED-28 lamp)
250 watt metal halide multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

T0HPS
70 watt high pressure sodium multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

100HPS
100 watt high pressure sodium multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

150HPS
150 watt high pressure sodium multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

250HPS (mogul base clear ED-18 lamp)
250 watt high pressure sodium multitap ballast 120/208/240/277 volt

ARCHITECTURAL AREA LIGHTING E
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HOUSING

The lamp housing shall be extruded 6061 T-6 aluminum. The removable end
caps shall be cast #356 aluminum sealed with a silicone gasket. Guards are
heavy cast aluminum. The mounting plate shall be cast #356 aluminum with
a minimum wall thickness of .250 inches. All hardware shall be stainless
steel. Lenses shall be tempered glass on the square units and formed opal
acrylic on the round units. Reflectors shall be formed specular aluminum.

ALS 176/8A LOUVER

The louver assembly shall have a formed frame with four adjustable louver
blades. The blades shall be spring tensioned and held parallel in place with
a positioning strap. The socket shall be mounted to an adjustable yoke for
lamp positioning. Louvers are finished in matte black.

ELECTRICAL

All electrical components and materials shall be U.L. recognized. Ballasts are
high power factor rated for -30° starting. Medium base porcelain sockets are
4KV rated. Mogul base porcelain sockets are 4KV rated. The electrical
assembly shall be prewired with quick disconnects for servicing.
MOUNTING

The cast mounting plate shall attach to the wall through two holes, 12.375
inches on center. The fixture shall slip over a lip along the top edge of the

CONVERSION FACTORS
LAMP TYPE g 100 12 14' 16 Horizontal footcandles
70 w MH 81 52 36 26 20 12" mounting height
100 w MH 137 88 61 45 34
175 w MH 225 144 100 .73 56 0
250 w MH 353 226 157 115 .88
70w HPS 92 59 41 30 .23 1
100 w HPS 153 98 68 .50 .38
150 w HPS 25 164 114 83 64 2
250 w HPS 441 282 196 143 1.10 3

Note: If using a lamp with a different
lumen output than listed above, consult
AAL for conversion factor.

DISTANCE IN MOUNTING HEIGHTS

ALS 17645 174K Al TTRA B

Horizontal footcandles

12" mounting height 12" mounting height

5§215.2
0 } 0
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4

0 1

2 3
DISTANCE IN MOUNTING HEIGHTS

0

Horizontal footcandles

0

2
DISTANCE IN MOUNTING HEIGHTS

mounting plate. The fixture is then secured at the bottom with two stainless
steel screws.

FINISH

Fixture finish shall consist of cleaning, etching, and rinsing followed by a
protective chromate primer, deionized water rinse, oven dry off and top coat-
ed with a thermoset TGIC super polyester powder coat finish. The finish
shall meet the AAMA 605.2 performance specification which includes pass-
ing a 3000 hour salt spray test for corrosion resistance.

RELAMPING

The lamp is accessed by loosening three set screws and removing the end cap.
CERTIFICATION

Fixtures shall be listed with U.L. Laboratories for wet location use.
WARRANTY

Fixture shall be warranted to be free of defects for three years. Ballast compo-
nents shall carry the ballast manufacturer’s limited warranty.

WARNING: Fixture must be grounded in accordance with local codes or the
National Electric Code. Failure to do so may result in serious personal injury.

ALE 17680~ 175MH

Horizontal footcandles
12" mounting height

§215.2 § 21.5.2
0 . g e e
1
2
3
1 2 3 0 1 2 3

DISTANCE IN MOUNTING HEIGHTS

PAndl ALS VI6A-T0 ~175MH

Horizontal footcandles
12" mounting height

§ 215.2 § 21.5.2
) 0 g e
1
2
3
4
1 3 0 1

2
DISTANCE IN MOUNTING HEIGHTS

5 ARCHITECTURAL AREA LIGHTING 14249 Artesia Blvd., La Mirada, CA 90638, 714.994.2700, FAX 714.994.0522, aal.net
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ECEIVE

OCT 7 2004 '
. 1413 Creston Hill
S EACHTREE OTY Peachtree City, GA
CITY HALL October 7, 2004

Dear Peachtree City Councilpersons:

As you are aware, all restaurant employees who handle alcoholic
beverages will be required to obtain an Alcoholic Beverage Handling Permit
by November 30, 2004. We agree that this is a necessary precaution to
protect our community from credit card fraud and underage drinking;
however, one of the stipulations concerns us. Persons convicted of a Minor
in Possession of Alcohol within the last two years will automatically be
declared ineligible for the permit. Young people who have been loyal
employees for many years will lose their jobs. These people have already
been punished for their crime. Is it fair to take away their jobs as well?

Dozens of our city’s servers will be affected by this law. College
students who are paying their way through school and have been
contributing members of our community for years will now have to look out
of town for employment. Many do not have a reliable mode of
transportation.

Many Peachtree City restaurants will be hurt by this decision. The
labor market is quite thin for this industry already. Why must we send our
few good employees to Newnan or Fayetteville to work? Our surrounding
communities do not have this stipulation.

Please consider allowing these young people to continue serving and
working in our community. Please instruct the Peachtree City Police
Department not to deny this permit solely based on a Minor in Possession
conviction. Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Respectfully,

Sonn_y and Donna Ishmael




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council
VIA: City Manage
Assistant

FROM: City Clerk
DATE: October 14, 2004

SUBJECT: Alcohol License — Thai Isan Restaurant
October 21, 2004, Regular Meeting

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Council consider the attached application for a change in the
alcoholic beverage license.

Discussion:

Thai Isan (formerly Papaya Thai), a restaurant located at 1009 Peachtree Parkway
North, has submitted an application for a change in Licensee and License
Representative due to a change in ownership of the restaurant. The name of the
restaurant will change to Thai Isan Restaurant. Ms. Ta Crocker has requested she
be appointed as the Licensee and License Representative. Ms. Crocker will attend
the October 21 meeting to answer any questions you may have.

Budgetary Impact:

The change in ownership and Licensee and License Representative will have no
impact on the budget.

JM:pd

Attachment




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

151 WILLOWBEND ROAD

PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

(770) 487-7657

APPLICATION FOR ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LICENSE

Business Name:

'ﬂla.‘ fscm Ruﬂl’aufmf

Business Location:

1069 Pe

Nature of Business:

Mailing Address:

Name of License Representative:

Sy as  «bove

Retail Consumption Dealer

%Qé‘llgurgf\" 59 Iﬂ' S
Name of Licensee: Home Address:
Ta._Crocker 597 Magjor &l Sha,
: Home Address:

, ?eaclvﬁ—v.e(@rléﬁ 3024 9

resbury,

Retail Package Dealer

Business Phone
Number:

43 ¢’O 78

Home Phone Number:

rg G 30 (725 ‘/5’0 3

Home Phone Number:

,.!

thlesale Dealer

————

ome—

Malt Beverage

Malit Beverage

==

Malt Beverage

Names, Corporation Name and the name of
the name of a Contact Person regarding
License Changes, Taxes, etc.

V' | wine Wine Wine
Distilled Spirits Distilled .Spirits Distilled Spirits
NAME ADDRESS PHONE
‘ NUMBERS
Individual Owner’s Name, Partners’ | please provide Home Addresses for the ,
Please provide Home

individuals listed:

and Business Phone
Numbers for
individuals listed:

TJo. Crocker

591 MQMLWA
5‘77 /”a L for qujl\/‘ rlsbw‘q GH

A4 2-06497
wrq GRI2I(E18) 3y~ 077

52 77

V_DC&V ]-h(/fé’l'meh 4 :’;VQL

Is any person who owns an interest in the license an employee of the City of Peachtree City? .AZ_Q.




JAMES V. MURRAY
Chief of Police

State of Georgia
City of Peachtree City:

I, James V. Murray, Chief of Police for the City of Peachtree City, do hereby certify that:

Ta Crocker

Name

597 Major Road Sharpsburg, GA 30277
Address

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

application for this license.

1gnature
D(Dd' 1, 8004
Lol [1). (b, Mot

Witness

An Internationally Accredited Agency
A State Certified Agency




CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor & Council Members %
FROM:  City Mana@zé,, //Z
DATE: October 14, 2004

SUBJECT: Consider Resolution in Support of Statewide Smoking Ban
October 21, 2004 Council Agenda Item

Recommendation:

Consider adoption of the attached resolution in support of a statewide smoking ban.

Discussion:

Staff was directed to prepare a resolution in support of a statewide ban on smoking in places of

employment, including restaurants. This resolution, if adopted by Council, would be forwarded
to the State legislature for their consideration and possible action.

Budget Impact:
None
BIM/jsm
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ﬁ CITY HALL
m ) 151 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
EAC HTREE C IT\ / PHONE: 770-487-7657
FAX: 770-631-2505
PLAN TO STAYTM WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

R

RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR A STATEWIDE BAN ON
THE SMOKING OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS WITHIN WORKPLACES
IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA

WHEREAS, numerous studies have found that tobacco smoke is a major contributor to
indoor air pollution, and that environmental tobacco smoke is a cause of disease in healthy
nonsmokers, including heart disease, stroke, respiratory disease, and lung cancer; and

WHEREAS, children exposed to secondhand smoke have an increased risk of asthma,
respiratory infections, sudden infant death syndrome, developmental abnormalities, and cancer;
and

WHEREAS, a significant amount of secondhand smoke exposure occurs in the
workplace; and

WHEREAS, in recognition of these facts, to protect the public health and welfare, and to
guarantee the right of nonsmokers to breathe smoke free air, the Mayor and Council of Peachtree
City passed the Peachtree City Smoke Free Air Act on August 19, 2004; and

WHEREAS, statewide legislation prohibiting smoking in workplaces would extend the
protection to smokers and non-smokers alike to breathe smoke free air in places of employment,
including restaurants; and

WHEREAS, statewide legislation prohibiting smoking in restaurants would also provide
a level playing field for businesses catering to the public that might otherwise see revenues
reduced due to uneven legislation and intermittent protection of the public and employees;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the members of the Peachtree City Council do
hereby encourage and support the members of the General Assembly to pass legislation
prohibiting the smoking of tobacco products in places of employment, including restaurants,
throughout the State of Georgia.

IT IS SO RESOLVED, this 21* day of October 2004.

ATTEST:

Jane Miller, City Clerk Stephen D. Brown, Mayor
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
. ~ 151 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269

C /‘—\ PHONE; 770-
PEACHTREE \CITY Fax 7706312508

PLAN TO STAYTM WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

September 8, 2004

Ms. Teresa Clark
112 Sweetwater Oaks
Peachtree City, GA 30269

Dear Ms. Clark:

As you know, I have heard from a number of families in our city that are deeply concerned about the
adult content that is beginning to appear on the FX Network. Several parents have also cited concerns
with the August 22, 2004, “Nip/Tuck” episode and the network’s willingness to expand into adult
content. I would guess that there are many parents in our city like you who are not even aware that the
sports station was veering into other types of programming in the late evening hours.

Our city staff contacted Comcast and we were told that concerned parents like yourself would have to
purchase a new television set with V-Chip technology manufactured after Fall of 2000 (13 inch set or
larger) or that you would need to obtain a digital V-Chip box at an additional monthly cost. I find it
unacceptable that our local families would have to pay extra to have programming removed from a station
included in “basic” cable subscriptions.

The city is currently negotiating a new franchise agreement with Comcast, and I will place an agenda item
on our October 21, 2004, council meeting so that the City Council and staff can hear everyone’s concerns
on this issue. In addition, we will check with other cable providers like Newnan Utilities to see if they
offer their subscribers the opportunity to block out programming.

We will list the agenda item as: DISCUSSION ON QUESTIONABLE PROGRAMMING ON THE
BASIC BROADCAST CABLE STATIONS

You will find enclosed in this letter a sheet from the FCC website regarding obscenity, indecency and
profanity and how it is prohibited. Thank you for expressing your concerns on behalf of Peachtree City
families. Ilook forward to a good dialog on this topic at our City Council meeting.

Sincerely,

o

Stephen D. Brown
Mayor

SDB:gr
Enclosure

cc: City Manager
Peachtree City Council




If you would like to issue a complaint with Comcast Cable, please send all such
correspondence to:

Mr. Andy Macke

Director, Government and Community Affairs
Comcast, Atlanta Region

2925 Courtyards Drive

Norcross, GA 30071

Phone: 770-559-2768




FCC's Parents' Place: Obscene & Indecent Broadcasts

Search:

Help | Advanced

Parents Home

Children's TV Rules

TV Programming

TV Ratings
TV Channel Blocking

Limiting TV Commercials

Obscenity/Indecency

Telephone - 900
Numbers

Internet - Content
Access

Emergency - Amber Plan

Page 1 of 4

FCC Home | Search | Updates | E-Filing | Initiatives | For Consumers |
Find People

FCC > Parents' Place > Obscenity/Indecency

Cable in the Classroom

http://www.fcc.gov/parents/content.html

Obscenity, Indecency, & Profanity

It’s against the Law!
It is a violation of federal law to broadcast obscene
B/ programming at any time. It is also a violation of federal
v+ law to broadcast indecent programming during certain
hours. Congress has given the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) the responsibility for administratively
enforcing the law that governs these types of broadcasts. The
Commission may revoke a station license, impose a monetary forfeiture,
withhold or place conditions on the renewal of a broadcast license, or
issue a warning, for the broadcast of obscene or indecent material. For
more information about FCC indecency enforcement actions, see
http://www.fcc.gov/eb/broadcast/opi.html.

Obscene Broadcasts are Prohibited at all Times

Obscene speech is not protected by the First Amendment and cannot be
broadcast at any time. To be obscene, material must meet a three-prong
test:

e An average person, applying contemporary community standards,
must find that the material, as a whole, appeals to the prurient
interest;

e The material must depict or describe, in a patently offensive way,
sexual conduct specifically defined by applicable law; and

e The material, taken as a whole, must lack serious literary, artistic,
political, or scientific value.

Indecent Broadcast Restrictions

The FCC has defined broadcast indecency as "language or material that,
in context, depicts or describes, in terms patently offensive as measured
by contemporary community broadcast standards for the broadcast
medium, sexual or excretory organs or activities." Indecent
programming contains patently offensive sexual or excretory references
that do not rise to the level of obscenity. Indecent programming may,
however, be restricted in order to avoid its broadcast during times of the
day when there is a reasonable risk that children may be in the
audience.
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Consistent with a federal statute and federal court decisions interpreting
the indecency statute, the Commission adopted a rule pursuant to which
broadcasts -- both on television and radio -- that fit within the indecency
definition and that are aired between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. are
subject to indecency enforcement action.

Profane Broadcast Restrictions

Profane material is defined as including language that denotes certain of
those personally reviling epithets naturally tending to provoke violent
resentment or denoting language so grossly offensive to members of the
public who actually hear it as to amount to a nuisance.

Like indecency, profane speech is prohibited on broadcast radio and
television between 6am and 10pm.

First Amendment and Obscenity/Indecency

Expressions of views that do not involve a "clear and present danger of
serious substantive evil" come under the protection of the Constitution,
which guarantees freedom of speech and freedom of the press. The
Communications Act prohibits the FCC from censoring broadcast
material, in most cases, and from making any regulation that would
interfere with freedom of speech. According to an FCC opinion on this
subject, "the public interest is best served by permitting free expression
of views." This principle ensures that the most diverse and opposing
opinions will be expressed, even though some may be highly offensive.
The Courts have said that indecent material is protected by the First
Amendment to the Constitution and cannot be banned entirely.
Nonetheless, the FCC has taken numerous enforcement actions against
broadcast stations for violations of the restrictions on broadcast
indecency.

Enforcement of Indecent Broadcast Restrictions

Enforcement actions in this area are based on documented complaints
received from the public about indecent or obscene broadcasting. The
FCC's staff reviews each complaint to determine whether it has sufficient
information to suggest that there has been a violation of the obscenity or
indecency laws. If it appears that a violation may have occurred, the
staff will start an investigation by sending a letter of inquiry to the
broadcast station.

If a complaint does not contain information sufficient to determine that a
violation may have occurred, the complaint will be dismissed. In such a
case, the complainant has the option of re-filing the complaint with
additional information, filing a petition for reconsideration of the staff
action, or filing an application for review (appeal) to the full Commission.

If the facts and information contained in the complaint suggest that a

http://www.fcc.gov/parents/content.html 9/8/2004
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violation did not occur, then the complaint will be denied. In that
situation, the complainant has the option of filing a petition for
reconsideration of the staff action or an appeal to the full Commission.

Context

In making indecency determinations, context is key! The FCC staff must
analyze what was actually said during the broadcast, the meaning of
what was said, and the context in which it was stated.

How can | file a complaint about obscenity, indecency or
profanity on the radio or television?

The Commission asks complainants to provide the following information:
1. the date and time of the alleged broadcast;
2. the call sign of the station involved; and

3. information regarding the details of what was actually said (or
depicted) during the alleged indecent, profane or obscene
broadcast.

With respect to item (3), in making indecency determinations, context is
key! The Commission staff must have sufficient information regarding
what was actually said during the alleged broadcast, the meaning of
what was said and the context in which it was stated. There is flexibility
in how a complainant may provide this information. For example, the
complainant may provide a significant excerpt of the program describing
what was actually said (or depicted) or a full or partial tape or transcript
of the material. In whatever form the complainant provides the
information, it must be sufficiently detailed such that the Commission
can determine the words and language actually used during the
broadcast and the context of those words or language.

You may file a written complaint and mail it to:

FCC

Enforcement Bureau, Investigations and Hearings Division
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20554

or

You can file at fccinfo@fcc.gov

or
Toll Free:

1-888-CALL-FCC (1-888-225-5322) voice
1-888-TELL-FCC (1-888-835-5322) tty

http://www.fcc.gov/parents/content.html 9/8/2004
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For a list of the Commission’s recent enforcement actions in this area,
please visit the FCC’s Enforcement Bureau Web site at
http://www.fcc.gov/eb/broadcast/opi.html.

last reviewed/updated on 3/31/04
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Washington, DC 20554

More FCC Contact Information... 5322)
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- Freedom of Information Act
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September 13, 2004

Mr. Andy Macke

Director, Government and Community Affairs
Comcast, Atlanta Region

2925 Courtyards Drive

Norcross, GA 30071

Dear Mr. Macke,

On August 22, 2004, I was channel-surfing after 10:00 pm and came across a
program that I would never want my children to watch.The program was Nip/Tuck,
episode 2-9 (prod.# 177609, original air date : August 17, 2004, episode title: Rose &
Raven Rosenberg ). As a consumer, I want your help in keeping this type of
programming out of my home.

I have teenagers that stay up past 10:00 pm and they also watch TV at friend’s
houses. While I try very hard to monitor their viewing, it is not possible to do that 100
percent of the time. In addition to late night programming that is not suitable for children,
there are many prime-time programs that are also not suitable for my children. A study
that appears in September’s Pediatrics journal documents the harmful effect upon
teenagers when they watch popular shows that feature abundant sexual content.

Robert Sachs , President & CEO, National Cable & Telecommunications (NCTA) ,
said “ cable operators commit to offering blocking technology at no additional charge.” I
have been told that this technology is already provided to satellite consumers. [ want you
to offer this technology to your cable subscribers at no cost. Then, I will be responsible
for controlling the programming content that enters my home.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to my concerns. I expect you to contact me
with your ideas on solving this programming problem.

Sincerely,
Teresa Clark
112 Sweetwater Oaks

Peachtree City, GA 30269

cc: Mayor Steve Brown
Peachtree City Council Members




Betsy Tyler

To: Steve Brown (E-mail)

Cc: Gloria Reid

Subject: FW: FX programming complaint
Steve,

Andy's information is in the emails below on the V Chip. The FCC Information is at

http://www.fcc.gov/parents/content.html
Betsy

————— Original Message-----

From: Macke, Andy [mailto:Andy Macke@cable.comcast.com]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2004 2:41 PM

To: Betsy Tyler

Subject: RE: FX programming complaint

All TV's made since Fall 2000 sized 13" or larger are equipped with a Vv
Chip.

While we cannot accommodate a subscriber opting out of FX, we can order a
filter. However, this is non standard equipment and would be at the
subscriber's expense.

Hope this helps
Andy

Andy Macke

Director, Government & Community Affairs
Comcast - Atlanta Region

phone: 770-559-2768

fax: 770-559-7623

email: Andy Macke@cable.comcast.com

————— Original Message-----

From: Betsy Tyler [mailto:btyler@ptcgovernment.org]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2004 1:36 PM

To: Macke, Andy

Cc: Steve Brown (E-mail); Bernard McMullen
Subject: RE: FX programming complaint

Thanks Andy -

Just to confirm, if someone has expanded basic but no digital box, then they
don't have the VChip unless it's in their TV? AND, they cannot opt out of
the FX channel if they wish to continue receiving the Expanded Basic
programming?

Oh, the Mayor indicated that the CSR mentioned removing the channel from the
surf option, but she felt that didn't really get rid of it because the
channel number could still be pressed in.

Thanks,
Betsy

————— Original Message-----
From: Macke, Andy [mailto:Andy Macke@cable.comcast.com]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2004 1:02 PM




To: Betsy Tyler
Subject: RE: FX programming complaint

Betsy:

Our digital boxes have a V Chip embedded in them. If this function is
activated, any program above a certain rating will require a parental
control code. I believe that most TVs have this functionality as well.

Another option is to use the auto program function of the TV to eliminate Fx
from the "surf" options.

Our customer service reps are trained to instruct customers in how to make
this happen.

Let me know if you need further information.

Thanks
Andy

Andy Macke

Director, Government & Community Affairs
Comcast - Atlanta Region

phone: 770-559-2768

fax: 770-559-7623

email: Andy Macke@cable.comcast.com

----- Original Message-----

From: Betsy Tyler [mailto:btyler@ptcgovernment.org]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2004 11:37 AM

To: Macke, Andy

Cc: Steve Brown (E-mail); Bernard McMullen
Subject: FX programming complaint

Importance: High

Andy,

The Mayor got a complaint today from a woman with children who found some
programming offensive this weekend on FX (I believe she indicated it was the
show Nip/Tuck). She contacted COMCAST and the Mayor to complain, feeling
that, even though it was on later in the evening, it was not decent for
general broadcast.

The Mayor would like to know ASAP what customers' options are (and the cost)
for V-Chips, and if Comcast has the ability to let customers opt out of
receiving specific channels in the Expanded Basic package.

Please advise.

Betsy




Issue Details

Your cable provider will block indecent channels for
free!

Making a new commitment, leading cable companies representing about 85 percent of all cable
subscribers, will make available upon request, at no additional charge, channel blocking technology
to any cable customer who doesn't already possess the equipment necessary to block channels.

Robert Sachs, President & CEO, National Cable & Telecommunications (NCTA), said "cable operators
commit to offering blocking technology at no additional charge.”

This move comes as an attempt to head off a revolt by angry parents and Congress over the gross amount of
indecency on basic cable networks. Finally, the cable industry is listening!

Please take these actions:

1. Contact your local cable provider and ask them to block offensive channels from your basic cable
package at no cost to you. Because they consistently broadcast selazy content, we recommend blocking the
following: MTV, E! Entertainment, VH1, and Comedy Central.

2. Send a letter to NCTA president Robert Sachs. Thank him for this service and encourage the NCTA to

find more ways to provide the good channels you want, without having to pay for bad ones through
"packaging."

Send Your Letter Now!

NOTE: If you see a commercial or program which is offensive, email us the information. Many of you have
done this, and it is very helpful.

copyright © 2001-2004, American Family Association :: all rights reserved
Contact AFA with questions or comments :: privacy statement
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PROCEEDTINGS

10:30 p.m.

MR. COHEN: The way the question was phrased
earlier, are we authorized to make changes on the
Target elevation on behalf of Target, we are not
expressly authorized to do that.

What I was hoping to achieve tonight, because
I know there are strong opinions in a number of
ways, 1s to really get a sense from Council as to
conceptually what the concerns were, what the
issues were, what the materials or treatments or
other architectural articulations conceptually that
would work, and see if that was a starting point to
bridge the gap together.

One thing I don’t have from Council
specifically are a whole lot of specific guestions
or comments other than some snippets that I’'ve
read.

MR. RAPSON: Let me just start off with a very
simple -- simply put. The outparcels, the
architectural and elevation for all the other
outparcels are fantastic. We really like that.

MR. COHEN: Thank you.

MR. RAPSON: We've very pleased with them.

MR. WEED: We could not be happier.
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MR. RAPSON: And quite frankly we feel that
the Target elevation is just not up to the same
standard as the rest of the development. That'’s
our concern. So if you want to know what we want
it to look like, we want it to look like everything
else.

THE MAYOR: You know, 1f you divide it by the
outparcels and the Target, you’re looking at
roughly 50/50 in terms of your square footage.
Obviously the Target is the focal point of that
development and we would like it to coexist in some
sort of architecturally harmony with thevrest of
the -- with the outparcels which we really like.

MR. COHEN: You know, the interesting -- well,

- you know, you never know how these things are going

to transpire. The interesting thing that the
design team did, both our design team and Target's
design team, was we actually started with the
Target elevation first from the planning standpoint
and then developed the rest of the property around
the Target elevation. Because as I read in a
couple of places, Target is the focal point of the
development and certainly size-wise. So it's
somewhat ironic that that’s going to come back to

bite us from a design standpoint.
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The other nuance that we had to live with
because of the playing field is that there is an
existing center next door. And the second largest
tenant in this project once it is completed will
not be anything on the applicant’s property, so
part of the reason for the design of the Target was
as a transitional matter. And I understand there’s
a lot of different ways to transition things.

With the comment, and I can’t remember which
of you had made a comment, that you want it to look
like everything else, I think there’'s -- I think
past a certain point there’s a danger in that.

The danger in that is that what is nice about
it if you use a project like The Avenue as a
barometer, and what is nice about to smaller
buildings that we're developing, and the architect
is here tonight who did the Avenue, or his firm did
the Avenue and who did our location, is that there
is a matter of scale to it.

The reason it feels real and it feels cozy is
because it is. a series of two and three thousand
square foot stores, about that, and'maybe a junior
anchor along the way.

To take that pattern and theme and number of

elements and apply it to 125,000 square foot store,
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I think creates to some extent a Disney World type
effect. I don’t think at the end of the day what
may look interesting and feel right to the five of
you and me standing here tonight is really going to
be the result you want in the real world. So I
would caution against over applying architectural
elements to the Target elevation.

Now, having said that, are there things --
let’s get to the issue --

THE MAYOR: If I can interrupt here. We have
an ordinance that says we can’'t go past 11:00, so
if you would watch the clock for us and then we’ll
have to make a motion to continue.

MR. RAPSON: What time 1is 1it?

THE MAYOR: 10:30. Well, I'll just go ahead
and make a motion that we can continue past 11:00
if needed.

MR. RAPSON: Second.

THE MAYOR: All in favor?

(A1l council members agree.)

MR. COHEN: Are there things that we can do to
the Target elevation that accomplish the purposes

that I think you’re trying to achieve, which if I

~had my crystal ball, to a large extent I would say

probably it would evolve around the right side of
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the store and some of the applications between the
entrance and the right side of the storé. Yes,
there are things that we can do to break up longer
expansions, to create more interesting
architecture, to the application, possibly even a
number of show windows instead of just an efis
panel. Not that the efis panel is not replicated
elsewhere in the project, that there’s not a common
theme, but we can do certain things.

My starting premise tonight is -- well, I‘11
say this for the record, is that it is certainly
our position that with regard to the condition that
was imposed upon us way back by Staff and has
carried through in the conceptual site plan
approval, we feel we meet that condition legally.
So I just want to say that for the record because I
have to.

Are there things that we’'re willing to do and
consider and otherwise to sway some of the concerns
that have been expressed individually, previously

and more collectively tonight? Absolutely. But I

think -- as I look the one thing I can probably say
conclusively is that -- I don’t think you want it
either -- is that is to have a series of faux

storefronts is not replicative of the existing
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architecture. It’s not part of the existing
architectural program, faux stores, most everything
else is real. I don’t think is it what the Council
and the City really want.

THE MAYOR: But to let you know, we'’re not
asking for a series of storefronts. We’'re asking
for an imaginative attempt to break up the space
and obviously there have been some examples of
using faux storefronts because we just essentially
borrowed what you had on your elevation for the
other buildings and did a paste-on on top of the
overlay on the Target because that’s essentially
all we had that was in the same architectural realm
as what you had as an outparcel.

MR. COHEN: Exactly.

THE MAYOR: That in no way suggests that
that’s exactly the look we’re looking fér. We're
Just looking for an imaginative way to break up the
space. Now, one rumor that has been circulating
and maybe this will help with that point, we’ve
been told there’s going to be a Starbucks in
Target. Is there anything close to that?

MR. COHEN: Well. ..

THE MAYOR: Because I was going to say -- the

reason I ask is 1f you do have an element like that
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that may be your great opportunity to actually
build some sort of facade, an outcrop, that comes
off from the building like Perimeter Mall, if
you’'re familiar with Perimeter Mall, where the
restaurants off the big boxes or something.

MR. COHEN: I live and work within a mile from
the mall. I eat there frequently.

THE MAYOR: Something along those lines where
they’ve done something imaginative coming off of a
box where you could have a facade that, you know,
utilizes the Starbucks or whatever the store may
be.

MR. COHEN: I think there’s probably a number
of questions and’then I'll try and hit all of them.

The first question with regard to the rumor
whether there will be a Starbucks in Target is not
a rumor. What has happened is Target with
Starbucks together with a number of other food
vendors, Pizza Hut, I understand as well, have
reached national licensing agreements to procure
each other’s wares in the stores.

It may be best for me to pull out the
elevation. Can I turn the board around here for a

second?

10
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THE MAYOR: We've got the elevation on a
powerpoint i1f you want it?

MR. COHEN: I’ve actually got one that’s a
little prettier in anticipation of this
conversation.

THE MAYOR: Okay.

MR. COHEN: I guess since we just jumped in I
don’t need to say why I'm here.

THE MAYOR: Well, Mike, I think where this is
going is obviously there’s some concern about the
architecture. We feel like there’s a need to do
something a little more creative than what’s been
done.

If you don’t have the authority to say we can
do this or we can do that, then, you know, we don’'t
really want to get in a situation where we’'re
churning issues around for an extended period of
time and we may have to come back anyway to finish
the discussion. And you know, we’'re honestly
asking. We’ve got some points we want to bring up,
I mean, beyond the architecture points. We could
provide some of those points for you in a list for
you to go ahead and review it and to look out and
then you could come back with an answer on some of

the architectural questions and the next meeting if

11
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you want to do that.

MR. COHEN: Well, where does that leave the
approval of the overall project?

THE MAYOR: Well, I'm just going to say, and
y’all correct me if I'm wrong, but I think the
architecture question is a very, very strong
question and I think we’re inclined to say let’'s
see where we can go with that first and see where
the process takes us.

That’'s the worry that if you can’t pull the
trigger on that decision, then can you bring
somebody in that can look at this and say hey, from
Target'’s perspective or from our corporate
perspective, yeah, we could do some things and we
can show you some stuff that we just kind of, you
know, where we did the overlays and stuff like that
and let them think about it.

MR. COHEN: Let me answer your last question
first and I’'1l1l come back to that. On the issue of
Starbucks and the food vendors. This area to the
right of the store front, or to the left of the
store front, where am I? To the left of the
entrance as you look at the elevation and to the
right as you are in the store is where the

quote/unquote food court is.
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It’s a Starbucks kiosk and a Food Avenue
Express, which is Target’s typical walk up,
purchase food. 1It’s notka completely segregated
Starbucks like you see in a Barnes & Noble or in
traditional bookstores.

The licensing agreements that Target has
reached with it’s National Food Vendors are part of
this food court arrangement. They’'re articulating
what it is. There already is a series of windows
where you can look in to the food court and see
activity under the main entrance canopy. So I'm
not sure if that addresses the question or comment
but that’s the intent. It’s immediate when you
walk in the store. 1It’s a common seating area.
It’s not like if Barnes & Noble or a Borders where
it is broken up and segregated and has separate
entrances.

MR. KOURAJIAN: And so that stops right there
at the overhang? Could you point to where that
stops?

MR. COHEN: Right in here (indicating). The
main entrance, food court, behind the food court
cash registers and so forth.

‘MR. KOURAJIAN: Then what are your thoughts

for the whole rest of the side?

13
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MR. COHEN: Well, one of the -- I guess Mr.
Rast advised me to mention to the Council was that
the only difference between this board and the one
that was submitted with our elevation is we’ve
actually -- since Target submitted separate
renderings we’ve actually colorized that with the
same colors and materials which were absent on our
original submittal.

THE MAYOR: Well, what we’ve got, we’ve got
the same thing up there essentially.

MR. COHEN: Yeah, it looks like in the middle
there’s a little bit of color.

THE MAYOR: It’s missing the color.

MR. COHEN: 1It’'s missing the color and
the landscaping.

THE MAYOR: But what I'm talking about is if
you look at the left side of that front elevation,
not the outparcels there on the far left side.

MR. COHEN: Yes.

THE MAYOR: Obviously that’s warehouse space.
To be very honest with you that looks like
warehouse space. It looks like the space that
ought to be in the back of the building and I
realize that you’ve got some constraints with

dropping that box, you know, on that site and that
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you’ve got to -- but this space right in there, you
know, there’s nothing from here all the way over to
here that has anything to do with Target/s
branding. It doesn’t have anything to do with
Target’s image. It’s all locked up in this section
(indicating) here and one thing if you were showing
-- go to 12, Matt. You know, this is the same
store but we’ve broken it here and we just added
some of those facade elements that you had on the
other outparcels.

Now I understand that this is not cut and dry,
like I said, exactly what we want to do but you’'ve
still got this large size box piece here that has
all the branding elements of Target and it does
everything that Target -- accomplishes everything
Target wants to accomplish but you don’t have
something that looks like a huge warehouse out in
the front at the street frontage. It really
creétively breaks up the épace.

One thing is if you’ve got the Starbucks, you
know, they may be able to create some kind of thing
that it has actually a Starbucks signage on it or
something in that neighborhood.

MR. COHEN: I think that violates the signage

ordinance though.

15
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THE MAYOR: I'd be willing to get a variance.

MR. KOURAJIAN: Plus it’s way on the right
side.

THE MAYOR: I understand. I’'m saying just for
the signage perspective, just for, you know, to
break up the space visually.

MR. RAPSON: I think one of the things you
asked us early on was the Disneyland issue. I
think that’s a good example. We want it to look
like it’s a part of that particular landscape if it
sits out. If you look at a high elevation and you
look at -- I know you have one looking down into
the parking lot and you see all the different
components associated with it, it doesn’t look like
it fits in.

MR. COHEN: I think there’'s certainly room
between this and what I would call Disneyland. I
think Disneyland would not work here because you’ve
got the existing Kroger to deal with. Part of the
condition is also -- would be harmonious with the
existing Kroger.

THE MAYOR: Elements apart --

MR. RAPSON: Do you want to change the Kroger?
I've been thinking about that?

MR. COHEN: I do not what to.
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THE MAYOR: But essentially though, if I’'m not
mistaken, your outparcels are also supposed to have
had some harmony with Kroger in and of iﬁself too,
correct?

MR. COHEN: They do and I think they are and I
believe they do through the use of the glass
treatment and the color of brick, but let me back
up a step.

With regard to the elevation I think, but let
me make sure I understand. I hear everybody
saying, and to make sure that everybody’s felt like
that they’ve had a chance to express their opinions
so we know what all the comments are, from an area
standpoint, I think the focus is in this area
(indicating) .

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: Is that an accurate statement?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

THE MAYOR: That’s the sorest point.

MR. RAPSON: The three areas that look
duplicate right past the Target logo, are those
basically a fake facade with hugh glasses?

THE MAYOR: No, that’'s efis.

MR. RAPSON: That’s an efis?

MR. COHEN: They’'re currently proposed to be
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efis which was intended to match a number of the
other storefronts in the projects.

MS. RUTHERFORD: But those storefronts may
eventually go to glass if they have -- if the
tenant’s want it.

MR. COHEN: They may or may not.

What I was going to suggest from a concept
standpoint, I think -- tell me how this sounds,
feels. From a perspective standpoint, just so
everybody’s aware, this area here (indicating)
which may look and feel like it’s on -- this one
you’re saying wasteland was that --

THE MAYOR: Warehouse.

MR. COHEN: Some warehouse. This actually --
I like your words better than mine. This actually
protrudes from the storefront approximately 30 feet
so it’s not -- it’s not --

MS. RUTHERFORD: Flat.

MR. COHEN: Flat. But I think what I hear
everybody saying is maybe an element here to
balance --

THE MAYOR: fes. Something, yes. Take it to
the center. I mean, you know --

MR. COHEN: Well, this is --

THE MAYOR: -- from here all Lhe way back up
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MR. COHEN: Go back up to there. This area
(indicating) with carts and a pharmacy so that area
is somewhat --

MS. RUTHERFORD: It’s three-dimensional.

MR. COHEN: Three-dimensional already. So if
you could take an element similar to this, maybe
not quite as big so you can honor the scale as well
coming off of the outparcels.

MR. WEED: You’ve got a nice height/plane
transition.

MR. COHEN: I like that. A nice height/plane
transition. |

MR. WEED: From one element to the next.

MR. COHEN: From one element to the next.

MR. RAPSON: Somebody’s been studying.

MR. COHEN: That’s good.

THE MAYOR: But essentially you’ve got an
outcropping here (indicating) you can do something
with this, roof elevation --

MR. RAPSON: Put something in the roof
elevation that appears to a roof element.

THE MAYOR: And then that way you’ve got --
you’'re breaking --

MR. COHEN: Maybe a cap, need some sort of cap
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or something?

MR. RAPSON: Something.

THE MAYOR: There you go. You're breaking up
the plane and then all you’ve got to deal with 1is
right in here (indicating).

MR. COHEN: So let me to recap. There’s a lot
of glass here (indicating) by the way. That’'s a
nice glass storefront.

To recap: Some sort of element here to the
north of the pharmacy?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

THE MAYOR: And, you know, if you’ve got the
Starbucks thing right there and Starbucks is going
to be right there, right? Right in there
(indicating) ?

MR. COHEN: Wéll, it’s not -- I'm not sure
it’s right at the exit. I think it is --

THE MAYOR: But I mean I'm talking about in
relation to the store it would be somewhere in that
vicinity; is that correct?

MR. COHEN: Somewhere in there. Somewhere in
there is the food area.

THE MAYOR: So could you not do some sort of
facade right here for the Starbucks?

MR. COHEN: Well, it’s not just to -- that
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unfortunately gets into proprietary issues.

They’ve got national -- When we heard that Target
was doing deals with Starbucks, one of our first
questions was that’s great, can you do it like a
book store. The answer was, you know, we wish we
could but the reason we got everybody hauled in was
to have this collective national licensing
agreement that allows them to do what they do. So
to the extent that there are multiple vendors who
have a part of this licensing arrangement, they
unfortunately don’t have the flexibility to create
the Starbucks entrance. That’'s one of those
operational issues that --

THE MAYOR: It may not be an idea.

MR. COHEN: Well, but at some point it’s not a
Target either then. That’s the -- you’re right
under their main sign.

MR. RAPSON: Name brand, name brand.

THE MAYOR: No, but what I'm saying is -- I'm
not talking about anything near the dimensions of
the Target, I'm talking about something that’s a
dimension of that building right there
(indicating). That’s a 200 sqﬁare -- I mean what
is that 2,000 square feet probably, right? I'm

talking about putting that right there
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(indicating) .
MR. COHEN: Are you talking about -- I may be

misunderstanding. Are you talking about being the

THE MAYOR: In other words you’ve got --

MR. COHEN: You’ve got the cover here for
pedestrian crossing and access.

THE MAYOR: I’'m not talking about a huge sign.

MR. COHEN: Are you talking about possibly
replacing one of those elements with something
closer to the main element that --

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: What does that do-?

THE MAYOR: We're trying to break up that
plane. I mean the efis material it is essentially

just the brick wall and another --

MR. COHEN: I think that the -- I think with
regard to efis we can do -- these can be show
windows.

THE MAYOR: Yes. Now that would be -- that

would be --

MR. WEED: Show improvement.

THE MAYOR: Absolutely. That would be an
improvement. That’s a great direction to go in.

MR. COHEN: And then we’'re clear on the
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others?

MR. KOURAJIAN: Talking about the northern --

MR. COHEN: Here?

MR. KOURAJIAN: Yes.

MR. COHEN: Doing something here with maybe
some show windows to match these show windows and
pull out the efis panel. Well, actually what I
think is a nice treatment, let me find it, is
there’s an area where we have -- something like
right here (indicating). Show windows from a scale
standpoint, you know. I think what can go in here
is something like that (indicating). I think to
have a show window would be out of scale.

THE MAYOR: And if you did the awning and, you
know, really it brings out the sidewalk or
something because my main concern is when you look
at what the architectural program is for the entire
development you talk about pedestrian flow, you
talk abou£ continuity, and various other elements,
you know, things that you’'re looking for in there,
there’s really no reason to walk to the left side
of that building.

MR. COHEN: Except to get to those stores.

THE MAYOR: No. What you’'re going to do is --

it’s the same model that you see in all the other
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big, large shopping centers. You get in your car,
you pull out of Target, you get in your car and you
drive over to those small boxes and then you park
in front of those and then you go in the small
boxes. That’s the mentality because there’s
nothing attractive or meaningful to make you want
to walk down there.

MR. RAPSON: That’s true.

MR. COHEN: I think what we can do 1is, we’ve

all just discussed, add an element here. I can’'t
remember your terminology but I like it. What was
it?

MS. RUTHERFORD: Height --

MR. WEED: Nice transitional height/plane
between the existing --

MR. COHEN: With a show window and an efis
that’s broken up.

MS. RUTHERFORD: What’s on top of that?

MR. COHEN: What’s that?

MS. RUTHERFORD: What kind of roof or cap over
the three windows?

MR. KOURAJIAN: Let him say what he
understands.

MR. COHEN: A cap on that here?

THE MAYOR: You've got them where the Target
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symbol is already. See you’re building in there?
Create some symmetry and take it on the other side.
See the building is way out of balance. You've got
four elements rising on the right side and you’'ve
got -- you’'re completely flat on the left side.
That’s what makes --

MR. WEED: But i1if he adds some show windows
that’s he talking about --

THE MAYOR: Yeah. But as I'm saying as it is
right now, it’s off balance.

MR. COHEN: Well, I'm not sure with the pop-
out in the 3-D world that it is back on balance
with the top but here (indicating) and then show
windows here?

MR. WEED: Yes.

THE MAYOR: That would be awesome.

MR. COHEN: Broken up?

MR. WEED: That'’'s great.

THE MAYOR: Now, the question is --

MR. COHEN: The gquestion is can I commit to
that?

THE MAYOR: Yes. You've got it.

MR. RAPSON: That’s a million-dollar question.

MR. COHEN: And it might -- one more thing too

though because -- can you hit 15°?
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MR. KOURAJIAN: Maybe more money than that.

MR. COHEN: 15, is that my quotes?

THE MAYOR: No. That’s the right side
elevation. I think that what was suffering just as
badly, the left side of the front elevation. What
can we do with that because that is heavily
exposed? I mean you’'re going to see that from
several of the outparcels and you’'re going to see
that from the entrance drive south.

MR. COHEN: I get inverted on all the right
side, left side, on this because the outparcels are
in parcels and --

MR. KOURAJIAN: That’s up there at the
entrance to Target.

THE MAYOR: Which one?

MR. COHEN: Right there (indicating).

MR. KOURAJIAN: Right there.

MR. COHEN: And that is that.

THE MAYOR: You’'ve got a great view of that
from the parking lot, the other out buildings and
the drive.

MR. RAPSON: How about a Starbucks entrance
on the right side? They’re just not competing with
Target. Now the golf carts are going to dump there

so everybody will stay there.
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(Everyone 1s laughing.)

MR. WEED: To make a long. story short before
the Mayor designs it for you, I think what we’re
looking for is essentially something complimentary
to the ideas that you just expressed as to the
front.

THE MAYOR: Right.

MR. WEED: And once again to help break up
what -- either though I understand it is three-
dimensional there is some very long panels there
that we think you can certainly decide better than
we can to break up more and you know how. You know
how to do that better than we do and we have
confidence you can do that.

THE MAYOR: Well, we see this, you know, you
can see this in Jonesboro and all the other places
and it’s the same format. I will tell you what
people do is they get into their car and they walk
in the store, they get back in the car and they go

down to the next one and they get in the car

 because you don’'t want to walk in front of that.

There’s no reason -- there’s no invitation. That'’s
what I'm looking for.
MR. COHEN: Okay.

THE MAYOR: And that’s what the Avenue does
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really, really well.

MR. COHEN: See that’s what I'm looking for is
I just wanted to understand the collective
comments.

THE MAYOR: Yes, those are collective
comments.

MR. COHEN: So do you have the pointer?

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: May I borrow this?

THE MAYOR: Certainly.

MR. COHEN: So if we -- 1in order to replicate

THE MAYOR: Well, like to show you a concern,

okay? Picture this. Coming from here (indicating)
the golf cart path -- the golf cart path is coming
right down here (indicating). All right? So

you’re going to come in your golf cart and you're
going to feed onto this side of the building. It
would be nice to have something there.

One of the issues that we were talking about,
you know, it is an aside issue which you’ve got
some parking in this area right in here
(indicating) which would be that lot right in there
and we‘were talking about see here’s the golf cart

path coming right up here (indicating).
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So you’'re bringing your golf cart path down
right in that right elevation and it is like
wouldn’t it be nice to have that more inviting
feel, you know, when you’re coming in on your golf
cart. I mean, you know, like you're entering some

-- you're entering something really, really nice

which that is. I mean these elevations are
perfect. So we were thinking about, you know -- we
were thinking about can you -- we’'re looking at

maybe how can yéu alter that so that it is an
entrance feature for the golf cart.

MR. COHEN: Right -- a comment given that it
was supposed to be the main entrance for the
project --

THE MAYOR: I understand.

MR. COHEN: And that’s what bothered us.

THE MAYOR: I understand. That hurts.

MR. COHEN: I think probably from a capital
standpoint we’re beyond the building issues. We
can talk about more specifics when we dig into the
plan.

One of the things that we’ve had to do in
order to accommodate this entrance since we were
last here is actually acquire that outparcel at the

market price. We’re not -- we’re not really in a
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remaining capital position to have three grand
entrances.
THE MAYOR: No, I understand.

MR. COHEN: I do think that we can do

‘something on the side of the building here. May I

borrow the pointer?

THE MAYOR: Sure.

MR. COHEN: Maybe add a show window here
possibly (indicating) bring it to some human scale
and some additional element there?

MR. WEED: Exactly.

THE MAYOR: What if you had -- for example,
take the right -- for example -- you're getting off
the pathway.

MR. COHEN: Yeah.

THE MAYOR: What if you had some sort of
features that extended off the building? I'm not
talking about anything elaborate. I’'m just talking.
about maybe an arch that goes over -- you know,
just a thin, brick arch that goes over --

MR. COHEN: With all due respect. You're
asking me my personal opinion?

THE MAYOR: Yeah.

MR. COHEN: I think that’s a little cheesy.

MR. RAPSON: I would agree with you.
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MR. COHEN: Personally. And I think part of
the issue in coming to --

MS. RUTHERFORD: If he’s willing to put a show
window in there and he’s willing to break up the
righthand side of the where it is all that long
thing, then that’'s what we want. We want some
texture to the building.

MR. WEED: Let me interject something. Let’'s
let the professionals do their job. You go, you
design the building and I think we’ve clearly, I
hope, communicated to you a design philosophy.

MR. COHEN: Right.

MR. WEED: You’re going to come back with
something far better than the five of us can design
and I have every confidence in you guys.

MR. COHEN: I guess come back where is the
question. Is it -- if you read the conditions that
are currently in the recommendation letter there is
some carry-over conditions where we go back to
Staff with whom we’ve actually worked for three or
four months on these elevations including two in-
person meetings with Target and with the Planning
Commission. So do we go back to Staff to finish
it?

THE MAYOR: Well, I’'1ll tell you this from this
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perspective. Obviously the Council is taking the
place of the Planning Commission. And
unfortunately, and this is not your fault, okay,
this is absolutely one hundred percent not your
fault. We had a lot of dialogue before it ever got
to the City Council. I mean, you all were talking
-- you know, you all were talking with everybody
under the sun in the City but it never got to us
until just recently.

MR. COHEN: I think -- well --

THE MAYOR: I’'m just telling him that’'s why we
are where we are today.

MR. COHEN: I understand and I, just for the
record, I completely understand that comment and I
completely agree with that comment. It’s also the
process that’s required by the Code for final site
plan approval on certain things is to have Staff
level approvals and a member of the planning
commission meet.

THE MAYOR: I understand.

MR. COHEN: And so I just want to make clear
there was not -- absolutely not an attempt to keep
Council out. That’s the process we were told to
focllow based on the Code.

THE MAYOR: Well, this is not our standard
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procedure. We understand that.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We understand that.

MR. RA?SON: We are under a consent order and

I think to try to bring some closure to this I

think you have a pretty good idea of what we want

in the front of the building from what you said

just

that

now and on the right side we want to mirror
same type of concept.

Now, whether that’s a window with some efis, a

couple of awnings, maybe extending the sidewalk,

we’ll let you design that. You kind of have the

gist

of what we want but we have a whole list of

things we want to go over with you but we need to

get past this one first. We all knew this was the

one that we wanted to start with.

MR. COHEN: It’s not the one I wanted to start

MR. RAPSON: Well, I know.

MS. RUTHERFORD: That was first on our agenda,

let’s hear what’s first on his agenda.

view

MR. RAPSON: So I'm saying from our point of

if you can make those decisions, then we are

prepared to go through our laundry of stuff that

the vast majority of the Council feel like -- we

want

to bring closure to this this evening.
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MR. COHEN: I do too.

MR. RAPSON: But 1f we can’t get past the one,

then we have to make a decision as a Council.

MR. COHEN: We’re good to move on.

MR. RAPSON: So when you say we’'re good to
move on what does that mean?

MR. COHEN: We’'re good to move on tonight
meaning --

MR. WEED: If you can accommodate --

MR. RAPSON: You can make decisions and you
can accommodate these --

MR. COHEN: I can accommodate these changes
and work with Target on redesigning the elements
that we talked about and deliver something that
meets your satisfaction.

MS. RUTHERFORD: So let me understand you
before we move forward.

MR. COHEN: Thank you.

MS. RUTHERFORD: You’'re comfortable that you
can make whatever accommodations that you need,
we’'re given you the broad outlines that you asked
for and that at the end of the night, that that
will not be -- that if we approve it we’re
approving it with that --

MR. COHEN: Condition?
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MS. RUTHERFORD: Condition.

MR. KOURAJIAN: How do we work that in, Ted?

MR. RAPSON: Ted, would the language in
essence be -- Ted, would the language in essence
that the developer agrees to modify the Target
architecture based on the discussion that just
occurred? Is that sufficient?

MR. MEEKER: I think that would be too
ambiguous.

MR. RAPSON: ,Okay; Well, then --

MR. MEEKER: I think it would have to come

I mean, Mike, I hate to say this but I think the

be

architecture would have to come back here and just

be ratified by the Council.

MS. RUTHERFORD: So we can approve the plan
pending that that returns --

MR. MEEKER: Pending the architectural
approval.

MR. RAPSON: Pending the final approval --

MR. COHEN: To the extent that we’re doing
that I'd like to outline what some of the
parameters were so that it’s not open book on --
not open book on the building when we’re further
down the road with the project.

MR. RAPSON: I think that’s more than
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appropriate.

MR. WEED: I think that’'s fair.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Absolutely.

MR. RAPSON: Let’s not interrupt him and let
him -- we have a court reporter here to take
everything down.

MR. COHEN: I think we’re deep enough into
this without another month expenditure of funds for
pursuing a deal only to come back and have an
absolute discretionary --

MR. WEED: You’'re absolutely right. Start
talking.

MR. COHEN: So --

MR. RAPSON: We’'re listening.

MR. COHEN: For the record --

MR. RAPSON: Here, do you want the pointer to
make it easier.

MR. COHEN: Well, I'm not sure the pointer
shows up on it.

THE MAYOR: Do Number 10. It‘might be easier‘
to put it up this way. That’s your Target
elevation.

MR. COHEN: What we have committed to, for the
record, 1is on the north portion of the front Target

elevation to add a proportional --
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THE MAYOR: There you go.

MR. COHEN: -- architectural element to
transition from the outparcel to the Target
building that contains some element of --

THE MAYOR: -- of what'’'s féund in the --

MR. COHEN: -- of storefront. ©Not real
storefront but the window box and that kind of
glass feature similar to some of the other ones on
the project.

Coming across the pop-out, I won’t commit to,
but I'11 commit to considering some element on top
of the what we would call the cart rack protrusion.
And when I say I won’'t commit to it only because
once you’ve put that in the real world and have
architects working on it with the dimensions coming
out, I'm not sure how it will look also going up
but we’1ll obviously -- we’ll look into that and
consider it.

We’ll agree to show windows on each of these
three elements which I believe I heard consensus on
would eliminate something here i1f we can dress
those three up. One thing I think that we can do
and this is actually something I thought about this
afternoon, in this area (indicating), this is

really just for the benefit of the project and not
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based on a comment tonight, I think there’s -- one
of the awnings in here might be a little different
than the rest of the project and I think we would
consider looking into consistency there.

Excuse me for one second. When I said "this
area", I mean the area of Target’'s entrance to the
left of the pop-out that contains their sign.

And then coming around to the right elevation
or the south elevation if we could go back to that
side, please.

THE MAYOR: 15.

MR. COHEN: Thank you. Add some sort of
window element here and then maybe an additional
architectural element here to break up the facade
for those who are coming in at the -- what I call
the non-entrance.

MR. RAPSON: So that would be the south side

MR. COHEN: That would be the right elevation.
THE MAYOR: The right elevation.

MR. RAPSON: Right elevation, southeast?

MR. COHEN: Correct. Anything else?

THE MAYOR: To clarify, on the right elevation

MR. RAPSON: Those two will be windows,
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correct?

MS.

MR.

two?

MR.

THE

MR.

RUTHERFORD: Which --

RAPSON: On the southwest side, the first

COHEN: The first one at least.
MAYOR: On the front elevation --

COHEN: The first one being the closest to

the front of the store.

MS.
THE
MR.
THE

speak to

RUTHERFORD: Correct.

MAYOR: From the front entrance?

COHEN: Yes.:

MAYOR: I just want to make sure. You did

having some symmetry in the front

elevations to where we were going to not have that

-- going

across from the 30 of this panel all the

way across --

MR.
MR.
right on
THE
right.
MR.

won'’t be

COHEN: In this area (indicating).
WEED: He’s already agreed to the far
my far left, your --

MAYOR: I'm just making sure I'm hearing

COHEN: Let me repeat -- well, it probably

exactly the same but in concept -- one

second please.

(Whereupon, a brief off-the-record discussion
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ensued. )

MR. COHEN: For the recbrd I will -- sorry,
the man who spoke in favor of annexation got me all
revved up and I can’t slow down.

Now I'm starting over for the clarity of the
record. On the northern portion of the Target
elevation closest to -- we’ll call this by number
Retail Building 100B, we will add an architectural
element of proportionalvsize at the north --

MR. WEED: And this may help too. Council,
why don’t we identify this slide as Exhibit A and
the next slide as Exhibit B. We’ll put them in the
record, we’ve got the court reporter here and then
we’'ll know exactly what we’re talking about.

MR. COHEN: Okay with me as long as there is
no Exhibit C.

MR. RAPSON: Well then you can just refer to
it as the right side or left side or whatever
exhibit to make it a whole lot easier.

MR. COHEN: All right. As we face Exhibit A

MR. RAPSON: Isn’'t that easier.
MR. COHEN: I think the store may be built by
the time I finish this.

As you face the elevation of Exhibit A on the
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left sidé of the Target elevation adjacent to
outparcel B, I think I got it all, we will add an
architectural element of proportional size to match
the three that are currently existing between the
Target entrance and that elevation.

Coming to the right as you face Exhibit A, we
will consider adding some sort of vertical element
above or in the vicinity of the pop-out for the
storage carts and the only reason that I'm not
comfortable saying we’ll commit to that tonight is
because of the protrusion and the impact that is
going to have as a 3-D element, I'm not sure how an
additional pop-out is going to look there. It
might end up actually looking in balance. So we'll
take that under advisement and try and further
break up that span.

Backing up a step as we go back to the left of
Exhibit A, the added architectural element will
have some form of show or display windows in it as
will, moving to the right on Exhibit A, each of the
pop-ups between the cart stofage and the front
entrance.

THE MAYOR:. You currently have an efis.

MR. COHEN: Well, yeah, some element of maybe

reduced efis and show windows. I don’'t think
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anyone wants a window that that -- that would be
about an 18-foot window.

THE MAYOR: Right.

MR. COHEN: There are other and I can call
them -- there are similar elevations for building
600 which shows a split between show windows and
efis and we will do some sort of proportional split
based on the size of the Target elevation in each
of those three existing pop-ups and the one we
agreed to add on the left side.

I think that covers the front elevation.

MR. WEED: You had -- the awning.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Yeah, the awning.

MR. WEED: What about the awning on the far
right?

MR. COHEN: On the far right I wanted to take
a look at the awning and compare it to the other
awﬁings in the project and -- not the canvas
awnings but the harder awnings and I just point
that out. I don’t think there’s an issue with that
awning. I may have an issue, I probably shouldn’t
have brought it up but I probably --

THE MAYOR: I think you can take some of what
you’ve got over there.

MR. RAPSON: If you can incorporate it in that
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that would be fine.

THE MAYOR: Yeah.

MR. COHEN: Okay.

MR. WEED: I think that would be great.

MR. COHEN: So 1s that it for the --

MR. RAPSON: That’s it for --

MR. COHEN: For Exhibit A?

MR. RAPSON: For Exhibit A.

MR. WEED: Which is Slide 15.

MR. COHEN: Doing okay, George?

THE MAYOR: No, no, no, slide 15 is Exhibit B.

MR. COHEN: All right. This is Exhibit B, the
right elevation for the Target store at the
entrance formerly known as Regents Park. We have a
display window here similar to the ones we do on
the front. And some sort of architectural element
to the right of the second existing element working
back from the storefront to break up that facade;
is that correct?

MR. WEED: Yes, that’s correct.

THE MAYOR: And just to clarify you’re talking
about doing something that’s consistent with the
architecture that you had in the outparcels in
order to achieve the pedestrian friendliness and

harmony with the rest of the out buildings?
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MR. COHEN: I think what we’re really talking
about here is adding some sort of architecture
element. I’'m not sure what it means on the side of
the building to make it pedestrian friendly or
otherwise. I think what we’re -- I thought the
goal here was to essentially, from left to right as
you face the elevation continue the architecture to
break up the span but I think that may not be what
that was said but that was what we intended.

MS. RUTHERFORD: That’s fine.

MR. KOURAJIAN: That’'s fine to me.

THE MAYOR: Well, so you’re going show window
far left, right, with the efis panel on the far
left, correct? Something of that nature?

MR. COHEN: Correct. Thank you.

THE MAYOR: And then this stays --

MR. RAPSON: Is that similar to the Building
600 as well?

MR. COHEN: Well, it will probably be similar
with whatever we end up with on the front. They’'11
all be in balance with each other.

MR. RAPSON: That will be consistent.

THE MAYOR: And then whatever is done to the
right of that will probably remain the efis and I'm

talking about the next efis panel in the center
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there?
MR. COHEN: We’ll look into that but to the

extent that I'm comfortable making a commitment

‘tonight with show windows on the right elevation

for Exhibit B this is -- show windows, I think
that’s where I could go.

MR. RAPSON: What about the third one you're
going to add which would be the one you’re adding
to the right of Exhibit B?

MR. COHEN: To the extent there’s a third one
there is a balance issue so maybe the show window
goes on the second one to balance the first and the
third. It will be architecturally --

THE MAYOR: Now, 1s that a doorway in the
center of the large span there? 1Is that an
emergency exit?

MR. COHEN: Tt looks like an emergency door.

THE MAYOR: So you could just take the element
and go around the door with it or something?

MR. COHEN: Depending on where it went, yeah.
I mean it might be if there were three elements on
here in order to better balance it the spacing
becomes a little different. 1I’11 leave that to
architects.

THE MAYOR: Yes.
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MR. RAPSON: That’'s fine.

THE MAYOR: I think that’s workable.

MR. COHEN: Are we good on that? Was that
enough --

Ted, was that enough definition for the
record, George?

MR. ROSENZWEIG: What slide was Exhibit B?

THE MAYOR: Slide 15.

MR. ROSENZWEIG: Then what is A?

THE MAYOR: 10.

MR. RAPSON: Slide 10.

MR. COHEN: Can we get copies of those?

MR. RAPSON: You can get copies of those too.

Is there a disk here or something that we could get

THE MAYOR: He could make them.
MR. RAPSON: He can make you copies.
MR. COHEN: Thank you. And just for the

record I just want to clarify for the record so

there’s no confusion that a display window is not a

window looking into shoppers, it’s a display
window.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Right.

THE MAYOR: Right.

MR. COHEN: Does that get it?

[1sY
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MR. RAPSON: That gets step one.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Thank you.

THE MAYOR: Now, obviously we’ve spent a lot
of time in Executive Session and we’ve got quite a
few issues that we want to discuss with you. Well,
items, I'm sorry, they say items. I think most of
these are going to be pretty easy and I think it is
just a matter of going through them. Some of them
we may need some further discussion on but we can
take them one at a time if you’d like and see what
you -- are you prepared to?

MR. COHEN: I guess, yeah. I kind of had a
little -- do you want me to go down my list?

MS. RUTHERFORD: We’ve had our big list, let’'s
do his.

MR. COHEN: Well, for the purpose of the
record I actually prepared a list because when
we’'re asked to do various specific things for the
most part when we were last together and I think --
I know it’s getting late and you were in Executive
Session for a long period of time, but I do think
it is important for us to get on the record how
we'’'ve dealt with what is asked of us last time. I
want Ly ulyress fur 4 wliuce.

We’'ve got our design team here tonight and
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everybody in the room knows, we’ve been working
hard on this for longer than any of us really wants
to admit that we’ve all working together so I want
to really start, when we started to thank not only
our design team who has worked tirelessly to try
and balance a lot of conflicting and competing
interests but also City Staff who has been doing
the same thing. And the Planning Commission early
on was very instructive in neighborhood meetings
and getting us some initial feedback which was
actually, if I remember correctly, at the instance
of the Mayor early on and then we'’ve been before
Council a few times. You’'ve provided us feedback
along the way as well. And also the Kedron
neighborhood and Tim and John and the Saint Simon’s
neighborhood more recently has provided us with
invaluable insight.

We haven’'t also agreed with everything and the
forum that we were in was not always a forum of
harmony, but I think at the end of the day the
project we’ll end up with is immeasurably better in
virtually every material respect than the one we
started with two years ago. So I just wanted to
digress and thank everybody for the journey.

The second thing I want to say, and this was
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actually not on my agenda but this actually
occurred while the Council was in Executive Session
is that rather than have any more discord on this,
we spent a good bit of time while you were in
Executive Session with the St. Simon’s neighbors
and I'll ask Mr. Turner to confirm this once I’'m
done, but we have made our peace and we have agreed
to a couple of things in their favor as a
responsible developer and they are in a position, I
believe, John, once I make this announcement to
stand up and say that they support our project and
don’t have any further issues with us. I think
that one concession is meaningful day-to-day and
the other concession, I think, is meaningful from
what it meant to us but also what it meant to them.
We’'ve agreed to raise the four-foot herm to six
feet and to extend it a little bit toward the
tunnel. We’ve also agreed so we don’'t have to get
into prolonged discussions about traffic studies
and who is right and what conditions go where and
end up yelling at each other into the night, we’ve
agreed to limit the southern access point to a left
and right out only to be designed as part of the
process to insure that the neighbors that -- and

it’s not just the St. Simon’s neighbors who are
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impacted by this it is also the Regents Park
neighbors that egress will not be made out of the
south entrance to the north. So if I could ask
John to confirm that, he wanted to say a few words.

MR. TURNER: First, we wanted to thank the
Council for letting us come and get involved in
this whole process for the whole time and I know it
has been stressful for all of you as it has been
for us. We really appreciate Mr. Cohen talking to
us while you stepped out. 1I’'m sure that was your
master plan to give us a chance to talk. But we do
appreciate --

THE MAYOR: We take all the credit fér that.

MR. TURNER: We appreciate him coming and
talking to us and looking at what we have, you
know, how it affects us. He has stepped up and we
really appreciate it and we had different
discussione and he kept coming back and said how
about this and he has agreed to do essentially what
we have asked. To do the six-foot berm and to
extend it and to do the left in and the right out.
And we still would like to ask Council to, with the
deliveries, to use Peachtree Parkway and I don’'t
know if Mr. Cohen understands that by that we mean

you could still go down Georgian Park and get in at
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the Amli but that would keep it on the other side
of the street from the Amli people and that would
allow the trucks to get in to the center of the
development. We asked Council to do that for all
the neighborhoods. That would help not only us and
the other neighborhoods but the Georgian Park
Condos. 1It’s the one thing, you know, we could do
that would help them to keep traffic from going
behind them, delivery traffic.

So we as a neighborhood got together and we
wanted to thank Mr. Cohen for stepping up and doing
this for us and we appreciate his time, your time,
the other neighborhoods time and we’re happy with
the deal. Thank you.

MR. RAPSON: For the record, John, restricting
to commercial traffic on Georgian Park is really a
separate issue because Council can take issue on
that. It’'s not really part of this. So if you
don’t hear it tonight I’'m just saying it’s not --

THE MAYOR: -- a decision that needs to be
made --

MR. COHEN: Does that take some more stuff off
your list?

Back to the starting point. 1In June this

Council approved unanimously our preliminary site
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plan with 17 conditions. We feel we’ve complied
with all the conditions and I will run through them
gquickly for the record.

The first condition was the submission of the
separate lighting plan that meets thé DC zoning
ordinance which was done and approved by Staff and
I think there are other issues with the lighting
plan that I'm aware of.

The second condition was -- actually the
second condition also relates to a later condition
on calculations so it is condition two and
condition 15 which deal with greenspace and the
requirement of the GC ordinance allowing no more
than 75 percent of a pervious surface on a zoning
lot. We’ve got four zoning lots. Each of the four
zoning lots have not only over 25 percent of
pervious surface, but over 30 and some upwards of
40. The project average has actually gone up from
37 from 35, last time, and all of the pervious
surface calculations are shown on the landscape
plan individually by an area broken down into the
parkiﬁg lot islands so the calculations are very
specific.

The third condition was a condition about

which there has been some confusion in the last
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couple of days and the confusion, I believe, stems
and deals with the Watershed Protection Ordinaﬁce.
The confusion stems from the fact that in the
City’s minutes for the meeting, the condition that
came through was an outright prohibition on the
grading of any wetlands.

If you go back to the actual transcript for
the hearing, that was kind of the second part of a
two-part condition. The first part of which was
that Failson needs to comply with the Watershed
Protection Buffer Ordinance which requires a 25
foot buffer from the edge of stream.

And the prohibition on grading wetlands was
intended to apply to the Watershed Protection
Ordinance, not to the entire project. We are and
have been very open about the fact that we’ll be
disturbing a minor amount of wetlands .079 acres,
have been forthcoming about that with Staff or a
year-and-a-half now. Doesn’t even get to the size
that requires any sort of permitting, just notice
to the EPD when we’re done. But I think there’s
been a little bit of a misunderstanding on the
wetlands because of the condition that was in the
minutes not really replicating the condition that

was on the transcript and 1’11 let y’all go back to
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the transcript and Council go back to the
transcript as well. But that’s our position that
we do satisfy that condition.

The fourth condition I will tell you deals
with a landscape requirement and I will
affirmatively say this actually, to my knowledge,
the only portion of the project that doesn't
technically comply with Code because we exceed it
in so many other ways and that is the issue of
having no more than 12 parking spaces in a
continuous row without a landscaped island.

The islands required by the ordinance are
required to be five-feet wide assuming they run the
length of two parking spaces, it’'s 38 feet long for
190 square feet. Our islands are a little further
apart designed to create a continuous feel and I
think you really get a good look at it on the
perspective that you mentioned so it feels like a
buffer block.

Most of our islands are 38 x 12, which is 450
square feet, 250\percent of the minimum requirement
but the larger islands are 400 percent of the
minimum islands and we worked actually very hard
with Staff to come up with that condition certainly

for -- under the context, I know we're still in
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litigation. Hopefully that’s something that’s
falling by the board’s very soon. We’'re more than
willing to meet the Code and put islands every 12
spaces, five-feet-wide that’s required by Code but
I think you guys like this bettexr. I'11 let
Council decide on that.

- THE MAYOR: The larger islands I greatly
appreciate because I think you need larger islands.
You see these pathetic trees that can’t make it in
these small islands and it’s because, you know, you
just don’t give them anything to work with. I
appreciate that and I'd be willing, and I think
maybe we all might be willing because in essence
we’'ve got a tree and a landscape ordinance that
we’ll be discussing in further meetings but
essentially I think, David, isn’t that kind of
creating -- the larger islands is kind of the
standard we’'re going to anyway so you're just kind
of ahead of our Ordinance with going with a larger
island.

MR. RAPSON: What he’s trying to say is we
like it.

MR. COHEN: Well, it’s been the first time
we've been ahead since we’ve known each other.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Just think Red Sox, it’s okay
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right up to the end.

MR. COHEN: Actually we’ve got some Red Sox
fans with us tonight.

Condition six was that the Landscape Ordinance
needed to show screening and how we intend t§
address adjacent uses. The Landscape Plan was
submitted. We received a significant amount of
comments from -- City Staff had responded by
agreeing to do all of the things we were asked in
CLhe comments so I don’t think there are any issues
on the Landscape Plan. David, are there?

MR. RAST: (Shakes head negatively.)

Seven was the Architectural Program which
we’'ve addressed so I will omit my defense of our
Architectural Program.

Eight was the median cut. We’ve addressed
that with regard to St. Simon’s. For the record I
think I’'ve probably failed to say that the
condition was that a traffic engineer do a study.
Two have done studies, ours and one of the City’'s
both actually recommended the median break be
included in the project and we’ve agreed to modify
it tonight. For the record the recommendation from
the traffic engineer was that it be an open median

cut.
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Number nine a tie back to the City Planner’s
memo of October 10th, 2003, about a year ago. In
tying in four conditions, architectural program, we
discussed prohibition on out-of-store marketing.

We agreed to have no out-of-store marketing,
landscape lighting and signage plans all submitted
and approved by Staff and the Fire Marshall
Coordination was also coordinated with Staff and
completed.

Condition 10 was an acknowledgment that
nothing approved in June, expressed or implied, any
approvals on Georgian Park which we agree.

Number 11 was to eliminate or modify what we
call the J-Loop. I think that was Councilman
Rapson’s terminology and we actually removed the J-
Loop and redesigned that entire area to a much
better configuration.

Condition 12 was providing speed tables and
pedestrian calming measures in front of Target
which are completed and shown on the final site
plan that staff has approved.

Condition 13 was to evaluate and consider
connecting every other island in the parking lot to
enhance landscaping and parking. This was

significantly evaluated with Staff and the final
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determination was reached that to create a kind of
deadend of u-turns at several points along the way
would not only be confusing for consumers, but also
unsafe for emergency type vehicles and so that was
considered and determined it was not appropriate
for the project.

Condition 14 was to eliminate the parking
areas behind Building 400 and all the parking east
of Building Number 100 in the truck turn-around
areas. All the parking behind Building 100 was
removed. All the parking behind Building 400 was
relocated in connection with the re-work of that
entire area that used to be the J-Loop.

Condition 15 was meeting the greenspace
requirement for each parcel, there are four
parcels, the blended average for all the parcels is
37 percent. I think that is probably not legally
relevant. 39 percent for the Target parcel, 40
percent for the retail outparcel, 35 percent for
the larger retail parcel and 34 percent for the
smaller retail parcel and all those calculations
are shown in the Landscape Ordinance.

The sixteenth condition was to evaluate
expanding the buffer for the golf cart path along

the western edge of the property as well as berms
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and noise for light pollution and I think the
sixteenth condition I believe came up at the point
of the meeting where we were working through some
issues with St. Simon’s for the first time. We've
done a number of things that we think -- in
addition to what we’'ve agreed to tonight just
basically making it better for everybody along
Georgian Park.

First and foremost we’re very serious about
the Consent Order that we entered into and about
complying with it. As we got into engineering
design we realized that the area where the south
entrance was designed for us, Lot 14, was also the
lowest point on the spot. Also the natural point
for a retention pond but you can’t put an entrance
in retention ponds in the same spot so we’ve gone
out at a market price and contracted and acquired
outlot 14 which will now essentially be greenspace.
So there’s no buildings, no light imitating and
actually there’s a further buffer on the south end
of the project.

Coming in that entrance we moved the golf cart
path closer to the entry drive leaving a larger
greenspace between the property line and the

developed area. Along Georgian Park, one of the
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comments I think Councilman Rapson, I think this
may have been an issue you and I had discussed at
our past meeting.

MR. RAPSON: Mike, we could give you the
pointer and could you point because George 1is
getting more and more upset. I think we understand
the map well enough everybody is like okay, I know
what he’s saying.

THE MAYOR: Do you have this specific one?
Could you just bring thié and like maybe put it
towards the screen so we’'re all looking in the same
direction? Thank you.

MR. RAPSON: If y’all want to get up and move
so.you can see you’'re more than welcome to come.

MR. COHEN: Sorry for the visual confusion. I
tend to visualize this plan in my sleep now. TIt's
easy for me to talk about it.

MR. RAPSON: It’s sad that we all were
following you.

MR. COHEN: This is outlot 14 at the southern
entrance and we will be acquiring that and making

it part of the project and it will include the pond

“and landscaping.

THE MAYOR: Are you planting that area?

MR. COHEN: We are. We actually have
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somewhere tonight a rendering of that if you would
like to see it.

THE MAYOR: So I mean in essence will that
Create -- can you get some plantings in there to

the point that it will create a visual buffer or

are you talking about low -- are you talking about
like aquatic -- is that going to be wet or dry?
MR. COHEN: I think it’s -- yeah, let’s back

up and start discussing the pond. It will be a wet
pond. It is designed at it’s normal function to
house four to six feet of water. Under City
Ordinances it needs to be surrounded by a fence.

The most visible point of the pond because of
the way the grades worked is actually going to be
from right here (indicating). And because of the
grades right here being from the entrance at Outlot
14. Unfortunately because of the way the grades
work, we, for most of the pond, we can install the
fence into the slopes of the pond so as to take it
out of visibility.

We can’t at the southern most portions so
rather than just use ordinance compliant fencing
which is shown in this rendering, we’d be willing
to upgrade the fencing so it’s something nicer.

MR. RAPSON: So you can actually put the
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fencing in the slopes so it appears that there’s no
fencing?

MR. COHEN: For most of the pond. In most of
the pond it could look like the fencing had in some
places they had become a negative edge fencing. It
will be -- protrude from the pond in some places
but the place we can do it is at the entrance
because of the grade. So we will agree for the
fenéing here to be some sort of decorative fencing
and not the chain-link that is required by Code.

THE MAYOR: Thank you.

MR. RAPSON: That’'s actually number 37 on our
list 'so you’re doing really well.

MS. RUTHERFORD: You have to know we
eliminated a lot of things between like 12 and 37.

MR. RAPSON: Just don’t panic.

MR. COHEN: I just wondered if I need to go to
the ATM machine.

Where was I?

MR. RAPSON: You were acquiring lot --

MR. COHEN: We talked about the pond. The
other thing that we’ve done, one of the discussions
Councilman Rapson and I had at out last meeting was
Lo try and find a better way for cart movement here

(indicating) .
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And after working with Staff and realizing
that that’s really not a great place, it’s fine for
now but that’s really not a great place for carts,
we’ve agreed to provide a cart path along the
perimeter of Georgian Park to be used by everybody
including the three outparcels or four outparcels
so that’s how we -- so we’ve made that a much
better condition.

THE MAYOR: That will work very well.

MR. COHEN: For people in carts.

THE MAYOR: That will work very well,

MR. COHEN: We also relocated to some extent
the cart path that comes in off the entrance at out
lot 14 into the project CP-5 which was the
preliminary site plan. That'’'s going to meander

back in here a little bit which would have caused

us to have to do some grading and other things and

replanting.

We still may have to do some grading and
replanting but once it’s done we’ve agreed to move
their cart paths still separated from but closer to
the road which would allow a larger buffer in that
area (indicating).

THE MAYOR: Mike, may I ask what the culvert

is since you’'re on that cart path there in the
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corner? One of our issues obviously is that we’ve
got a great history with safety problems with the
culvert. TIf it has any T-bone that comes down into
it and if he has collisions at the end of it, did
you eliminate that element where it comes down from
the drive?

MR. COHEN: For the record I think you are
speaking about the cart paths intersection south of
the south entrance?

THE MAYOR: Right, correct.

MR. COHEN: We can agree and we will agree to
redesign that to have a less acute connectivity.

THE MAYOR: That would be great.

MR. COHEN: Is that an accurate --

MR. RAPSON: Can I ask where’s Ted, where's
our attorney?

MR. WEED: Right here somewhere.

MR. RAPSON: Because I'm assuming as he's
making these statement I'm just checking these off
my list as opposed to going back and reading all
this to him. 1Is that okay?

MR. MEEKER: That’s fine.

MR. RAPSON: So let me ask another question
since you’'re right there.

MR. COHEN: Sure.
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MR. RAPSON: That is, can you agree to
evaluate and obtain Staff approval for the golf
cart paths with regards to the slope? What we
don’'t want to do is we don’t want to create an
unsafe slope and I'm not sure if that’s the entire
side 1f there’s any of those areas. I know that
some of that was an issue with Staff. 1If it’s not
an issue that’s fine but I just wanted to --

THE MAYOR: That was going to be a pretty
steep slope right there. That was going to be a
steep drop down there in that culvert? You're
going to take care of that, right?

MR. COHEN: Well, I think what we spoke to was
that the angle of the connection I have not been
made aware of an issue by Staff regarding -- based
on the civil drawings the steepness of the slope.

THE MAYOR: Can I tell you one thing, Mike?
This i1s a discussion we had with Staff. We all got
together. Obviously you’ve got the culvert coming
here and we thought maybe it’s a better idea just
to eliminate that drop all together and possibly
see 1f you could bring it slowly off up here and
have it pick up --

MR. COHEN: The problem there is that it would

require a stream crossing.
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THE MAYOR: Oh, it does?

MR. COHEN: Yeah.

MR. RAPSON: But you understand the concern.
I just want to evaluate and make sure that we’re
not --

MR. COHEN: Safe cart movement S0 degree
angle.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Not a --

THE MAYOR: Yes. Ninety degree is a big
problem, okay?

MR. KOURAJIAN: But the slope he’s talking
about is a downward slope?

MR. COHEN: Well, the slope -- Bob, do we have
calculations?

UNKNOWN SPEAKER BOB: I don’'t remember.

MR. COHEN: Staff has not made it an issue.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER BOB: I don’'t remember offhand
exactly what that slope is but we can figure it out
and coordinate that with Staff to make sure that it

MR. RAPSON: That'’s all we’re asking.

MR. COHEN: Part of the issue here is, and I
don’t know what some person considers steep and
someone doesn’t, I think that we need to be mindful

of the fact that we are creating an entrance here
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in the lowest part of the property relatively close
to the stream. So there is slope there, yes. It’'s
not going to be flat in any event.

MR. RAPSON: We're not asking you to build it
up and make it slope.

THE MAYOR: That might be an example where we
can take some digital photos of the ones that don’'t
work that we have already and just give them some
examples of what'’s not working.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Mike, we’re not sure that it
is, we’re just asking that as --

THE MAYOR: I'm just asking if we have
actually here but we don’t.

MR. RAPSON: Just evaluate it --

MR. COHEN: Okay.

MS. RUTHERFORD: If l6-year-old boys will go
freewheeling down it, we don’t want it.

MR. RAPSON: It’s dangerous.

MR. COHEN: To again look like the truck
traffic just put up signs that no sixteen-year-old
boys freewheeling?

THE MAYOR: Yeah, right.

MR. COHEN: And theh lastly, the last
condition was the approval was expressly subject to

compliance of all the terms of the consent order
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which obviously it is our opinion that it was and
they are.

So those are the 17 conditions that Council
imposed in approving the preliminary site plan. 1In
addition to those conditions we have received after
multiple exchanges of drawings and hundreds of
comments and other requests from Staff, we have
received a letter dated October 15th from Staff
outlining an additional initially nine and theﬁ
subsequently added two additional conditions for
approval of this plan. And I’'m not sure what is
left on your list but I'm willing to address these
conditions now or if you --

MR. RAPSON: Just keep going and we’1ll
reconcile the rest.

MR. WEED: We may not have a list.

MR. RAPSON: We’ll have a list.

MR. COHEN: If you guys want to step out and
talk about it that’s okay with me.

MR. RAPSON: We already did.

MR. COHEN: Condition one was that all
construction traffic limited to the access drive
across from Amli. I think we’ve addressed that
already.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Yep.
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MR. COHEN: That’'s really a City issue not a
Faison issue.

Condition two was relative to the 16 parking
spaces adjacent‘to outparcel retail building 400.

THE MAYOR: Can you point to those?

MR. COHEN: Yes. It is these 16 spaces here
between Building 700 and Building 400 along the
entry drive off of Georgian Park (indicating). I
believe the condition was raised with regard to
those spaces relative to the -- via the wetlands
and the Watershed Ordinance Protection, which T
said earlier I think we actually complied with, and

MR. RAPSON: If I could just interrupt for a
second.

MR. COHEN: Sure.

MR. RAPSON: I believe this was pertaining to
the other Building 400 towards the top of the map .
The ones behind Building 400.

MR. COHEN: These?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

MR. COHEN: ©No, there’s ten there. It was
these (indicating) .

MR. RAPSON: Okay.

MS. RUTHERFORD: It was those.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE MAYOR: Yeah, well, what we were looking
for was to take the golf cart path and since it’s
terminating right in here (indicating), go ahead
and just bring it down to that point. And then
these spaces for lack of a better word, the footer
of the parking spaces, just have a path run along
that footer right there so it’'s still off the
street and then it would terminate here
(indicating) .

MR. COHEN: And then the spaces would go away.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Golf -- yeah.

THE MAYOR: Or convert them to golf cart
spacés - -

MR. RAPSON: Covert to golf cart spaces or --

MR. COHEN: May I ask a question before I
respond to that? I don’t know what’s on the rest
of your list with regard to parking so before T
agree to changes in parking --

THE MAYOR: You want to add more?

MR. COHEN: I want to add a deck. No, I'm
just kidding. Before I agree to any changes in
parking, I’'d like to know what’s on the rest of
your list relative to parking so I’'m not --

MR. RAPSON: Okay, well, let me go over those

real quick because I think I’ve got most of those
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highlighted.

It’s going to go hand-in-hand with stipulation
three, you’'re on number two. What we were going to
do there is ask to eliminate all golf cart parking
islands that back out into the flow of traffic and
determine if they could be reconfigured to the
inside of these islands to provide golf carts from
backing into the travel lanes. I think the way it
read before was your number three --

MR. COHEN: For purpose of the record and for
understanding the context of condition three, are
we talking about --

MR. RAPSON: Yes, sir.

MR. COHEN: The four areas in front of the
Target store?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

MR. COHEN: That contain six spaces each?

MS. RUTHERFORD: Yes. Because we had to back
into the parking space.

THE MAYOR: We applaud Target for --

MR. COHEN: Or you could -- they could back
into the space.

THE MAYOR: Yeah, we applaud Target for trying
to get the parking spaces to the door. That’s the

optimal goal there but --

71




O

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

MR. RAPSON: Maybe just put the island.

THE MAYOR: But the thing is you’'ve got
traffic in a situation like where you’'ve got it
coming from this direction. You’ve got it coming
from this direction and then you’ve got it coming
from both of the parking channels too. So for
somebody backing out you’ve literally got to be
looking in four directions to see if there’s a car
that’s approaching that end cap.

MR. RAPSON: And then while you’'re looking at
-- let me read what we said one more time, okay?
Eliminate all golf cart parking islands that back
out into the flow of traffic and determine if they
an be reconfigured to the inside of these islands
to prevent golf carts from backing into the travel
lanes. So you could --

MR. COHEN: And that comment is again these
fqur --

MS. RUTHERFORD: Yeah. Can you flip them
around so the golf carts go --

MR. COHEN: Yes. I don’t know if we can flip
them but I can agree I think -- we can agree to the
condition which is eliminate and potentially
reconfigure. 1If we can’'t re-figure we’ve agreed to

eliminate which remedies the safety issue.
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THE MAYOR: That works for us.

MR. RAPSON: We’ll check that one off the
list. Let me see if I have any --

MR. COHEN: By all, all once again just for
the record means?

MR. RAPSON: Instead of all, let’s make that

MR. COHEN: The four golf cart parking islands
in front of -- to the left and to the right of the
Target entrance.

MR. RAPSON: All right.

THE MAYOR: Did you want to make quick
comment, John?

MR. HEDGE: Yeah. Can we also have a similar
-- This is John Hedge for the court reporter.

There are significant amounts of golf cart
parking spaces immediately in front of the
outparcel buildings on the righthand side of this
that also directly back out. They’re not in

islands, they’re on curbs. But you’'ve got the same

-lssue --

THE MAYOR: He has a point.
MR. HEDGE: -- relative to what you'’re talking
about. You have one there (indicating), one there,

right there, right there (indicating) .
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THE MAYOR: Well, one issue we looked at John

MR. HEDGE: Well, it’s not just in the
islands.

THE MAYOR: One issue we looked at in relation
to that though, obviously the Target is an
attracter. So you’'re going to have a lot of
traffic that’s going to the Target. When you get
Lo some of those outparcels around there where it
goes embedded into the curb, are you talking about
those spaces where it actually goes into the curb?

MR. HEDGE: Yeah. But the only problem that
you have with that, Mr. Mayor and others, is that
all southbound traffic as indicated by the traffic
studies are going to come up here northbound, go on
that when they’ve got one of two ways to get to
Target.

THE MAYOR: I understand.

MR. HEDGE: Either in front of these outparcel
buildings -- well, I guess there’'s three ways.

Down to this center one and go down that way or cut
through the variation of the islands. So you're
right that Target is the draw but to get to the
draw all these golf cart parking spaces are backing

out directly into one of the two main flow areas to
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get to Target. So you’ve got all these safety
issues with all these golf carts around that.

THE MAYOR: I see what you’re saying but I'11
tell you what. I don’t have near as much heartburn
with those as I have with the ones in front of the
Target.

MR. HEDGE: Well, it’s only going to take one.

MR. RAPSON: There’s actually five. Of the
four you mentioned there’s also additional ones
that looks like it is the very front of that island
right there.

MR. COHEN: Here?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

THE MAYOR: Even the bottom there.

MR. RAPSON: The slot.

MR. COHEN: Okay.

MR. RAPSON: So why don’t we make the motion
eliminate all golf cart -- actually eliminate the
five identified golf cart islands, the two
immediately in front of Target, the two just south
or the three just catty-cornered across from each
other just south of the Target?

THE MAYOR: See if we can reconfigure them you
said?

MR. RAPSON: And reconfigure them. I'm saying
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we would -- well, we’re going to eliminate them --

MR. COHEN: And reconfigure if possible.

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

THE MAYOR: Yes, sir.

MR. COHEN: For the five six-cart-islands in
the vicinity of Target?

THE MAYOR: Thank you, yes.

MR. COHEN: Okay, got that.

John had made a comment about the traffic
study and I just wanted to respond to it. I think
the comment was that all northbound traffic was
going to be using this entrance. I think that both
traffic studies are -- City’s traffic study for the
record show this first lane of traffic coming
northbound on 74, some going to Peachtree Parkway
and some going Georgian Park. It’s not that every
car coming north on 74 is turning into that
entrance.

MR. RAPSON: .Let me do two others since you’re
tr?ing to do parking all together. The other one
was eliminate the golf -- the cart parking to the
right of OP400. This will remedy the wetland
destruct area and make safer traffic flows as far
as cars now backing into the main inbound flow

area. That is the southeast to the cart path, main
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cart path parking. I think that was the first one
we just talked about. You agreed to that
stipulation, right, the 16?2

MR. COHEN: I agreed to consider pending the
remainder of the parking.

MS. RUTHERFORD: That'’s what that is.

MR. RAPSON: I'm just making sure we get them
all. 1I'1ll check that one off.

Then the last one is eliminate parking on the
east side of the retail building 400. That’'s for
the two handicapped parking, theose two.

MR. COHEN: These two here (indicating).

MR. RAPSON: Just those two.

MR. COHEN: Right there.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Because if you’ve got trucks
going around there, those will all be truck --

THE MAYOR: And well actually with this too,
if, for example, say there’s no hope for the these
parking spaces for re-configuring them. If there’'s
no hope for re-configuring those spaces an
alternative we’'re looking at is you have spaces
here for golf -- it could be converted to golf
carts. It might be a natural too because you’ve
got the golf cart path terminating right at that

spot anyway.
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MR. COHEN: I think the issue with these
spaces 1s from a retailer’s standpoint they are
right at the front door as well. We've already
eliminated a significant amount of parking in front
of Target by constructing the heartscaped area here
and wider island there (indicating). So I'm really
not -- I'd rather not do that. I think we can find
other places for them that are safe or eliminate
them but I would be --

THE MAYOR: Well, we like the number of golf
cart spaces that you have. We think you’re onto
something really, really good. I think it’'s just a
matter of where can you accommodate them. And T
think that’s -- we just offered that as a
suggestion -- looking for another spot.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We’'ll leave that up to him.
He’'s got experts he can use.

MR. COHEN: Thank you. Is that the totality
of parking for Council?

MR. RAPSON: Hold on, I'm looking. Yes.

MR. COHEN: We’ll agree to those -- to the
three changes that have been requested.

MR. RAPSON: oOkay.

MR. COHEN: The three changes are: Eliminated

two handicapped spaces to the north of Building
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400; eliminating the parking spaces to the southAof
Outparcel Building 400; and extending the cart path
in it’s place; and then eliminating the five
islands of six-carts each in the vicinity of
Target’s entrance and analyze relocating those
elsewhere.

THE MAYOR: Thank you.

MR. RAPSON: Thank you.

THE MAYOR: Preferably as close to the Target
entrance as possible.

MR. RAPSON: Well, and I think that’s always
their preference.

THE MAYOR: I'm just stating it for the
record.

MR. RAPSON: That takes us to number four, I
believe.

MR. COHEN: Number four includes painting
crosswalks and signage and all cart path and
sidewalk intersections of property, that’s fine.

Number five is requirements submitting the --
requiring submitting detailed engineering drawings
for the retaining walls and, David, the retaining
walls are designed built type -- where‘are you,
behind the box? There you are.

They are designed built retaining walls. T
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think we could provide you drawings up front and
then upon completion. I believe you had a
conversation with the engineers about this.

MR. RAST: I got a letter from them and
they’'re going to -- just stating that they would
send us those drawings so that’s the main reason
that that is in here is just to --

MR. COHEN: Okay. So for the record, can we
say on the record that we have delivered a letter
wherein our engineer committed to provide the
drawings required by condition 47

MR. RAST: Condition 5.

MR. COHEN: Condition 5.

Condition 6 is okay which is the continuing -
well, it says applicant must continue to work with
Staff and Planning Commission relative to the
architectural appropriate landscape plan and site
lighting plan. I think we’ve probably diverged
from that earlier where we agreed with Council on
the components of a revised Target elevation, but
otherwise condition six is acceptable to us.

Condition seven is the requirement to identify
locations of dumpsters, mechanical equipment and
screening which is acceplable Lo us.

Condition eight --
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MR. RAPSON: Let me, before we leave seven, we
have two additional stipulations.

MR. COHEN: Well, then I retract my agreement.

MR. RAPSON: That'’'s okay. 1In regards to the
dumpsters, we would like to make a requirement that
the dumpsters be masonry with gate and/or
enclosures and must not be visible either
internally or off site.

MR. COHEN: The question, Mr. Rapson, is does
the prohibition eligibility apply to the dumpster
or the masonry around it?

MS. RUTHERFORD: The dumpster.

MR. RAPSON: The dumpster.

MR. COHEN: Okay.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We don’t want to be able to
drive by and see the dumpster.

MR. COHEN: Yes.

MR. RAPSON: There’s another one too. TIs that
a yes?

MR. COHEN: 1I'1l1 wait for the next one.

MR. RAPSON: Okay. For the mechanical
equipment we also want to limit the visibility from
the rooftop exposure, the same requirement, we
don’t want it to be seen internally from this site

or off site.
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MR. COHEN: I think through the design --
excuse me one second.

MR. KOURAJIAN: Steve, when you say that it
needs to be the same, you’re not saying it needs to
be masonry?

MR. RAPSON: ©No. I’'m saying this is a
different issue.

MS. RUTHERFORD: As much as possible we want
the gquiet and --

MR. RAPSON: I think because of the height of
therbuilding elevation the mechanical is not an
issue anyway.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Okay.

MR. COHEN: Excuse me just one second.

THE MAYOR: That’s okay, take your time.

MR. RAPSON: I would like to make one
amendment. Maybe this will solve some of the
issues.

MR. COHEN: 1Is this a retracted amendment?

MR. RAPSON: 1It’s a refinement. For the
dumpsters that are located behind your retail
buildings the very lower -- I guess you would call
that the southwest retail buildings, obviously
there’s no way those can be seen unless you're back

there. So the requirement as far as masonry for
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those can in essence be waived.

I believe the requirement, David,'is they have
to be, I guess, have a gate type enclosure,
something like that. But this wouldn’t haven to be
the same masonry with the gate enclosure. Does
that make sense? We’'re trying to cut you some
slack.

MR. COHEN: Thank you.

THE MAYOR: So in other words if it’s exposed
to the open parking lot area or the drives, then we
want a masonry --

MR. RAPSON: If it’s exposed you want to be
able to have it enclosed in masonry-type with the
gate.

The other requirement for mechanical equipment
is that you install some noise deflectors on those
in regards to -- in regards to the ones that vyou
would be able to hear.

MR. COHEN: I see. One second.

A couple of things on the request for, I
think, deflectors was the buzz word, visibility is
not an issue because the project has been designed
with an extensive network of paraffins to guard
against visgibility breaches.

The paraffins are also designed and intended
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to contain noise. So I think the intent or design
is that the paraffins act as deflectors.

MR. RAPSON: How about install noise
deflectors if appropriate. That gives you the
flexibility to use them if you deem them to be
needed.

MR. COHEN: I actually think in this case T am
told that there is state iaw standards for HVAC
decibels. When you say appropriate could that be
the governing standard?

MR. RAPSON: I have no ideas what the standard
is so...

MR. COHEN: Neither do I.

THE MAYOR: Are we aware of that standard?

MR. RAPSON: Are we okay with that standard,
Clyde, David?

MR. RAST: That’s what we use in our noise
Abatement Ordinance. I mean it is --

MS. RUTHERFORD: Okay, sounds good to me.

THE MAYOR: So we could -- the Noise Abatement
Ordinance would be applicable to this?

MR. COHEN: We will agree to comply with the
Noise Abatement Ordinance. That might be the
easlest way Lo say it.

MR. RAPSON: Okay. That takes us back 1if
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you’'re okay with those then -- we’re back to
dumpsters, aren’'t we?

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: We are okay with condition 7 as
modified by Councilman Rapson with regard to the
dumpsters behind the outparcel buildings. They're
not visible from the parking lot. Is that okay?

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: And that brings us to Condition 8
which is a condition that all lighting on the rear
of each vehicle is substantially similar or the
same to the lighting that was submitted to Staff
and we’re okay with that.

Condition 9 was a requirement for submission
of the Asbel (ph.) drawings in electronic format
and we’'re okay with that.

’ MR. RAPSON: Could I change and reword
condition number 10 as opposed to what you have in
front of you? 1It’'s a slight modification but I
think it’s important. Number 10 which is the
signalize the existing.

MR. COHEN: Yes, you may.

MR. RAPSON: What we would prefer that to read
is owner shall be responsible for paying to and

then everything else stays the same. Does that
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make sense? And then when it gets to due to the
close proximity it would say owner will coordinate
signal operation and plan signal -- owner shall.
MR. COHEN: I had a question about --
depending upon how we resolve the question I have I

think we can address that condition or that request

easily.
One of the -- we met with and I believe the
City’s traffic engineer, Forez (ph.) is here

tonight. We met with him at length to go through
the City’s traffic study which we don’t dispute.
But one the things that we discussed with him with
regard to installing this signal which would
essentially be the third new signal in this area in
addition to the ones that are being sought
elsewhere at Peachtree Parkway and the Kroger
entrance, as well as 74 and Georgian Park, is that
it might be that the level of service analysis that
was done by the City Engineer assuming that two
lights were installed already.

One of the things we discussed with Staff and
the traffic engineer was perhaps it might be a
better approach rather than to affirmatively
require this signal today not knowing what the real

impact of adding the first two lights is going to
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be but perhaps it might be better for everybody if
we, Faison, committed to do an analysis within a
reasonable period of time after the project opened
and the other lights had already been installed to
determine if the third signal really is needed
depending upon the actual traffic pattern of the
project which are all relatively hypothetical at
this time.

MR. RAPSON: Why don’t we table that issue and
then come back to it. It will be something I
imagine we would like to discuss. TIs that okay?

MR. COHEN: That’s fine.

MR. RAPSON: If we skip to number 11?7 The
only difference in Number 11 would be that the word
developer would be changed to owner.

MR. COHEN: I'm okay with that. Well, let me
back up a step. I think -- I think there’s sz
nuance here that needs to be addressed and actually
I just read the condition a little more closely.

THE MAYOR: Are you talking about 1172

MR. COHEN: Condition 11. This condition
arose as part of the consent agreement and part of
our settlement agreement. This condition only
applies if the project is built. Because if the

project is not built there’s no way to look back
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and obviously at that point in time the project is
not creating any traffic if it’s not built.

I think that what would be more appropriate
here because you can say the left turn lanes and
the right turn lanes shall be installed by the
applicant or owner. It’s not a Peachtree City
holdings issue. The condition doesn’t run with
Peachtree City holdings if for some reason the
project doesn’t happen. It’s a project specific --

MS. RUTHERFORD: So we can leave change
developer to owner and then say --

MR. RAPSON: That’s exactly -- the only change
that I made was the change "developer to owner".

MS. RUTHERFORD: Right. But what he wants it
to continue to say is --

MR. MEEKER: Change it to owner or owners.

MR. RAPSON: That’'s exactly the only change
that I made was the change developer to owner.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Right. But what he wants it
to continue to say is --

MR. MEEKER: Change it to owner or owners
because remember there is at least one parcel
that’s going to be sold out.

MR. COHEN: Right. But I think it’'s not -- |

don’t think there’s every been any intent to tag
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Target with a condition. I think it would be a --

MS. RUTHERFORD: But the question becomes --
what he doesn’t want is to wind up being
responsible for something that’s not built so take
the sentence and add if project is built.

MR. COHEN: Well, it also --

THE MAYOR: Wait a minute.

MR. COHEN: Peachtree City holdings has
nothing to do with the condition.

MS. RUTHERFORD: So you want to take Peachtree
City holdings out and make it owner -- by the owner
or the owners --

MR. RAPSON: Let the attorneys tell us.
George, Ted, what should it say?

(Whereupon, a brief pause was taken.)

MR. RAPSON: Owner or successor is that what
I'm hearing?

MR. COHEN: Owner or successor but only if the
event the project is built because the owner is
currently Peachtree City Holdings and the condition

MR. RAPSON: So you might write every
condition on here as only if the thing is built.
None of the conditions will survive it if the thing

is not built.

89




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. COHEN: 1I'm not sure that’s accurate.

MR. RAPSON: Well, I guess that’s true.

MR. COHEN: But if it’s not built it’s -- it’s
never the intent to back charge Peachtree City
Holdings with road widening in the event of a
project is not built.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Correct.

MR. RAPSON: Okay. We can make that change
only if built.

Now, we go to the other issues. Are you
ready? I want to try to read these and go through
them fairly quickly.

We’'re going to go to the City Council topics
there first.

MR. COHEN: Is there a copy of something I can
look at while you’'re --

MR. RAPSON: I've got so many notes on it I
think it would just scare you.

MR. COHEN: It actually scares me not having
it in front of me.

THE MAYOR: Actually most of them -- we’ve hit
most of them. |

MR. RAPSON: One of the requirements we would
like to add is to upgrade the lighting fixtures in

the parking lot. When we say upgrade we’re talking
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about -- I guess a good example, David, of an
upgraded lights would be kind of like what they’' re
putting over there at the LCI? Would that be a
fair statement?

MR. RAST: No.

MR. RAPSON: Could you maybe explain what
we're trying to do when we say upgraded lighting?

MS. RUTHERFORD: Instead of the ones that are
in the --

THE MAYOR: You're talking about in the
parking lot?

MR. RAPSON: Yes.

MS. RUTHERFORD: 1Instead of the ones that are
in the Kroger parking lot.

THE MAYOR: You're talking in the parking lot?

MR. RAPSON: Yes, parking lot.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Instead of the ones that are
in the Kroger parking lot, get a better light and
that would work?

MR. RAST: Well, at the LCI what we did we had
the ornamental lights along the street gkate but
what we got in the parking lots themselves it’s
kind of a modified shoebox.

THE MAYOR: Yeah, they have them at The

Avenue.
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MR. RAST: What 1t is it’s a -- instead of the
big boxy lights like are at the Kroger now, I think
the new types it’s a night lighting and will light
down and I know that’s contrary to what we talked
about before.

MR. COHEN: What number is that contrary to
what we talked about?

THE MAYOR: Well, see and again that’s the
change. The Council had never discussed that. You
had several discussions where we had never
discussed it and when we looked at the lights that
were in the parking lot at Kroger, we really didn’'t
want to replicate that because we thought that’s
not something we want.

MR. RAPSON: 1It’'s a condition that we’re
asking for.

MR. COHEN: Let’'s -- I’ll make a note of it.
That’'s what I want to do.

MR. RAPSON: He’ll make a list? I guess
George is going to make a list?

MR. COHEN: Yes.

MR. RAPSON: Require that the golf cart path
system be nine foot. Right now I think on all the
different final conceptual -- the conceptual as

well as the final site plan, they’re eight foot and
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that’'s primarily because we’'re going to be very
recently or very soon making that a standard of the
City and it just helps with regards to golf paths
and passing each other.

MR. COHEN: Okay, meaning.

MR. RAPSON: Okay meaning it’s on Géorge’s
list? Okay.

Just to reiterate obviously we’ve talked about
this several times. No disturbances approved in
regards to the 25-foot undisturbed natural tree
buffer requirement. We just want to make sure
you’'re in compliance with that.

No pre-cutting or pre-grading is implied
and/oxr complied.

MS. RUTHERFORD: And/or approved.

MR. RAPSON: And then the only variance that
we’'re aware of that we will make part of the final
site plan is the variance between the Target store
and the adjacent building to the Target store. I
believe that was --

MR. COHEN: Correct for the -- I'm glad you
mentioned that.

MR. RAPSON: Yes. I just want to incorporate
what we know to be true. Let me go back to the

other ones here.
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Also we wanted to eliminate the -- I think --
I'm calling it the Georgia DOT guardrails and put
instead the wood ones that are very similar to the
ones over at Home Depot and Wal-Mart, the heavy
timber. We just think aesthetically that will make
this site a lot more pleasing.

I’m assuming you’re just accepting these and
then we’ll go over them.

MR. COHEN: Right.

MR. RAPSON: He’s listing.

(*Reporter’s note: Everyone is talking over
one another in an open forum.)

MR. COHEN: I'm actually calculating.

THE MAYOR: Didn’t Wal-Mart do that?

MR. RAST: They actually did both. They used
the wood rails along the main entrance and then the
metal guardrails along the back with --

MR. RAPSON: So you couldn’t see it. T think
that would be appropriate. We’d be okay with
putting guardrails on behind the back of the
buildings, it’s really just the visible.

MR. COHEN: Visible? Yeah.

THE MAYOR: Where you’'re -- an entrance.

MR. RAPSON: We’d also -- -

MR. ROSENZWEIG: While they’'re talking, would
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you re-read number four? The pre-cutting and the
pre-grading, I'm not sure I got that.

MR. RAPSON: Oh, okay. No pre-cut or pre-
grading is implied and/or approved.

MS. RUTHERFORD: 1In other words you just can’t
start digging until --

MR. ROSENZWEIG: Until you’'re permitted?

MR. RAPSON: Until permitted.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Right.

MR. RAPSON: We’'d like to require any deed
conservation easement in regards to the wooden
areas along Georgian Park to keep those greenspace.

MR. COHEN: Deeded to whom?

MR. RAPSON: The conservation easement would
be deeded to the City. I know it’s really unusual
but we’ve done that before.

THE MAYOR: I think they can just --

MS.. RUTHERFORD: They can --

MR. RAPSON: They keep i1t themselves --

THE MAYOR: You can hold that, Mike. You
don’'t have to give it.

MR. RAPSON: However the attorneys tell us to
do it. 1It’s just a conseervation easement so that
it stays green.

MR. COHEN: But how i1s that defined? Where
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MS. RUTHERFORD: 1It’s the area around Georgian
Park.

MR. RAPSON: It would be that area
(indicating) point your little thing. That area,
that area --

MR. WEED: The greenspace along Georgian Park.

MR. COHEN: There’'s an area identified on the
site plan behind Kroger that says existing wooden
area to remain 2.1 acres.

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: And then there’s an area behind
the Target store that says existing wood area to
remain. Are we talking about those two areas?

THE MAYOR: Yes, sgir.

MR. RAPSON: This last one is going to be a
bigger hurdle. The space between the Target store
and Building 400. This is this area here
(indicating). We’ve come to it several times this
evening. We’d like to keep that greenspace if at
all possible. Have the golf cart come down, have
golf carts there.

MR. COHEN: You know, I have to say with all
due respect I think that’'s a little late to trip

that button when we agreed earlier that we
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addressed all the parking space comments first of
all.

Second of all I know where that comment came
from because I’'ve gotten the same letters that you
do and it was a concept that we started on on SP-12
which is what got us here today. So it’'s a little
bit disturbing to me for that reason. But we are
not amenable to that. That goes, I think, well
beyond the --

MR. RAPSON: That’s okay, it’s not a deal
breaker. That was actually -- I don’t think I've
missed any.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Nope.

MR. RAPSON: I think that’'s all the
stipulations we had so do we want to go back to the
original one, the signalization issue?

MR. COHEN: Do you want to do that and then go
to the rest of the list?

MR. RAPSON: Yes, I ghink SO.

MR. COHEN: Okay. I think what I had posed
for signalization was, and you have your expert
here so I imagine you’re going to let him address
it, was potentially considering timing nuance of
actually getting the project open and the other

signals in and see how they work and see what real
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world traffic does before you put a third new light
in the --

MS. RUTHERFORD: I guess --

MR. COHEN: Not that we’'re unwilling to do it
it is just it may not be necessary.

MR. RAPSON: Well, I guess one of the concerns
I have is the fact that the reason we don’t have
two traffic signals is because previous Council
kind of agreed to the same terms you’re asking us
to agree to to be quite frank.

MR. COHEN: Well, I think that --

MR. WEED: There was a situation there where
he said/she said --

MR. COHEN: I'm well aware of that situation
and unfortunately am not in a position to resolve
it. I do think that we would be certainly willing
to concede and accept much clearer language with
which you may be dealing today.

MR. RAPSON: Would you be comfortable with the
language that the owner shall be responsible for
paying for the signalization, pretty much the same
language, and then adding at the very end of that
upon City Council direction? Would that give you
any measure --

MR. COHEN: I think that’'s a good starting
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point but I think what I would like -- T think that
the issue is if the project warrants it. If we get
ten years out and there’s enough development
elsewhere --

MR. RAPSON: I guess the issue that I have is
-- the only thing I have before me is the traffic
study that says that intersection will fail. I
mean it’s one of the very clear things that I think
the traffic report show.

MR. COHEN: Let’s do this. I think this may
be best fore everybody. wWe'll agree to the
condition -- we’ll agree to the condition. I would
like to work with Council and with Staff going
forward with regard to installation potentially
later and see -- If it is something -- I think is
better for the community but I want to be sure.

The intent is not to shirk our responsibilities or
to put the Council, the City and the community,
most importantly, in the same situation that you
have today.

MR. RAPSON: I would say that we add the
stipulation upon City Council direction. That way
you have that flexibility. We have to actually
tell Staff to go do something as opposed to --

MS. RUTHERFORD: Well, I have a problem with
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this. We’re where we are today because we told
Staff to go do something and now we’re having a
problem getting it done. But I also -- I'm not
real keen on two lights in less than like five car-
lengths apart.

MR. COHEN: That’s my concern.

MS. RUTHERFORD: So what I would like to do is
have the flexibility that he'’'s agreed that they are
responsible to put the light in but I would like to
be a little more definitive than when we direct

tLhem then say we’ll look at it at six months or one

year.

MR. COHEN: I'd be willing to -- I’d be
willing to do a -- we’ll commit to do a warrent
study.

MS. RUTHERFORD: You know what, six months - -

MR. RAPSON: We've already had a warrent study
done. We’ve already got one back from the engineer
that says it fails. We’'re going to have another --

MS. RUTHERFORD: ©No. We’re not going to do
another study. We’re not going to do another
study. What we’'re going to do is look at what
happens when we put those two lights in. How that
actually in reality affects the thing. 2and if in

six months after the two lights are in now, they

100




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

say okay, what’s the reality of what’s happening
and do we have to need --

MR. COHEN: How about maybe this is a way to
handle it. And I just want to be clear on it. I’'m
fine to agree to install a light. 1’11 agree to
install it as part of our requirements for
approval. I have concerns.for the community and
the impact of a third light. I heard somebody
mention, I'm not sure who, that you have a warrent
study now. You actually don’'t have a warrent study
now. I believe what you have now is a level of
service study which uses some hypothetical
assumptions about what cars will be doing when.

The warrent study done is based on actual
cars. It’'s what we did a year ago before the
project was first before Council.

We certainly -- if there’s a financial
concern, I think what maybe a way to solve this
would be to do several things. One, we’ll agree to
put the signal in. We’ll agree to, as part of our
obligations post a letter of credit in an amount
that would be equivalent to the signal for a period
of two years during which time Council has the
right to ask us to do an‘actual warrent study.

If you do then the warrent study comes in then
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a signal is needed then we’ll install the signal
and you have a letter of credit as collateral.

MR. MEEKER: A financial guarantee. A
irrevocable letter of credit is what you’'re talking
about?

MR. COHEN: Yes.

MR. RAPSON: One of the problems I have with
that is -- the problem I'm having with that is the
two-year window.

If you go out here and build this thing as
fast as I think you’'re going to, I don’ﬁ have a
concern. But if you don’t build it as fast as you
do then you’re not going to need the warrents
because you’'re not going to need the warrents --

MR. COHEN: Two years from CO’s.

MR. RAPSON: I would be agreeable to that.

THE MAYOR: 1I’'d like it to be our warrent
study --

MR. COHEN: Fine. You have two years from
issuance of our certificate of occupancy.

MR. RAPSON: For what?

MR. KOURAJIAN: For the final outparcel or for
Target or for what?

MS. RUTHERFORD: From the first building or

the last building?
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MR. RAPSON: To the last building? 1I’'d be
agreeable to that.

MR. COHEN: That’s fine.

MR. RAPSON: See, we can work.

THE MAYOR: And it’s our warrent study?

MR. COHEN: Should I recount this for the
record.

MR. MEEKER: Let’s tie the next condition in
the same way, Mike.

MR. COHEN: A conditional -- I don’t want to
do that because that was a condition -- that'’s
modifying the consent decree which we didn’'t do
agree to.

MR. TURNER: Can I interject in that? oOur
concern as a citizen is we’re in the same position
that we are trying to find the money to pay for it.

MR. COHEN: We've offered to put up a letter
of credit.

MR. TURNER: On the lights, not on the lanes.

MR. COHEN: The lanes were never
collateralized under the consent agreement.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We can’t do anything with the

MR. RAPSON: Let’s go ahead and do number 10

first. Can we go ahead and do the signalization
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and reword that?

MR. COHEN: We will agree to signalize the
existing intersection of Peachtree Parkway and
Georgian Park as evidenced by a warrent study
performed by the City within two years after final
CO is issued for the project. &and as collateral
for the financial obligation for us to install the
signal, we will deliver to the City an irrevocable
letter or credit in the amount equal to the bid for
the signal.

MR. KOURAJIAN: Who pays for the warrent
studies?

MR. COHEN: I believe it’'s your consultant.
The Mayor wanted to do --

THE MAYOR: And that would be, just so I've
got it clear, for a two-year period we’'re listing
it as the owners shall, correct?

MR. COHEN: Yes.

THE MAYOR: One in the same? Owner Or owners
shall? So in other words --

MR. COHEN: We have a letter of credit
regardless. If we disappear you’'ve got that money
in the bank.

'THE MAYOR: Okay.

MR. RAPSON: That’s agreed.
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MR. COHEN: May I just amplify one comment to
make sure everybody’s on the same page? This is

just for clarity, record, given other things that

happen to developers elsewhere in the country or in

the state.

The installation of the signal is wholly
conditional on the warrent study and the issuance
of the CO’s are 100 percent independent of the
signal.

MR. RAPSON: Right.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We can’t even look at the
light until after --

MR. COHEN: Until after the CO? Exactly. I
just wanted to clarify that.

THE MAYOR: You just wanted to make sure we
weren’t jerking you out of the CO’'s, we've got it.

MR. RAPSON: Number 11, did we finalize the
owner and successor for the left turn?

MR. COHEN: 1I'11 defer to Council on that?

MR. RAPSON: I thought all we were going to
change was the owner or successor. I just want to
make sure he’s okay with that. I think we already
approved that because we changed the last of it to
say only if built. So we’re on George’'s list.

George would be doing the conservaltion

105




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

easement? Are you the one writing that up?

MR. COHEN: I don’t think we’ve agreed to that
vet.

MR. RAPSON: We're going to get to that but I
think we just need to clarify that when we come to
it.

For the record, we incorporate the St. Simon’s
agreement that you reached in regards to what
you’'re doing for them. The two stipulations you
agreed to earlier.

MR. WEED: It’s already stated in the record.

MR. RAPSON: Just making sure.

MR. COHEN: We still agree to it.

I want to talk a little bit about the lighting
fixtures. 1If I understand the comments there may
be two issues here.

I think the preeminent issue is and David,
please correct me if I'm wrong, 1s that the issue
of lights fell over and how that looks and what it
Creates.

I do think as we talked about it in a number
of places, one of the difficult -- one of the many
difficult nuances of this project has been
balancing what is there with what we want to put

there. I think part of architecture, I think, you
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know, light standards maybe the second most obvious
piece of equipment in the project. So I don't
think if would be appropriate to take Avenue style,
old-timey lampposts, and put them complete through
the project because I think it would look
completely dissimilar to what is there now.

One of the things David and I discussed was,
and these words mean more to him than they do to
me, but I think they have meaning, is that we would
agree to use a type of light with a flat lens and a
recessed vertical bulb so that there is no light
spill over. The light appears more modern than the
dated ten-year-old Kroger lights and we could
probably do them in a color that was somewhat
aesthetically matching so that there’s --

THE MAYOR: Well, that’s essentially what you
did at the Avenue too though. I mean we’re not
talking --

MR. COHEN: The Avenue, I think, has a
combination of different things.

THE MAYOR: Yeah, and essentially you’ve got

MR. COHEN: Yeah. I just want to be clear on
that.

THE MAYOR: And that's essentially what we’re
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looking at.

MS. RUTHERFORD: We’re not expecting gas
lamps.

MR. RAPSON: We’'re okay with that.

MR. COHEN: Golf cart pathsvnine feet instead
of eight feet. We’ve had pioneers before tonight
so we can be pioneers again. .

MR. RAPSON: Thank you.

MR. COHEN: No disturbance of the 25 foot
undisturbed natural tree buffer, I think we already
complied with that. David is there --

MR. RAST: The only area where that will be
disturbed is on the Lot 14 and basically the reason
is that’s being graded down for the retention pond
and there’s no vegetation in that 25 foot buffer
right now. On the landscaped land we do have some
fairly substantial planning there.

MR. COHEN: So we're actually enhancing the
existing by violating the 25 foot.

MR. RAPSON: Well, if we could just include
that perhaps when we get to the variance. T just
like to know what variances we’re approving for the
final site plan.

MR. COHEN: No pre-grading or pre-cutting is

implied or approved until permitted and I think
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that’s actually an existing condition. 1’11
reconfirm that we‘agree to that.

Thank you for the variance on the zero lot
line between Target and Building 100B. I think
that makes the project better by not having that
parking there.

Eliminate the Georgia DOT guardrails and put
wood guardrails at the entrances. We will agree to
that.

I'm going to skip the conservation for a
second. And then the last condition was condition
8 which I would not agree to.

So I think that gets us back to the
conservation easement and I'd like a moment with
Counsel before I respond.

THE MAYOR: Sure.

(Whereupon, a brief pause was taken in the
case.)

MR. COHEN: With regard to the conservation
easements confirmation, is it is Council’s intent
to make sure these areas remain undeveloped?

THE MAYOR: Yes.

MR. COHEN: But no affirmative requirement for
running trails. It stays the way it is?

THE MAYOR: Green and natural.
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MR. COHEN: There is, while we’re speaking of
natural, there is some of -- some of the back of
Kroger drains into, David, I believe on the
greenspace on the Target parcel pursuit to the
permits that were received. So obviously that’s a
condition we will not undo.

THE MAYOR: That won’t be a problem.

MR. RAPSON: That's not a problem.

MR. COHEN: Okay, and I guess from a
processing standpoint, I guess, we will agree to
survey the appropriate area but obviously in eome
of these areas we're installing landscaping. I
don’t think it is your intent to include in the
conservation area the areas that we need to grade
and install. Landscaping so we’ll agree to do a
survey and agree on it?

MR. RAPSON: That’s correct.

MR. COHEN: Is that it?

MR. RAPSON: I thought of one. No, I'm
joking.

THE MAYOR: Last chance on the greenspace.

MR. COHEN: Okay.

THE MAYOR: Tim, John, do you all want to make
a comment real quick before we sew things up?

MR. HEDGE: Yes, if you don’t mind.
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MR. COHEN: May I one second, John.

Will I have an opportunity to respond?

THE MAYOR: Absolutely.

MR. RAPSON: Absolutely.

THE MAYOR: Keep it to five if you can.

MR. HEDGE: I'm John Hedge, I'm the President
of the Lake Kedron Community Association, not the
Kedron Hills Homeowner'’s Association as people like
to refer to it as.

I appreciate Mike and his effort. I
appreciate the work that this City Council has put
forth in doing a diligent job of reviewing this
plan. I think it is precedent setting the amount
of effort you guys have put forth.

We want this process to go forward. We want
this process to start seeing some material changes
which means building and let’s move on with life.

I will try to ask you once again to consider a
couple of very, what we think, are dangerous spots
and I'll be very brief because I’'m not going to go
through all of them because a lot of what we talked
about --

THE MAYOR: Hopefully we hit some of them.

MR. HEDGE: Yes. 1I'm going to be very

quick. The traffic studies said the majority
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of traffic going to this shopping center from
the south, which I think was over 75 percent,
was going to go down this way, come down the
back stretch of Taladega here and enter the
shopping center.

There’s no stop sign, there’s nothing to slow
down traffic coming into here (indicating). Right
now there’s a stop sign there and there’s a stop
sign there (indicating) so hopefully those people
are going to stop. These people have a right-of-
way to come into this thing wherever they want to
do. I'd ask you to consider a stop sign there just
to slow the traffic and make sure that there’s no
uncertainty and creating a dangerous spot right
there.

Secondly, I don’t know why that’s not going
forward. We don’'t agree with that. Yeah, this
concerns us because we see this all the time at
Braelinn and at Wal-Mart and everything else.

You come in here (indicating) and if this is
too congested you go here. But wait a minute,
there’s congestion here so what are you going to
do? You're going to go anyway you can to get over
here. Secondly, if you don’'t go this way which is

a heavy paved road, you come this way. This is the
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other main way you get there. What are you going
to do when you get here or here or here
(indicating)? You’'re going to shoot across here
(indicating) .

Same thing getting out. If you come down here

and this is -- you’re going to cross here
(indicating). We think that this area should be

solid and be very consistent with what you see over
there. We think you’re creating traffic issues
right at the entrance to the -- for the northbound
traffic. We have a very big concern up here and
I'1ll come back to that real quick.

We talked about the golf cart spaces and the
islands, I think we addréssed six of them. I think
with most of the traffic coming this way and going
this way or going this way to get to Target, these
are going to become a real problem for the police
chief as well as Fayette County Hospital.

We think there is opportunities to improve
this. There’'s a stop sign or some sort of speed
table along here to slow the traffic down so that
that doesn’t become a major issue.

Illuminate those golf cart parking which we
saw, you’ve already taken action on six of themn.

We think you need some -- that (indicating)
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We think that ought to be solid to take away people
from using that as a cut-through both on the in and
the outbound traffic. We think that needs to be
solid because you’'re going to have people down here
and they’re going to start cutting through any of
theée to find parking spaces plus you'’re backing
out into the secondary main entrance in there.

We think at the very least that island ought
to be solid and that island ought to be solid
(indicating) .

The other thing there is you’ve got virtually
acres of blacktop where any car on this side of
this barrier can ﬂust traverse anywhere he wants to
laterally both to get in, get out, go this way .

The Wal-mart parking spot shopping center parking
lot is about this same size. They have a barrier
every three traffic rows. We ask you to make this
consistent, make it safe because there’s going to
be a tremendous amount of cross traffic in here
especially since this is straight parking. It’s not
tilted parking so you don’t know which way you're
going. So you’'re going to have cars going both
ways on each one as well as cutting through. And

I'1ll guarantee you that every person in this
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building does that, me included.

We think that this ought to be a dedicated
golf cart area. And the reason is this. Golf
carts predominately from the neighborhoods are
going to come down here, you can put all of the
parking for golf carts over there (indicating) plus
I think there’s a couple of safety issues.

We talked about inter-connecting this and make
it more foot friendly as opposed to traffic
friendly. I think it ie a nice opportunity to put
a waikway and a crosswalk that interconnect these
so that people that come out of this entrance
instead of getting in their cars and zipping across
the barriers and parking over here (indicating)
would be more inclined to walk.

They’re not going to do it under the current
configuration because the current configuration of
that space has five islands in it and has 84
parking spaces for cars in it jammed in that
corner. And every cart from the community is
coming down here to use this shopping center is
going to get caught in that malay. So I would ask
you to please consider being more firm about making
some modifications to that area.

Plus I don’t think the idea of illuminating
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the five, six-cart parking spots and not finding a
home for them is consistent with what we talked
about all along in this project. We think that’s a
great opportunity to make a showcase piece and that
one I don’'t really care about.

Our position is it is time to move forward.
Let’s not do something today that we’re going to
regret and have to take corrective action later,
i.e., these barriers that I talked about because
they are going to create dangerous situations.

We’'ve got to stop analyzing these things and
we've got to start requiring them, I'm glad we’re
doing that today. Require some of these additional
proposals.

You know we talked all along and I think Mr.
Rapson you mentioned it before today, health and
safety. We’'re creating some hotspots, they’'re
going to happen.

This is not a Peachtree City development.

This is a regional development. There's people
that don’t know how to drive with golf cart backing

out of spaces. They're going to see those spaces

‘in front of those buildings, it’'s going to be the

closest one to where they’'re going to go. They’re

going to pull into it. They’re going to park there
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as close regardless of the sign. You’re creating
some problems. I think you should reconsider them.

There’s a couple of more legal issues. Number
one the consent order required that the space along
Georgian Park, the stub, be permanently as part of
this condition of approval be deeded to the City.
We’ve talked about deeding the greenspace. I want
to make sure on the record that that still is going
to happen.

THE MAYOR: When you’re referring to the stub
what stub? Where the cart path is?

MR. HEDGE: No --

MS. RUTHERFORD: No, Regents Park --

MR. HEDGE: The existing Regents Park
extension for Kedron shall be stubbed off. I just
want to make sure that’s going to happen.

THE MAYOR: Sure.

MR. HEDGE: And then my only other --
greenspace on Georgian Park which -- I appreciate
the effort you guys are doing. I wish you would
reconsider some of these additional, what I think
are some pretty critical, safety issues. Thank
you.

THE MAYOR: Thanks, John.

Did you want to respond to any of that?
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MR. COHEN: May I respond to a couple of
things?

MR. RAPSON: Yes, please.

MR. COHEN: First of all the entrance off of -
the south entrance by Building 700, we’ll agree to
a stop sign or a speed bump or some accommodation
for traffic calming.

I found one of John’s comments most
illuminating and that is every time I pick up the
paper in the section all I pick up and read about
is how bad Wal-Mart is and how ugly -- not Wal-Mart
here just corporate issue.

I think I heard John saying or requesting that
we make some revisions here so that we would
actually look like the Wal-Mart parking lot which
is the first time I’'ve ever heard that here.

I disagree with virtually all of John’s
comments. I think from a legal standpoint they go
well beyond the neighborhood’s right under the
consent and into project design which is a Staff
issue. You’'ve had engineers look at the plan as
well as Staff who are trained to look at that.

This 1s not a regional development. There’s a

“‘larget in Newnan and there’s a Target in

Fayetteville. People [rom Senoila or Tyrone or
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elsewhere in South Fulton or North Fayette County
will be shopping here, shop the Avenue and are very
well versed in driving in projects with golf carts.

What we do that other projects don’'t is we
actually put the carts in a space where they are
supposed to be so that people know to be on the
lookout for them and to not have to be -- averting
carts throughout the project.

I disagree with the comment about being
Taladega. With regarde to the greenspace and the
golf cart requirements here, John, as much as I
like you I’1ll have to tell you I think that'’'s
wanting your cake and eating it too. You guys are
the reason the entrance is not here and I believe
your neighborhood is about the only neighborhood
that will use that cart path. I think other
neighborhoods are coming in riding cart paths on
the north and cart paths on the south. I°11
reiterate my objection to that as a condition of
what we went through with Council.

With regard to barriers. This is a very
different project than Wal-Mart. Wal-Mart is not a
shopping center. It’s a single store next to a
Home Depot which is also single store. Comparing

the design at any level is not appropriate and so I
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disagree with the request that you have a
requirement for additional barriers. I think we go
above and beyond our landscaping and pedestrian
movement and circulation already. I think that’s
it.

THE MAYOR: But you are amenable to some sort
of slowing down function or stop sign by the 700
building there?

MR. COHEN: Yes. Sure. And as well as a
reaffirmation of a commitment that this is
dedicated to the city as a requirement of the
consent agreement.

That’s all I have.

THE MAYOR: Wrap it up Steve.

MR. RAPSON: With that said I personally want
Lo thank everybody involved. I know Staff’'s given
a lot of effort. Because as reluctantly as I'd
like to I'd like to also thank Ted and George.

It’s been very fun working with both of you.

I move that we approve the final site plan for
the Kedron Building Retail Expansion subject to the
conditions discussed and agreed to by Mike Cohen
and it’s reflected in the transcript. A copy of
the transcript and all exhibits attached thereto

will be attached to these minutes an incorporated
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into this motion by specific reference so as to
accurately reflect the conditions of the approval.

MS. RUTHERFORD: Second.

THE MAYOR: We have a motion and a second.
Any further discussion? 2all in favor? All
opposed?

(Whereupon, the approval was carried
unanimously and the proceedings were concluded at -

approximately 1:00 a.m.)
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