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Rorie said many of the facilities were nearing the end of their service life, and there were

electrical or HV AC issues to be considered. The older buildings either needed to be maintained
or a decision was needed on moving forward. The Tennis Center had irrigation issues. An
additional $ 30, 000 was needed in the Amphitheater budget to deal with leaky roofs, sprinkler
system pipe problems, and more. The Request for Proposal ( RFP) was out for the sprinkler repairs,
and the proposals for the roof had already come back.

Projects added to the list included the Fire Department training facility upgrade, which had

special thermal panels to control heat. The budget figure was $ 72, 000. Imker said he thought
this item had been removed from the FY 2013 General Fund budget, and now it was appearing
on the Facilities bond project list. Salvatore said it had been a PIP cash project for $ 150, 000, and

that had been the initial estimate. Staff discussed adding the upgrade to the Facilities bond.
The project was reassessed, and a $ 2, 000 band- aid repair was done. Since the cost estimate

dropped to $ 72, 000, staff was ableto work the project into the Facilities bond.

Imker said there were some good points about this. The City was paying 1. 8% interest on the

bond, which was a great rate. Getting the job done with the bond would not hurt the City. It

also negated the need for moving the project out to the FY 2014 budget.

Rorie said the Station 83 sewer was also added. Originally been part of a Bricks & Mortar loan,

the work had not been completed. The money ($ 92, 000) was still set aside from the Bricks &

Mortar loan, but $ 51, 000 would be needed to complete the project, depending on the scoping
of the project and the bids to do the work. The Police Department needed an HV AC upgrade
estimated at $ 102, 000. It would bea big project, with cranes needed to lift the units.

The Amphitheater Box office repair was due to a water infiltration problem that staff believed

was caused by stormwater issues. The design for the repair was complete, and included a civil

stormwater design, as well as an architectural design for the building. The work needed was

extensive, including a hole dug out 20 to 30 feet out from the building. The repairs included

taking the water away from the building, as well as the repair of the building. The estimated cost

was $200, 000, but only $ 50, 000 was included in the Facilities bond. The stormwater issue could

be handled through stormwater funds. The building repair would come from the Facilities bond.

Fleisch asked how old the building was and whether it was worth it to do such an extensive

repair. Rorie said, at the end of the $ 200, 000, the City could have the building for another 25 to

30 years. It was up to Council to make a decision.

Salvatore noted that the City was still paying debt service on the 2001 Bricks & Mortar loan,

which included the renovation of the Box Office and drainage problems at the Tennis Center.

Dienhart asked what would be used for the Box Office during the repairs. Rorie said he hoped to

have some alternatives by the October 4 meeting.

Rorie said staff would come back at another meeting to ask for Council' s approval to move

forward with the proposed budget adjustments to move forward with the work.

09- 12- 07 Consider City Backi" g of WASA Bond Refunding
Mike Harman, chairman of the Water and Sewerage Authority ( W ASA), addressed Council,

asking them to postpone their decision on the matter until the October 4 Council meeting.
Harman said he had met with some of the Council Members the day before, adding he needed

time to discuss Council' s backing of the bonds with other members of the W ASA board.
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Fleisch said having the City back the bond refunding was good and would save money, adding
it would be an excellent savings for W ASA' s ratepayers and the taxpayers. She wanted to show
Council' s confidence in WAS A and move forward with the decision at this meeting.

City Manager Jim Pennington said staff did not have a presentation. There had been some

discussions, but no one had gone back to WASA with an official response. The initial request
from W ASA was for the City to back the bond with the conditions that existed at that time.

Learnard said Pennington received a letter from W ASA on August 24 asking whether the City
would consider backing their bonds, with the stipulation that W ASA would keep control of any
expansion of the sewer lines outside the City. The City had not responded to WASA, and it was

time the City sent an answer. Learnard continued that she met with Harman and other WASA
members, and she understood Council would make a decision at this meeting. She was ready
to decide at this meeting, but would wait for the next one.

Haddix said there was a lack of clarity on the issue for him, He had not taken part in any

meetings as the others had, and he had heard WASA had no interest in the City' s backing,
asking Harman for clarification.

Harman said the request was made in August, and W ASA had not heard anything back from
the City. At the September WASA meeting, the board decided to move forward with the
resolution to refinance all of the existing bonds, which included 2002 and 2005 bonds. The first

opportunity he had to meet with any member of Council except Dienhart had been the day
before this meeting. WASA at no. time indicated they were not interested in working with the

City. Most of that information came from the newspaper. There were no proposals on the table
to expand the sewer outside the City limits. The sole intention of the refinancing was to save the

ratepayers some money since the bond rates were favorable now, with a significant cost

savings. He met with Learnard and Fleisch the day before, and he had not had time to meet

with the W ASA members. It was too soon to make a decision; it was bigger than either board.
The decision would extend through generations of Councils and W ASA boards. He would have

more information by the next meeting.

Haddix said he had no problem supporting the bond refinancing as long as Council retained

veto rights on expanding the system outside the City. He preferred a 50- year agreement, if

possible.

Harman said there were some procedural issues involved since a resolution had been approved
to proceed without City backing since WASA had not received a response to their request. The

issues were not insurmountable, but he had to talk to the board members, adding
communication needed to go both ways. Haddix said he understood, and he had no problem
delaying the vote until WASA had everything in order. He asked Harman to meet with him. The

issue needed to be resolved.

Harman assured Haddix that W ASA was looking out for everyone, adding the members were

citizens, too. There was nothing secret going on, but they all wanted to be on the same page.

Fleisch asked whether it would be better for Council to say it would back the bonds because of

the considerable savings to residents, with the same provisions remaining in place so Harman

would be able to tell his board whbt Council wanted. Harman said nothing would be decided

until WASA' s meeting on October . 8. Haddix said there needed to be a clear position in two

weeks. Harman said he would not have that answer until October 8, but he would be able to
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provide Council with all the information to know if it was the right decision for them on October
4, with the final answer coming at the W ASA meeting on October 8.

Imker said he appreciated Harman coming to talk to Council. He had asked the City' s bond

counsel to review the numbers on having the City back the bond refinancing, and it would save

over $500, 000 over the life of the bonds ( 10 to 20 years). If there was no intention of going
outside the City limits, then WASAneeded to give Council that caveat. He did not think they
needed to wait two weeks, but he would agree to that if it was what Harman wanted.

Haddix said a verbal promise was not good enough; he wanted it in writing. Meeker said he

thought Imker was talking about continuing with the same covenant in place, but either way
there would be a written agreement. Imker agreed. Harman said he did not know if that could

be done within the bond covenants, saying Meeker and WASA' s attorney should discuss the

best approach. Meeker said it should be an intergovernmental agreement.

Dienhart said the City' s backing would save $500, 000, and WASA had the same responsibility to

the taxpayers that Council did. Anything that got in the way was self- interest. Council wanted

to retain the veto on extending seWer outside the City.

Learnard moved to continue considering City backing of the W ASA bond refunding to next

meeting, October 4. Fleisch seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

09- 12- 08 Consider Reduction- in- Workforce and Reorganization in the Peachtree City
Police Department

Clark addressed Council. The proposed reduction- in- workforce eliminated three captains'
positions in the Police Department effective September 30. The new organizational chart would

improve overall efficiency and effectiveness through the realignment of personnel. The

proposed reorganization addressed deficiencies caused by the current organizational structure,

improving efficiency and communication by aligning like services and their support functions. It

redirected the Department' s focus on improving the delivery of service and increasing
accountability Department- wide. The number of divisions would be reduced from four to three.

Haddix opened the floor for public comment. No one spoke. Haddix closed public comment

and opened the discussion for Council.

Learnard asked Clark how many years of experience he had. Clark said approximately 35 years,
with Learnard pointing out that was pushing 70 years between Clark and Pennington.

Fleisch clarified there would be two additional patrol officers with the reorganization. Clark said

the reorganization included two new patrol positions, which would directly impact the services

provided to citizens.

Dienhart said he hoped the hiring of the two officers would be delayed until the reorganization
was completed. Clark said that was approximately three months down in the road.

Learnard asked how the reorganization would affect the department' s accreditation. Clark said

the comment from the Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc.

CALEA) was that the organization was top-heavy, but the written report had not been returned

yet. He had several people look at the proposed plan, and he believed it was best for this

organization.





POSITION PAPER

Situation:

Mr. and Mrs. Mark Deis (" Applicant") own the property located at 120 Braelinn Courts
within the Braelinn Courts subdivision. The subject tract is rectangular in shape and is
6, 000 SF ( 0. 14 acres) in size. The overall subdivision is zoned GR- 6 General Residential
and is designated as SFC Single- Family Cluster on the city' s Land Use Plan.

The rear property line of the subject tract abuts a sanitary sewer easement which is
located within a city- owned greenbelt. A multi- use path is located within the greenbelt
and is approximately 4' from the rear property line. The Shakerag Recreation Complex
is located adjacent to the city- owned greenbelt.

The rear building setback within the Braelinn Courts subdivision was established at 30',
and the existing home complies with that setback. A deck constructed off of the rear

of the home extends approximately 12' from the edge of the structure and is located

approximately 10' within the rear building setback. This encroachment is permitted
because the deck is less than 30" in height from finish grade to the floor of the deck.

The Applicant recently submitted a Building Permit and is in the process of replacing
the existing deck, which was constructed in 1988. The Applicant desires to cover and
screen in the deck. Because the screened porch would exceed 30" in height, it is
considered a structure and cannot be located within the rear building setback.

In order to permit this encroachment, the Applicant must first secure a variance from
the city. The variance application is included as Attachment " A".

Facts:

1. The Braelinn Courts subdivision is zoned GR- 6 General Residential, which permits up
to six { 6} lots per acre.

2. The subdivision is designated as SFC Single- Family Cluster on the city' s Land Use
Plan.

3. Lot 11 is rectangular in shape and is 6,000 SF ( 0. 14 acres) in size.

4. The subject lot backs up to.. a city-owned greenbelt. The Shakerag Recreation

Complex adjoins the greenbelt.

5. The minimum rear building setback within the subdivision was established at 30'.
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the subdivision are located within unincorporated Fayette County and are

served by septic systel'lls.

3. On December 14, 2000, the property was rezoned from its former designation
of A- R Agricultural Residential to C- C Community Commercial ( 27.46 acres),

0-1 Office Institutional ( 5.47 acres) and A- R Agricultural Residential ( 44.28

acres). The purpose of the rezoning was to accommodate a retail and

commercial development consisting of 111,400 SF of retail and office/
commercial space, 41,700 SF of office space, and 24, 100 SF of retail/

commercial space on five ( 5) outparcels adjacent to SR 74. Once

constructed, the proposed development would provide in excess of 177, 200

SF of retail, office and commercial space immediately adjacent to

Peachtree City.

4. Prior to the Public Heqring, the city sent a letter to the county and requested
that the rezoning not be approved, as it was not consistent with the Fayette
County Land Use Plan at that time. The letter also pointed out that

construction was underway on the recently rezoned Wilshire Pavilion retail

development within the city limits, which was consistent with the city' s Land

Use Plan and was designed to serve the neighborhood shopping needs of

the residents in the southern portion of Peachtree City.

5. The property is currently designated as COM Commercial on the County' s

Land Use Plan.

6. In 2009, the Applicant requested that a portion of the property be annexed

into the city limits, specifically to allow sanitary sewer access to the overall

tract. The intent was to donate a portion of the property to Peachtree City
and then develop the remainder of the property within unincorporated
Fayette County and in accordance with the current zoning. That request
was denied.

7. In 2010, a potential industrial tenant requested that the property be annexed

into the city limits for the development of a freestanding industrial building.
That request was withdrawn.

8. There have been no pther requests for annexation, nor has there been any

development activity on the property.

9. On July 12, 2012, City Council accepted the Applicant' s Step One

annexation application and authorized the Applicant to work with City Staff

and proceed with Step Two of the city' s annexation process.
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Attachment " E"), anda report prepared by Smart Numbers analyzing home

sales and availability within the starr' s Mill school district ( Attachment " F").

17. At a Special Called meeting on September 24, 2012, the Planning
Commission voted 3- 2to forward the annexation and zoning request to City
Council with a recommendation that they be approved ( Attachment " G").

As a part of their motion, the Planning Commission recommended that the

spreadsheet identifying contributions being made to Peachtree City on

behalf of The Gates ( Attachment " E") be made a part of the record and be

forwarded to City Couhcil for consideration.

Recommendation:

One of the recommendations identified as a part of the recent updates to the city' s

Land Use and Comprehensive Plans was the need to establish " growth boundaries"

and to maintain these limits as annexation requests are considered. The purpose of

growth boundaries was to be proactive in identifying tracts of land for potential
annexations and to then determine which zoning classification would be compatible
with existing land use patterns in the area.

The Southern Pines tract has long been identified as a parcel that should be considered

for annexation, not only to control and guide the development on the property but

also to assist in establishing a gateway into the city as you enter from the south.

Since the county rezoned the property in 2000 for commercial and office use, there

have been few, if any, attempts to develop the property as zoned. There have been

two requests to annex all or a pprtion of the property into Peachtree City, primarily to

gain access to sanitary sewer. One application was denied and the other was

withdrawn.

The proposed annexation and zoning would be consistent with land use patterns in the

area. In 2006, the city annexed a 13- acre tract of land directly across SR 74 into the

city limits and zoned the entire tract for office use. The conditions of zoning included

extensive landscaping, site lighting and architectural guidelines to maintain

consistency as each parcel was. developed and to assist in establishing a gateway as

you entered the city from the south.

While the lots within the Brechin Park subdivision are larger than those proposed within

this development, the notion of placing residential use adjacent to residential use

provides consistency in land use. The density of the proposed subdivision' is consistent

with many of the subdivisions within Braelinn Village. Staff will provide an analysis of

densities within Braelinn Village under separate cover.
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5. The Applicant shall coordinate with City Staff to identify locations for a

multi- use path connection from this development to Meade Field Drive. It
is understood this path will traverse the Meade Field Recreation Complex.
The Applicant shall be solely responsible for design and construction of
these connections at no cost to the city.

6. Sanitary sewer shall be provided to serve each lot within this

development. It is understood the location of any sewer main or

manhole shall be no closer than 200' to any adjoining property line.

7. The Applicant shall coordinate with the Fayette County Water

Department and the Peachtree City Fire Department to ensure

appropriately sized water lines are constructed as a part of the overall

development.

8. The overall development shall comply with the city' s post-construction
stormwater runoff management ordinance and shall provide water

quality Best Management Practices ( BMP' s) on greenbelt areas

dedicated to the city.

9. The location of all floodplains and associated buffers shall be field
located and surveyed prior to preparation of the concept plat.
Absolutely no development shall be permitted within these areas.

10. Initial construction.. activities shall be limited to clearing and grading
associated with road, utility and stormwater facilities. Absolutely no mass

clearing or grading shall be permitted on the property.

11 . A clearing and grading plan must be submitted for each residential lot

prior to issuance df a Land Disturbance Permit. These plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Landscape Architect as well as the

Development Inspector to ensure that existing vegetation on each lot is

preserved to the gr$ atest extent practicable.

12. Following clearing and grading activities and after commencement of
construction of the home on each lot, a landscape plan shall be

prepared and submitted for review and approval by the City Landscape
Architect. In addition to vegetation preserved during clearing and

grading activities, each residential lot shall include no less than three ( 3)

canopy trees, each of which shall be no less than 2-%" in diameter as

measured at breast height ( dbh).

13. The Applicant shall provide pocket parks as depicted on the concept
plan. The details Qf these parks and the associated amenities shall be







STEP II- ANNEXATION APPLICATION

The Gates

I. See Attached " Annexation Request Form"

II. See Attached " Rezoning Application Package".
III. The property is contiguous along its entire western boundary being +/- 1837 If per a

ATLA/ ASCM Land Title. Survey prepared by Integrated Science and Engineering dated 7-

27- 10. The applicant proposes to annex the property using the " 100% method" as the

applicant requesting annexation is the sole owner of the property to be annexed.

IV. See Attached " Owner' s CertificationJ'

V. See attached Boundary Survey. See attached Legal Description
1. Existing zoning c1assifi~ ations. See attached boundary survey

2. Names and addresses()f adjoiners. See attached boundary survey and attached

list.

3. 1";; 800' location map. See attached

4. Aerial Photograph. See attached

5. 1";; 800' proposed zoning districts. See attached.

6. Major natural geographic and cultural features: Line Creek lies to the south of

the property forming t~e county line between Coweta and Fayette counties.

7. Public Services presently available to the property: Georgia Power, Atlanta Gas

Light, Comcast Cable, AT& T Phone, Fayette County Water. PTC Sewer (WASA) has

verified that there is sufficient capacity to serve the property and had expressed
the willingness to do so. WASA has participated in discussions regarding a

regional pump station to serve this project, together with Meade Field and the

Sommersby project ( proposed).
8. Public facilities on or near the property, within 1 mile: Starr's Mill High, Rising

Starr MiddleJ Peeples Elementary School Complex, Fayette County Animal

Shelter, Meade Field, Fayette County Recycling Facility, Peachtree City Water and

Sewer Facility.
9. Additional studies and reports: none

10. Acreage: 77. 1 acres

Density: +/- 1. 2 units per acre

Population at Buildout: approximately 270 persons

11. Tie to major thoroughf; ue system. The property fronts on Highway74 at

Redwine Rd with existing signalization. The signalization will be upgrade to add a

fourth side to the IightJserving the neighborhood.

Attachment " A"







Written Narrative

Southern Pines Plantation Property

The Gates"

Highway 74 at Redwine Rd.

1. Land Use - The proposed land use for the subject property, " The Gates", is surrounded by a mix

of zoning uses including office, institutional, open space, commercial, and < 1/ 4 ac and 1 acre

residential lots within Peachtree City and Unincorporated Fayette County. The Gates, with

approximately 1/ 3 acre lots anq office, is a reasonable transitional use between these various

existing uses.

a. Additional students in the Starr's Mill Complex are estimated at 41 high school students,

31 middle school students, and 62 elementary school students. All three schools have

excess capacity as of the first day of class of 2012. Starr' s Mill High is at 86% capacity
with 249 spaces available. Rising Starr Middle School is at 90% capacity with 119 spaces

available. Peeples Elementary is at 76% of capacity with 184 spaces available.

Therefore, they additional students will not overburden the school system. The Fayette

County School System enrollment has dropped some 1800 students in the last 4 years,

according the Board ofEducation, so school overcrowding is not an issue.

b. The proposed number of dwelling units is 90

c. Maximum height of residential dwellings is 35'. The maximum height of the Office units

is 35'.

d. As discussed above, the lots within The Gates are proposed to be approximately 1/ 3

acre each ( 1. 2 units per acre and . 8 acres per lot, overall). This is a viable transition

between the ~ - 1/ 3 acre lots in Wilshire Estates, and the 1 acre lots in Brechin Park. It

is consistent with the similar sized lots in The Chimneys and Millstone Manor.

A 50' wide greenbelt adjacent Unincorporated Fayette County will enclose the

neighborhood. A 60' g~eenbelt, with added berming and plantings in sparsely vegetated
sections, will be constrl.lcted along the frontage.

e. Amenities. A neighborhood recreation facility is proposed to consist of a pool, cabana,

and a tot lot. Landscaping of the common areas will include indigenous trees.

Indigenous vegetation will be preserved with the exterior greenbelts and with the

stream corridors and wetlands. Three 2. 5
II

hardwood trees will be planted in all yards
to create a leafy streetscape.

f. The neighborhood will ~ e developed in units of approximately 25 lots, depending upon

market demand. Each section will be fully functional regarding installation of utilities

including water, sewer, power, gas, phone, cable, and paved roads. The traffic light at

the entrance on Highway 74 will be improved with the first phase, to add a fourth side

to the light such that traffic entering and leaving the neighborhood will have fully

signalized options. Additionally, the proposed sewer pump station will be constructed

with the first phase of development.
2. Community Design -

r I
0





74 directly in front of The Gates. Further, he confirms that there is sufficient capacity to serve

the proposed development.
6. Sewer - Consultation with Stephen Hogan of WASA has been on- going regarding this project

and several surrounding properties that are in need of municipal sewer. WASA has expressed a

desire for the construction of one regional pump station in the vicinity of the southern portion
of the Meade Field property. Apump station in this area would serve Meade Fields, and the

proposed Sommersby assisted living development, in addition to The Gates with the expense

being divided by the users.

WASA has expressed a desire for additional customers and flow into the PTC sewage

treatment system.

Concern has been expressed regarding the opportunity for other properties to tie on to

Peachtree City's sewer system. To give the City control over this in the future, sewer manholes

will be placed no less the 200' from any property line. Additionally, the 50' greenbelt that will

be dedicated to the City, will prevent any connection to the system within The Gates without

City consent.

7. Transportation-

a. The recent construction on Hwy 74 was designed to provide a sufficient level of service

for the next 20 year being 31, 100 trips per day. The intersection currently serves

approximately 10, 600 trips per day. The proposed development would add

approximately 1, 100 trips per day.

b. The intersection of Highway 74 and Redwine Road has recently been upgraded by
GDOT. No additional rQad improvements are needed. There is a curb cut and decellane

in place, and there is a sidewalk along the frontage. The traffic light will be upgraded
from a 3- way to a 4-way light. The upgraded of the light will concur with the first phase
of development to sign~ lize the proposed entrance.

c. Multipurpose paths will be constructed to provide a connection for The Gates to Meade

Field, Starr' s Mill AcademY, and Brechin Park if the adjoiners desire the connection.

There is an existing sidewalk along the frontage on Highway 74.

Additionally, we computed trip generation calculations for the proposed 90 lot/two office development
as opposed to the as- is zoned commercial shopping center.

Proposed: For 90 Lots plus one medical/dental and one general office building -

90 lots = 900 trips/ day
General office = 66 trips/ day
Medical/dental = 145 trips/ day

Total: 1, 100 trips per day

As currently zoned: For 85, 000 sf grocery store, 26000 sf strip shops, two 10,000 sf office

buildings, 4 out-parcels -





































PEACHTREE CITY

Water and Sewerage Authority
1127 Highway 74 South

Peachtree City, CiA 30269
www. pcwasa. orl'1: Pllone: 770-487- 7993 · FAX: 770-631- 5380

August 16, 2012

Donna Black

Scarbrough and Rolader Development
Brent Holdings, LLC et al

270 North Jeff Davis Drive

Fayetteville, GA 30214

RE: Service Availability - The Gates

Dear Mrs. Black,

Presently there is adequate capacity in the Authority' s Wastewater Treatment Plants for the proposed
project. Please note that sewer availability is contingent on the construction of a sewer lift station and
the associated gravity lines. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at

770) 487-7993.

Sincerely,

IVatl4r B. 8/"111. 4

Nathan B. Brooks, cpn

Construction Coordinator

Peachtree City Water & Sewerage Authority
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ADMINISTRATOR' S REPORTS:

There was no Administrator' s Report given.

ATTORNEY' S REPORTS:

There was no Attorney' s Report given.

STAFF REPORTS:

Peachtree City' s Annexation Request: Director of Community Development Pete Frisina reported that Peachtree

City has notified the County that it received an annexation request, and he informed the Board that the County has

thirty days to reply to the City of Peachtree City if the Board chooses to object to the annexation. He noted that the

deadline to submit an objection would be September 28, 2012, and that an objection can only be submitted by
Certified Mail or a statutory courier. He said since the only other time the Board would be meeting would be the

evening of September 27, 2012, meaning. there would be virtually no time to respond if the request was heard at that

meeting. Mr. Frisina then discussed the aspects of the request with the Board, answered their questions, and took

their comments. Commissioner Brown expressed several concerns with the request, acknowledged that it could not

be stopped, but suggested that the Board send a message to Peachtree City asking it to consider the long- term

opportunities are for putting in a corporate headquarters at the location under consideration. After further

discussion, the Board consented to not object to the annexation request.

COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS:

Chairman Frady: Chairman Frady referred to Ms. Kristin Holm' s public comments by reminding the audience that,

while she mentioned three of the Commissioners had been voted out of office, he had, in fact, not been voted out of

office since he did not run for reelection.

Commissioner Brown: Commissioner Brown reported that on Monday, September 10, 2012, the Peachtree City
Water and Sewer Authority ( WASA) voted to refinance their current outstanding bonds with solely their own funds

without using the City of Peachtree City to back those bonds. He said there are some extremely serious implications
with that vote since WASA has, on several occasions, tried to expand the sewer system into Coweta County. He

said there is a current land plan in Coweta County for the eastern side of the County, next to Peachtree City, that

calls for what amounts to a " small city- siz~d population" in terms of residential and commercial zoning. He added

that there is a possibility that the sewer will be extended into southern Fayette County as well, and will radically

change the density patterns that Fayette County has come to accept in its Land Use Plan. He said there are no

controls on what WASA can do since the authority' s members are not elected by the citizens, and until their terms

expire, they cannot be replaced. He said the County and the citizens of Fayette County need to be aware of the

situation, that the City of Peachtree City may take actions to curb WASA' s intentions, and the city may ask Fayette
County for assistance.

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

There was no Executive Session.





The Gates

Economic Imoact Schedule

Project Assumptions:

Number of SF Units 90 Disturbed Acreage ( AC)  15

Avg SF Unit Price  $ 350,000.00 NPDES Fee ($/disturbed ac) $ 40.00

Avg SF size ( Sf)   2800 Total Acreage ( AC)  77

0 Office Acreage ( AC)  4

Linear Feet of Road 7300
0 Road width BC to BC ( Ft)  26

Avg Homestead Ex Pavement Width ( Ft)  22
PTC Impact Fee/SF Unit

Office size (Sf)    Estimated Time of Build-out ( Yrs)  4

Office Value  $ 3, 000,000.00

SF cost of Office  $ 150.00

Residents per unit 3. 50

Tax Millage Rates:

State 0.20

County & E911 5. 65

School & School Bond 21.45

PTC & PTe Bond & 911 7. 39

Total 34.68

Res Sewer usage rate: 300 gpd @ $ 4. 38/ 1000 gal
Office Sewer usage rate: 67 persons @ 10 gpd @ $ 4.85/ 1000 gal
Res Water usage rate: 300gpd@ $ 16/ mo for first then $2. 80/1000

Office Water rate: +

Attachment " 0"



























Subdivision Recap (alpha)
Detached 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr

efT Avg Price jan Feb Mar Apr May jun jul Aug Sep Oet Nov Dee Tot

L Target 479 I
29 Ashton Park - Fayette

2002 317, 710 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 10
2003 329, 167 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 9
2004 354, 475 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 8
2005 341, 600 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2006 349, 900 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

25 Brechin Park - Fayette
2002 253, 229 4 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 14
2003 279, 300 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 4
2004 296, 540 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
2005 330, 513 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

13 Burkwood Plantation - Fayette
2005 406, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
2006 521, 600 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
2007 548, 500 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
2008 459,225 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
2009 410,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
2010 385, 000 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2011 354,500 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2012 313, 900 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

152 Highgrove At Whitewater - Fayette
2002 483, 319 2 3 4 3 2 3 2 5 2 2 2 2 32
2003 533, 591 1 0 2 1 3 4 3 4 1 1 0 2 22
2004 650, 475 0 3 4 1 2 2 3 5 2 4 1 5 32
2005 673, 507 0 2 3 3 5 5 6 3 2 2 1 1 33
2006 731, 124 2 1 0 2 4 4 2 3 2 1 2 0 23
2007 727,412 2 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
2008 836, 800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
2009 675, 000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2 Millpond Manor - Fayette
2002 296, 800 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2003 289, 600 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

28 Mountbrook - Fayette
2008 641, 250 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
2009 572, 095 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 4
2010 555, 166 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11
2011 512, 469 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 9
2012 587, 500 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

21 Newhaven - Fayette
2006 921, 677 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 8
2007 975, 288 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 5
2008 820,467 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
2010 712, 500 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2011 600, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
2012 632, 250 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

13 Registry At Whitewater - Fayette
2006 982, 392 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
2007 1, 114, 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
2008 600, 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3
2009 912, 450 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2010 500, 000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2011 483, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

2 Shores Of Timber Lak - Fayette
2002 371, 950 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

1 Village Park - Fayette
2004 182, 900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

18 Whitewater Creek - Fayette
2002 450, 664 3 0 3 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 14
2003 530, 300 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
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Subdivision Recap ( top- down)
Detached 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr

efT Avg Price jan Feb Mar Apr May jun jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dee Tot

TARGET 479 I175 Wilshire Estates - Fayette
2002 279, 057 3 6 15 1 4 20 4 10 8 4 6 10 91
2003 313, 935 3 2 14 1 3 6 1 3 3 4 5 6 51
2004 318, 412 1 4 7 0 6 3 11 1 0 0 0 0 33

152 Highgrove At Whitewater - Fayette
2002 483, 319 2 3 4 3 2 3 2 5 2 2 2 2 32
2003 533, 591 1 0 2 1 3 4 3 4 1 1 0 2 22
2004 650, 475 0 3 4 1 2 2 3 5 2 4 1 5 32
2005 673, 507 0 2 3 3 5 5 6 3 2 2 1 1 33
2006 731, 124 2 1 0 2 4 4 2 3 2 1 2 0 23
2007 727, 412 2 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
2008 836, 800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
2009 675, 000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

29 Ashton Park - Fayette
2002 317, 710 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 10
2003 329, 167 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 9
2004 354,475 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 8
2005 341, 600 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2006 349, 900 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

28 Mountbrook - Fayette
2008 641, 250 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
2009 572, 095 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 4
2010 555, 166 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11
2011 512,469 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 9
2012 587, 500 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

25 Brechin Park - Fayette
2002 253, 229 4 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 14
2003 279, 300 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 4
2004 296, 540 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
2005 330,513 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

21 Newhaven - Fayette
2006 921, 677 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 8
2007 975, 288 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 5
2008 820, 467 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
2010 712, 500 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2011 600, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
2012 632, 250 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

18 Whitewater Creek - Fayette
2002 450, 664 3 0 3 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 14
2003 530,300 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2004 550, 000 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2005 648, 880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

13 Burkwood Plantation - Fayette
2005 406, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
2006 521, 600 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
2007 548, 500 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
2008 459,225 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
2009 410, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
2010 385, 000 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2011 354, 500 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2012 313, 900 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

13 Registry At Whitewater - Fayette
2006 982, 392 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
2007 1, 114, 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
2008 600, 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3
2009 912, 450 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2010 500, 000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2011 483, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
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Lot Summary Target Area

4th Qtr ~
Detached Lot Avg Avg 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr

Lots Sold ratio Size Price Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oet Nov Dee Tot

Target
4 Burkwood Plantation . Faye 425, 928

2009 7.4 1.10 57, 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
2010 7.1 1.10 60, 000 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

7 Highgrove At Whitewater - Faye 733, 110

2006 4.8 153, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
2009 6. 1 120, 000 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

54 Mountbrook . Faye 552,319

2007 4. 1 1.17 135, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 9
2008 4. 1 1.17 135, 690 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 12
2009 4.9 1.17 112, 627 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 1 2 0 1 11
2010 4.4 1.17 126, 858 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 7
2011 4. 3 1.17 127, 600 0 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 10
2012 5. 0 1.17 111, 000 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

38 Newhaven . Faye 831, 966

2006 6. 1 1.13 136, 085 1 1 3 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 10
2007 4. 8 1.13 172, 656 0 1 4 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 14
2008 6. 6 1.13 125, 500 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2009 5.5 1.13 150, 000 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2011 10. 7 1.13 77, 500 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
2012 7. 8 1.13 106, 908 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

27 Registry At Whitewater - Faye 836,557
2006 5. 1 165, 415 0 0 3 9 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 2 20
2007 4.3 195, 917 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6
2010 12. 0 70, 000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

130

2U 12 Smannumbers



Subdivisions Platted Active
Months Inventorv Table

007 - 12
Detached Supply Total Closings

@07/ 01 /12 Lots Lots 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Lot Inv

Target 73 5,357 Last 4 Qtr Absorp: 287 1, 736

Burkwood Plantation 425, 928 12 14 2 2 1 1 2 1

Highgrove At Whitewater 733, 110 240 8 1 1 7

Mountbrook 552, 319 43 60 2 4 11 9 2 32
Newhaven 831, 966 210 56 5 4 2 1 1 35

Registry At Whitewater 836, 557 47 2 3 2 1 1 34

I 73 5.357 Last 4 Otr Absorp: 287 1. 736
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Rellression Value Analysis & Price Forecast Data

Subdivision SPRICE PPSF sf bsmt ] Q1 gar stories baths bds age
New Mountbrook 618, 000 130 4,747 1 1. 00 3 1. 00 5. 00 5 0
New Mountbrook 445, 000 144 3, 083 1 1. 02 3 1. 00 3. 50 4 0
New Mountbrook 415, 000 125 3, 307 0 1. 10 3 2. 00 4. 00 5 0
New Mountbrook 530, 000 144 3, 674 1 1. 06 3 1. 00 4.50 5 0
New Mountbrook 469, 900 136 3,462 1 1. 10 3 2. 00 3. 50 4 0
New Mountbrook 655, 000 177 3, 711 1 1. 00 3 2. 00 6. 00 5 0
New Mountbrook 574, 316 166 3,450 1 2. 03 3 1. 00 4. 50 4 0
New Mountbrook 514, 800 167 3, 083 1 1. 00 3 1. 00 4. 00 4 0
New Mountbrook 649, 500 149 4,350 1 1. 00 3 1. 00 6. 00 6 0
New Newhaven 632, 250 154 4, 114 1 2. 54 3 2. 00 4.50 5 0
New Newhaven 721, 770 157 4,584 1 1. 60 3 2. 00 3. 50 5 0
New Newhaven 600, 000 134 4,489 1 1. 35 3 2. 00 3. 50 5 0
New Newhaven 674, 250 140 4, 814 1 1. 00 3 2. 00 5. 50 5 0
New Newhaven 657, 500 146 4,489 1 1. 35 3 2. 00 3. 50 5 0
New Newhaven 696, 006 162 4,300 1 1. 00 3 2. 00 5. 50 5 0

Resale Ashton Park 294, 900 103 2, 870 0 0. 26 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 8
Resale Ashton Park 308, 000 104 2, 974 0 0. 00 2 1. 50 2. 50 4 5
Resale Ashton Park 299, 000 104 2, 863 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 8
Resale Bedford Park 107, 000 58 1, 835 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 21
Resale Bedford Park 120, 000 82 1 ,457 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 21
Resale Bedford Park 144, 000 91 1, 588 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 20
Resale Bedford Park 113, 000 82 1, 384 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 19
Resale Bradford Estates 600, 000 108 5, 530 1 3. 60 3 2. 00 6. 50 7 20
Resale Braelinn Courts 75, 000 42 1, 786 0 0. 00 1 2. 00 2. 50 3 23
Resale Braelinn Green 116, 500 101 1, 158 0 0. 04 1 1. 00 2. 00 3 24
Resale Braelinn Green 112, 600 99 1, 138 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 21
Resale Braelinn Green 59, 975 48 1, 247 0 0. 00 1 1. 00 2. 00 3 21
Resale Braelinn Green 122, 000 99 1, 233 0 0. 39 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 6
Resale Braelinn Green 113, 000 92 1, 227 0 0. 00 1 1. 00 2. 00 3 21
Resale Brechin Park 210, 000 85 2,470 0 1. 12 2 1. 00 3. 00 4 12
Resale Brechin Park 240, 000 89 2, 684 0 1. 60 3 2. 00 3. 50 4 9
Resale Brechin Park 230, 000 89 2, 592 0 1. 00 2 1. 50 3. 00 4 11
Resale Brechin Park 240, 572 68 3, 538 1 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 4 10
Resale Brechin Park 213, 500 83 2, 557 0 0. 00 3 1. 50 3. 00 4 8
Resale Brookfield 142, 000 89 1, 600 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 15
Resale Brookfield 155, 000 106 1 ,467 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 12
Resale Brookfield 116, 000 83 1, 390 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 11
Resale Calgary Place 170, 000 68 2, 512 1 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 5 24
Resale Calgary Place 184, 900 72 2, 569 0 0. 59 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 21
Resale Calgary Place 212, 500 82 2, 582 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 21
Resale Center Green 120, 000 113 1, 060 0 0. 00 1 1. 00 2. 00 3 24
Resale Center Green 68, 000 56 1, 212 0 0. 00 1 2. 00 2. 50 3 24
Resale Center Green 56, 000 46 1, 213 0 0. 00 1 2. 00 2. 50 3 23
Resale Chestnut Field 180, 000 85 2, 121 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 24
Resale Chimneys 320, 000 103 3, 113 0 1. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 5 13
Resale Colonnade 310, 000 97 3, 204 1 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 21
Resale Crescent Oak 169, 277 67 2, 512 0 0. 56 2 2. 00 3. 00 4 21
Resale Crescent Oak 255, 000 100 2, 550 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 3. 00 3 23
Resale Cypress Pointe 185, 000 126 1,469 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 14
Resale Cypress Pointe 180, 000 104 1, 726 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 13
Resale Cypress Pointe 152, 500 103 1, 482 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 13
Resale Cypress Pointe 175, 000 90 1, 935 0 0. 33 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 17
Resale Estates 425, 000 105 4, 049 1 1. 00 3 2. 00 4. 50 4 17
Resale Estates 386, 500 115 3, 353 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 19
Resale Estates 342, 000 102 3, 367 1 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 21
Resale Estates 368, 000 99 3, 700 0 1. 08 3 2. 00 3. 50 4 18
Resale Estates 421, 320 93 4, 510 1 1. 00 2 2. 00 4. 00 5 16
Resale Estates 347, 900 111 3, 148 0 1. 13 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 19
Resale Estates 390, 000 90 4, 334 1 1. 16 2 3. 00 4. 50 6 17
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Re~ ression Value Analysis & Price Forecast Data

Subdivision SPRICE PPSF sf bsmt lot ggr stories baths bds agg
Resale Millpond Manor 283, 000 106 2, 666 0 0. 00 3 2. 00 3. 50 4 9

Resale Millpond Manor 335, 000 99 3, 369 0 1. 00 3 2. 00 4. 00 5 13

Resale Morallion Hills 175, 000 76 2, 311 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Morallion Hills 247, 000 99 2, 501 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 24

Resale Morallion Hills 181, 000 91 1, 991 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 24

Resale Morallion Hills 265, 000 112 2, 361 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 21

Resale Morallion Hills 150, 000 60 2,498 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 23

Resale Mountbrook 513, 800 139 3, 700 1 1. 03 3 2. 00 5. 00 5 1

Resale Muirfield 341, 500 116 2, 947 0 0. 00 2 1. 50 3. 50 4 17

Resale Muirfield 350, 000 122 2, 870 0 0. 00 2 1. 50 3. 50 4 16

Resale Oakdale 302, 500 94 3, 214 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 4 19

Resale Oakdale 260, 000 84 3, 105. 0 0. 74 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Pleasance Grove 210, 000 70 2, 983 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 4 19

Resale Preserve 218, 000 95 2, 302 0 0. 64 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Preserve 283,400 86 3, 300 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Preserve 290, 000 101 2, 866 0 0. 80 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 17

Resale Prestwick 156, 500 99 1, 581 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 19

Resale Quarters Rd 475, 000 116 4, 100 1 6. 67 2 3. 00 5. 50 5 3

Resale Redwine Quarters 550, 000 109 5, 065 1 5. 00 3 3. 00 6. 50 6 7

Resale Robinson Bend 348, 750 144 2,426 0 5. 20 3 1. 00 2. 50 3 21

Resale Robinson Bend 465, 000 127 3, 668 1 9. 10 2 1. 00 4.50 6 20

Resale Rockspray 173, 500 66 2, 610 0 0.45 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 24

Resale Rockspray 188, 000 85 2, 202 0 0.48 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 24

Resale Rockspray 189, 900 82 2, 312 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 23

Resale Roundtree Place 268, 000 93 2, 873 0 9. 00 3 1. 50 3. 50 4 10

Resale Rubicon 220, 000 105 2, 101 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Rubicon 162, 000 108 1, 500 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 21

Resale Summit 295, 000 94 3, 139 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 5 23

Resale Tapestry 186, 500 85 2, 182 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 23

Resale The Chimneys 373, 000 102 3, 643 0 1. 00 2 1. 50 3. 50 5 11

Resale The Chimneys 236, 000 83 2, 831 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 50 5 12

Resale The Preserve 233, 750 103 2, 273 0 0. 75 2 1. 00 2. 50 3 23

Resale The Preserve 235, 000 99 2, 383 0 0. 50 2 1.00 2. 50 4 22

Resale Timberlake 328, 000 111 2, 957 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 3. 00 4 15
Resale Timberlake 415, 000 98 4,253 1 1. 00 2 2. 00 4. 50 5 8

Resale Timberlake 410, 000 90 4,535 1 1. 00 3 2. 00 5. 00 6 11

Resale Timberlake 430, 500 85 5, 046 1 5. 10 2 2. 00 5. 00 4 13

Resale Timberlake 405, 000 79 5, 134 1 1. 30 2 1. 50 5. 50 6 14

Resale Timberlay 110, 000 67 1, 641 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 22

Resale Treillage 79, 100 57 1, 394 0 0.42 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 24

Resale Treillage 150, 000 110 1, 358 0 0. 32 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 24

Resale Treillage 79, 150 57 1, 394 0 0. 04 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 24

Resale Village On Green 175, 990 125 1,412 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 14

Resale Village On Green 145, 000 128 1,129 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 15

Resale Village On Green 180, 000 117 1, 543 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 14

Resale Village On Green 215, 000 131 1, 646 0 0. 33 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 14

Resale Village On The Green 190, 000 118 1, 612 0 0. 39 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 17

Resale Village Park 159, 000 118 1, 345 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 11

Resale Village Park 175, 000 111 1, 582 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 15

Resale Village Park 180, 000 101 1, 785 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 15

Resale Village Park 144, 000 115 1, 247 0 0. 00 1 1. 00 2. 00 2 12

Resale Village Park 185, 220 97 1, 903 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 11
Resale Village Park 177, 000 106 1, 662 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 13
Resale Village Park 180, 000 108 1, 669 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 11

Resale Village Park 182, 500 97 1, 888 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 11
Resale Village Park 182, 700 97 1, 875 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 11

Resale Village Park 182, 000 97 1, 871 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 3 11

Resale Village Park 185, 000 111 1, 670 0 0. 00 2 1. 00 2. 00 2 13

Resale Waterford Green 289, 000 114 2, 526 0 0. 00 2 2. 00 2. 50 3 23
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Forecasted Price Tar~et Area Single Family Detached

Regression Output: New ~

Constant 15512 - 4996

Std Err of Y Est 53329 54169

R Squared 0.752 0. 847 g bsmt 1Q1 9..5!I stories
No. of Observations 15 105 68 25527 15537 33620 - 4363

Degrees of Freedom 11 99 6 15478 5687 14303 11509

1Q1 s.ar ~
X Coefficient( s) 112 102252 25272

Std Err of Coef. 25 58200 31439

Resale

Forecast

15%

New

Forecast

New

Forecast Lot

50%

FundLot
Price Price sf bsmt lot oar stories Ratio Price Price Price

221, 500 75.6% 292,841 2,400 0 0.30 2. 00 2.00 5.5 53,244 26,622 254,725
235, 1 10 74.6% 315, 319 2,600 0 0.30 2. 00 2. 00 5.5 57,331 28,665 270,377
248,720 73.6% 337,798 2,800 0 0.30 2.00 2.00 5.5 61 ,418 30,709 286, 029
262,331 72.8% 360, 277 3, 000 0 0.30 2.00 2.00 5. 5 65,505 32,752 301, 680
275,941 72. 1% 382,756 3, 200 0 0.30 2.00 2.00. .. 5. 5 69,592 34, 796 317;332 ..
289,551 71. 5% 405,235 3,400 0 0.30 2.00 2.00 5. 5 73,679 36; 840 332,984
274,247 62.3% 4~O, 051H 2, 800 1 0.30 2. 00 2. 00 5.5 .~ O ,D09H 40,005 ... H315, 38?...
287, 858' ..: < S:f2%? ...............i462,530.. ; 3,000 > ....... ' f .....'O:~ O. HZ. OO. ......... 2:00 .~!! 5 : 84,096.. \ 42)048.. ~~ 1, O36,..

9(; 468....... ... 62;?%........ .\' 485; 008. > t3,200 ................., <1..... ..,...)....~:~
g..............'...f. 

2.00 . .. Z. O!).... 5. 5 (  .: 88, 183.... 144,092 . 346, 68.8.
15, 078.< ' 62; 1% $ 07, 487) :; 3, 40.0. . 1:'. 2,00.. << 2.00  ." 5: 5:; 92,270. 46, 1} 5 <. 362; 34t>\

328,688 62. 0% 529,966 3,600 1 0. 30 2.00 2. 00 5.5 96, 358 48,179 377, 991
342,298 62.0% 552,445 3,800 1 0.30 2. 00 2.00 5.5 100, 445 50,222 393,643
355,908 61. 9% 574,924 4, 000 1 0. 30 2. 00 2.00 5.5 104,532 52,266 409,295
369,518 61. 9% 597,403 4,200 1 0. 30 2. 00 2.00 5. 5 108, 619 54,309 424, 946
383, 129 61. 8% 619, 882 4,400 1 0. 30 2. 00 2. 00 5. 5 1 12, 706 56,353 440,598
396, 739 61. 8% 642,361 4, 600 1 0. 30 2.00 2. 00 5. 5 116, 793 58,396 456,250
410,349 61. 7% 664,840 4, 800 1 0.30 2.00 2. 00 5.5 120, 880 60,440 471 ,901
423,959 61 .7% 687,319 5,000 1 0.30 2.00 2. 00 5. 5 124, 967 62,484 487,553
437,569 61 .6% 709, 798 5,200 1 0.30 2.00 2. 00 5. 5 129, 054 64,527 503,205
324,208 65.5% 503, 592 5.5 91, 562 45, 781 372,840

12- 1

Absorption Trending M1lm!
absorotion .~ ~ g bsmt .!. Q1 S2!1f ~ Q21b. ~

MOUNTBROOK 0.75 587,500 149 3652 0.89 1. 15 3. 00 1. 33 4. 56 4.67
NEWHAVEN 0. 17 632, 250 149 4465 1. 00 1.47 3. 00 2. 00 4. 33 5. 00
BURKWOOD PLANTATION 0. 08 313, 900

REGISTRY AT WHITEWATER 0. 08 483,000

HIGHGROVE AT WHITEWATEI 0. 00 675, 000

Average 0. 22
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Following this dedication, the maintenance of the landscaping shall be

the sole responsibility of the Homeowner' s Association and/ or the owners

of the office tracts in perpetuity.

3. No less than a 50'- wide greenbelt shall be provided along all other

property boundaries. This property shall be deeded to the city as a part of

the final plat process.

Existing vegetation within these greenbelts s

greatest extent practicable prior to, during
activities. In those areas void of vegetatio
detailed landscape plan that shall be

City Landscape Architect and the PI

concept plat submittal process.

be preserved to the

following construction

Iicant shall develop a

d approved by the

n as a part of the

In areas void of vegetation, a co

Leyland Cypress, Cryptomeria Ja

staggered rows at 8' on center. The

plant material shall be less than 6'- 8' i

top of the plant material time of plantl

nt material

c.) shall be Janted in

height of the evergreen
ht from finish grade to the

4. reas identified on the concept plan as

rdinate with City Staff to identify locations for a

onnec n from this development to Meade Field Drive. It

s path will traverse the Meade field Recreation Complex.
all be solely responsible for design and construction of

ns at no cost to the city.

6. er shall be provided to serve each lot within this

deve ent. It is understood the location of any sewer main or manhole

shall be no closer than 200' to any adjoining property line.

7. The Applicant shall coordinate with the Fayette County Water

Department and the Peachtree City fire Department to ensure

appropriately sized water lines are constructed as a part of the overall

development.

8. The overall development shall comply with the city' s post- construction

stormwater runoff management ordinance and shall provide water























Fire Department

Station 81 Driveway & Parking Lot

Fire Department Parking Resurfacing

Station 82 Exterior Sealing

Station 82 Roof Remodel

Station 81 Exterior Sealing

Public Works

BSC Building Improvements

PW Breakroom & Restrooms

PW Fuel Pump Canopy

Bulk Oil Storage

Culture & Recreation

Gathering Place Improvements
Recreation Admin. Building Upgrade
All Children' s Playground

All City Pools Electrical Upgrade

BMX Tower/ Pavilion Upgrade

BSC Parking Lots

BSC Irrigation Pump

Battery Way Boat Docks

Braelinn Field Upgrade

Cast House

City Tennis Court Upgrades

Tennis Center Improvements

Amphitheater Improvements

Mcintosh Sanitary Sewer

Meade Field Electrical Upgrade

Riley Field Sewer Upgrade
Kedron Large Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Small Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Bubble Replacement

Library Exterior Sealing

Library Building Repairs

Library Roof Replacement

Fire Dept Training Fac Upgrade
Station 83 Sewer

PO HVAC Upgrades
Amphitheater Box Office

Glenlock Rec Center

PIP Contingency

GA Public Library Grant

Interest Earnings ( through April)

Budget
as of

30, 000

40, 000

60, 000

50,000

60, 000

79,918

5, 000

60, 000

260, 000

208, 662

100, 000
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20, 000

39,000

40,000

20, 000

666,699

121, 000

56, 596

425. 375

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

FUND 380 ( FACILITIES AUTHORITY)

AUGUST 30, 2012
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30, 000
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806

6, 000)

100, 000)

72, 000

51, 000

102, 000

50, 000

15, 000

424, 548)

Amended

Budget

25, 055

23, 000

27, 000

7, 000

55, 000

20, 000

59, 394

549, 918

62, 013

20, 000

10, 114

213,480

239, 662

130, 000

210, 000

13,000

39, 000

40, 000

20,000

667, 505

115,000

56, 596

115,000

72, 000

51, 000

102, 000

50,000

15, 000
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Funding Balance Status

Previous

FY

Encumbered

as of

To Date

FY12

3,741

25, 055)

920)

59. 394)

48, 005)

3,741)

5, 877)

3, 291)

10, 114)

90, 320)

33, 762)

31, 965)

19, 671)

107,908) 559, 597)

8, 133) 48,463)

2,830)

Check

3,012, 305

Proceeds of $5, 774, 330 consisted of $5,475, 000 (bond par value) & $ 299,330 (premium on bonds)

Costs associated with retiring debt consisted of the following:

Premium on Bond Redemption
2007 Brick & Mortar Principal ( Note w/ BB& T)
2006 Lease Principal ( Energy Performance)

2007 B& M Interest

Costs associated with issuance

Balance left for projects

18,532

1, 853, 215

725,773

5, 504

2,603, 024

159,001

01-2, 305 .
5, 774, 330



Fire Department

Station 81 Driveway & Parking Lot

Fire Department Parking Resurfacing

Station 82 Exterior Sealing

Station 82 Roof Remodel

Station 81 Exterior Sealing

Public Works

BSC Building Improvements

PW Breakroom & Restrooms

PW Fuel Pump Canopy

Bulk Oil Storage

Culture & Recreation

Gathering Place Improvements
Recreation Admin. Building Upgrade
All Children' s Playground

All City Pools Electrical Upgrade

BMX Tower/ Pavilion Upgrade

BSC Parking Lots

BSC Irrigation Pump

Battery Way Boat Docks

Braelinn Field Upgrade

Cast House

City Tennis Court Upgrades

Tennis Center Improvements

Amphitheater Improvements

Mcintosh Sanitary Sewer

Meade Field Electrical Upgrade

Riley Field Sewer Upgrade
Kedron Large Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Small Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Bubble Replacement

Library Exterior Sealing

Library Building Repairs

Library Roof Replacement

Fire Dept Training Fac Upgrade
Station 83 Sewer

PO HVAC Upgrades
Amphitheater Box Office

Glenlock Rec Center

PIP Contingency

GA Public Library Grant

Interest Earnings ( through April)

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

FUND 380 ( FACILITIES AUTHORITY)

AUGUST 30, 2012
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60, 000

50,000
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79,918
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208, 662
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20, 000

39, 000

40,000

20, 000

666,699

121, 000

56,596

425, 375
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46, 520)
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806
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100, 000)

72, 000

51, 000

102, 000

50,000

15, 000

424, 548)

Amended

Budget

25, 055

23, 000

27, 000

7,000

55, 000

20, 000

59, 394

549, 918

62, 013

20, 000

10, 114

213,480

239,662

130, 000

210, 000

13, 000

39, 000

40,000

20, 000

667, 505

115,000

56, 596

115, 000

72, 000

51, 000

102, 000

50, 000

15, 000
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3, 741

Previous

FY

Encumbered

as of

To Date

FY12

25,055)

920)

59,394)

48,005)

3, 741)

5,877)

3, 291)

10, 114)

90, 320)

33, 762)

31, 965)

19, 671 )

107, 908) 559, 597)

8, 133) 48,463)

2, 830)

Check

3, 012, 305

Proceeds of $5,774,330 consisted of $ 5,475, 000 (bond par value) &$ 299,330 ( premium on bonds)

Costs associated with retiring debt consisted of the following:

Premium on Bond Redemption
2007 Brick & Mortar Principal ( Note w/ BB& T)
2006 Lease Principal ( Energy Performance)

2007 B& M Interest

Costs associated with issuance

Balance left for projects

18,532

1, 853,215

725,773

5,504

2,603, 024

159,001

3,012; 305
5,774, 330



Fire Deoartment

Station 81 Driveway & Parking Lot

Fire Department Parking Resurfacing

Station 82 Exterior Sealing

Station 82 Roof Remodel

Station 81 Exterior Sealing

Public Works

BSC Building Improvements

PW Breakroom & Restrooms

PW Fuel Pump Canopy

Bulk Oil Storage

Culture & Recreation

Gathering Place Improvements
Recreation Admin. Building Upgrade
All Children' s Playground

All City Pools Electrical Upgrade

BMX Tower/ Pavilion Upgrade

BSC Parking Lots

BSC Irrigation Pump

Battery Way Boat Docks

Braelinn Field Upgrade

Cast House

City Tennis Court Upgrades

Tennis Center Improvements
Amphitheater Improvements

Mcintosh Sanitary Sewer

Meade Field Electrical Upgrade

Riley Field Sewer Upgrade
Kedron Large Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Small Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Bubble Replacement

Library Exterior Sealing

Library Building Repairs

Library Roof Replacement

Fire Dept Training Fac Upgrade
Station 83 Sewer

PO HVAC Upgrades
Amphitheater Box Office

Glenlock Rec Center

PIP Contingency

GA Public Library Grant

Interest Earnings ( through April)

60, 000

50,000

60, 000

79, 918

5,000

60, 000

260, 000

208, 662

100, 000

210, 000

20, 000

39, 000

40,000

20, 000

666, 699

121, 000

56, 596

425,375

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

FUND 380 ( FACILITIES AUTHORITY)

AUGUST 30, 2012
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213,480
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20, 000

667,505

115, 000

56, 596

115, 000

72,000

51, 000

102,000

50,000

15, 000

827

FundIng Balance Status

FY FY12 as of

Budget Amended

as of

50,000)

25,055

30,000 ( 7, 000) 23, 000

40, 000 ( 13,000) 27, 000

7,000

55, 000

20,000

25,055)

920)

59, 394)

48, 005)

3, 741 3, 741)

62, 013 5,877)

3, 291)

10, 114)

90, 320)

33,762)

31, 965)

19,671)

107, 908) 559, 597)

8, 133) 48, 463)

2, 830)

Check

3, 012, 305

Proceeds of $5,774,330 consisted of $5,475,000 ( bond par value) &$ 299, 330 (premium on bonds)
Costs associated with retiring debt consisted of the following:

Premium on Bond Redemption
2007 Brick & Mortar Principal ( Note w/ BB& T)
2006 Lease Principal ( Energy Performance)

2007 B& M Interest

Costs associated with issuance

Balance left for projects

18, 532

1, 853,215

725,773

5, 504

2,603, 024

159, 001

M12;305
5, 774, 330



Fire DeDartment

Station 81 Driveway & Parking Lot

Fire Department Parking Resurfacing

Station 82 Exterior Sealing

Station 82 Roof Remodel

Station 81 Exterior Sealing

Public Works

BSC Building Improvements

PW Breakroom & Restrooms

PW Fuel Pump Canopy

Bulk Oil Storage

Culture & Recreation

Gathering Place Improvements
Recreation Admin. Building Upgrade
All Children' s Playground

All City Pools Electrical Upgrade

BMX Tower/ Pavilion Upgrade

BSC Parking Lots

BSC Irrigation Pump

Battery Way Boat Docks

Braelinn Field Upgrade

Cast House

City Tennis Court Upgrades

Tennis Center Improvements
Amphitheater Improvements

Mcintosh Sanitary Sewer

Meade Field Electrical Upgrade

Riley Field Sewer Upgrade
Kedron Large Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Small Pool Resurfacing
Kedron Bubble Replacement

Library Exterior Sealing

Library Building Repairs

Library Roof Replacement

Fire Dept Training Fac Upgrade
Station 83 Sewer

PO HVAC Upgrades
Amphitheater Box Office

Glenlock Rec Center

PIP Contingency

GA Public Library Grant

Interest Earnings ( through April)

CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

FUND 380 ( FACILITIES AUTHORITY)
AUGUST 30, 2012

FY FY12
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60,000

79, 918
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60, 000
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208, 662

100, 000

210, 000

20, 000
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40,000

20,000

666,699

121, 000

56, 596

425, 375

Proceeds of $5,774, 330 consisted of $5,475, 000 (bond par value) & $ 299,330 ( premium on bonds)
Costs associated with retiring debt consisted of the following:

Premium on Bond Redemption
2007 Brick & Mortar Principal ( Note w/BB& T)
2006 Lease Principal ( Energy Performance)
2007 B& M Interest

Costs associated with issuance

Balance left for projects

18, 532

1, 853, 215

725,773

5, 504

2,603,024

159, 001
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5,774, 330
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5, 877)
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3, 012, 305



















Financial Impact Analysis. The Gates
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Fee Name Calculation Residential Office Total

Annexation Fees: ($ 600 + $50\ AC)     $ 4,455. 00
Residential Plan Review Fees:

Conceptual Plat ($ 250 + $ 41101) $ 610, 00   $ 610. 00

Preliminary Plat ($ 250 + $41101) $ 610, 00   $ 610, 00
Construction Plans ($:) 90) $ 300. 00   $ 300, 00
Final Plat ($ 250 + $ 101101) $ 1, 150, 00   $ 1, 150, 00

Commercial Plan Review Fees:

Conceptual Site Plan ($ 250 + $ 10Iac)   $ 291. 00 $ 291. 00
Final Site Plan ($ 250 + $ 10\101)   $ 291. 00 $ 291, 00

Landscape Plan ($ 150)   $ 150. 00 $ 150. 00

City NPDES Fees: ($ 40ldisturbed ac)     $ 1,436. 00
Land Distrubance Fee: $ 200 + $ 10130     $ 559. 00

1

Construction Fees:

Building Permits: ( based on valuation - see fee schedule)  $ 94, 500. 00 $ 8, 850. 00 $
Plan Review Fee: ( Residential: $ 150Iun~) ( Commercial: 50% pennit fee) $ 13, 500. 00 $ 4,425, 00 $

Plumbing Permitst ($ 60 minI $ 7, 200. 00 $ 160. 00 $
Electrical Permitst ($ 80 mln) $ 7, 200. 00 $ 160. 00 $
HVAC Permitst ($ 80 min) $ 7, 200. 00 $ 160. 00 $
Soil Erosion Permits ($ 100\AC)     $

Certification of Occu anc $ 50

Connection Fees:

Sewer Connections: ( Residential: $ 1750\unll)

Water Connection: ( Residential: $ 13oolu

157, 500

117, 000

1,500. 00

4200. 00

TOTAL

t Assumes minimial ermit fee

233 983, 80 $ 21, 000, 00 $ 254, 983. 80

Sewer Usage:
Water Usage:

Stormwater Fee:

9, 602. 21 $

19, 958.40 $

2, 698;30 $

1, 619.42 $

12, 300, 51

21, 577 , 82

3 408. 67

Annual fee table for sewer and water assumes minimium 17, 94 gpd1llerson usuage
Sewer Usage: (Residential: $ 26lmonth + $4. 6511000 gal), ( Commercial: $ 26lmonth @$ 6. 1511000 gal)
Water Usa e: Residential: $ 18.48Imth for first 2000 ai, Commercial: $ 18.48Imth for first 2000 ai, $ 3. 2311000

Charges for Services: 2012 Budnet Cost ner Person Increase from Develonment
Ambulance Fees $ 502,988 $ 13, 88 $ 4, 371.76
Plan Review $ 163, 569 $ 4. 51 $ 1,421, 67
Recreation Program Fees $ 527, 927 $ 14. 57 $ 4, 588. 52

Fines & Forfeitures:

Municipal Court fines $ 1, 105, 629 $ 30. 51 $ 9, 609, 66
Miscellaneous Court $ 107, 683 $ 2. 97 $ 935. 93
Librarv Fines $ 38, 758 $ 1. 07 $ 336. 87

Prepared by the City of Peachtree City I 10/ 03/2012 Page 1
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

o It would also provide Peachtree City with control over the nature, scale, and

type of development at this significant parcel at the gateway to the community.

They were protecting the stream buffers all along the wetlands. As had been stated at

the workshop on August 13, stream crossings were allowed with state waters and

preservation. He confirmed they had not disturbed the wetlands but had crossed the

stream buffers.

They had taken a hard lookat the pocket parks. Realizing there was a major park
Meade Field) so close to their development, they determined it made more sense to

focus on preserving the natural areas as much as possible and supplementing them as

needed. They would also focus on some active use of the amenity area.

They proposed that about four acres of the parcel would consist of two 2- story office

buildings ( 10, 000 SF each) and would be developed based on the market.

Most of the 50' greenbelt along the eastern, southern, and western boundaries was

anticipated to remain in its natural state. If supplemental plantings were required,
Mr. Kirk said they were agreeable to providing them.

Along the frontage, their int~nt would be to mirror what was across the street at the

Starrs Mill Professional Building in terms of berming and landscaping to focus on

the gateway effect.

The neighborhood amenity area would be just south of the office component and

would have a pool, cabana, tot lot, etc., for the residents of the subdivision to use.

He provided some detail on their conceptual plan which would include a planted
berm along the frontage and a 60' greenbelt along SR 74 to provide a nice buffer

between the highway and the property.
Within the property, the conceptual streetscape provided trees that would be planted
into the lots rather than between the sidewalk and the street The 50' greenbelt
would be either in its natural state or appropriately supplemented.
The development would cOllsist of single-family detached homes with a target price
point in the $ 300,000' s. The homes would be developed in phases to respond to the

market.

Overall density was about 1.3 lots per acre. For those lots that were not heavily
wooded, the developer would plant three shade trees on each lot.

He showed examples of the architecture and types of homes they would expect to

have in the development and noted the architecture would be consistent throughout
the development. A builder had not yet been selected.

The sewer main would be located more than 200' from the property line to protect
the city so they could extend sewer at their discretion.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

They intended to form a homeowners association and they would maintain the

common areas and the overall integrity of the neighborhood.
As currently zoned, approximately 12, 700 vehicle trips would be generated per day.
Their engineers estimated this development would generate less than 1, 100 vehicle

trips per day so the impact on the transportation system would be significantly less.

Part of this project would be to upgrade and modify the signal at Redwine Road.

Internal sidewalks as well as connections to the multi- use path would also be

provided. The City had expressed a desire for them to connect to Meade Field.

Water, power, gas, cable and phone services were available.

The Peachtree City Water and Sewer Authority ( WASA) had indicated there was

treatment capacity for the development. However, a regional lift station would be

needed to serve this development and others in this area, i.e., Somerby, Meade Field,

etc. Their understanding was that the lift station was being re- permitted by WASA

who was working to determine the actual cost of the lift station and to estimate

potential flows from each ofthe potential users.

o Mr. Kirk expected to. have that information in sufficient time to discuss

appropriate cost-sharing before this item was heard by City Council. He did not

currently have the information.

It was their intent to fund the multi- use path connection to Meade Field and to work

with City Staff, City Council, and the Planning Commission to determine the

appropriate point to link into the path that was already proposed for the Somerby
development.
o They would need the consent and cooperation of the neighboring property

owners to the east and south in order to extend the cart path to the Starrs Mill

Academy Pre- school or the Brechin Park subdivision.

o A private agreement would be needed to extend the path to their boundaries or

to provide for an extension in the future.

Their proposal was to dedicate a space for the gateway signage and then contribute

to the cost. He thought the city should design and construct the sign the way they
wanted it.

o As part of the gateway coming into the city, the greenbelt along SR 74 would be

dedicated to the city.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

This parcel of land was an ideal location for a new corporate headquarters for the

following reasons:

o Sewer lines and fiber optic cables were nearby.
o It was located on a four- lane state route.

o There was easy access to the public airport at Falcon Field.

o The world' s busiest airport was only a 30- minute drive.

o Most importantly, the parcel was not land locked so there was room for growth.
rf annexed, rezoned, and built as proposed, 90 single-family homes would consume

more in services than they would pay in taxes.

This would stretch our municipal services more to the south and over- extend fire and

police services.

He was not against the development or the developers, but he wanted to see the city and

the county grow responsibly.

No one else spoke in opposition to the proposal.

The Chairman closed the public portion of the public hearing at 8: 00 p.m.

The Commissioners had the following comments/ concerns:

Ms Woicik:

This property was heavily wooded. The developer was proposing only three shade

trees per lot which sounded to her as if they would be removing trees because it was

easier to clear cut them and then plant some 15' trees that might grow up in 20 years.
Was this correct? This concerned her very much.

o Mr. Kirk apologized ifhe had given that impression and assured her there would

be no mass grading of the site.

Their intent was to put in the roads and infrastructure.

As the lots were developed, each would be dealt with individually as far as

how much tree coverage there was to begin with and how much it would be

supplemented.
The proposal to provide three shade trees was in response to a comment Ms.

Wojcik had made at the workshop about wanting to see them plant some

trees. They were committing to plant three shade trees per lot but this clearly
would not be all of the landscaping and shrubs that would be on the lot.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

If the property owners around them were amenable to extending the multi-use cart

path through their property, were they willing to pay for most of that or would they
want to share that cost? What was the plan?
o Extending the path would depend on whether their neighbors ( Brechin Park and

the preschool) were amenable at the time. If they were not, they would reserve

space so there could be connections in the future.

o It was clearly their intention to provide that connection all the way over to

Meade Field. He was sure there was a fair cost-sharing formula between them

and Somerby to get the path to the tunnel.

Since the city would be extending sewer and doing the pumping station they would

be sharing, Ms. Wojcik wondered if the developer would be willing to donate money
toward the following:
o Restroom facilities at Meade Field.

Mr. Kirk said they could explore this possibility, but he thought it was

premature to determine a dollar amount as they were still waiting to hear

from WASA about how much the lift station would cost. He would ask the

developer whether they were willing to do this.

o The developer agreed to donate land for the gateway signage. Would they
commit to a minimum dollar amount to pay for the signage?

o Would they be willing to agree to do something to connect the cart path system
to Meade Field and the tunnel?

Mr. Steve Brown, former mayor of the City of Peachtree City and sitting Fayette
County Commissioner, had sent a letter to the commissioners stating that this

property would be a good industrial site. She did not agree with that because it was

already surrounded by homes.

Mr. Conner:

Was the lift station already in the works for the Somerby development? If this

property was annexed and rezoned, would it need to be larger?

Mr. Rast provided the following information:

o WASA had resubmitted the plans for the regional lift station that were permitted
several years ago That lift station would provide sewer for Meade Field,

Somerby, the Southern Pines property, and the Starrs Mill Professional

Building.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

o Several years ago there was an agreement between the property owners that they
all would assist in funding the design and construction of the lift station, but that

agreement had since fallen apart.
o Somerby had secured an easement through this property over to the water

treatment plant and was moving forward with their plans that would include a

private lift station on their property. At the same time, the plans for developing
the regional lift station were being reviewed by the state. If the regional lift

station was approved, ... Somerby would abandon the private lift station,

participate in the regional one, and still be part of the cost sharing.

In response to questions from Mn Destadio, Mr. Rast stated the following:

The regional lift station was proposed to be located on the Meade Field property in

Peachtree City.
Per the City Attorney, the 50' greenbelt was one line of defense and the sewer mains

and manholes being located more than 200' from the property line was a second line

of defense to prohibit additional users from tying into the sewer system. The lift

station would be located beypnd 200' from the property line.

Mr. Conner continued:

The conceptual site plan c01,lld look completely different from the concept they had

presented.
o The two main questions at this point were:

Did we want to bring this into the city?
If so, did we want this zoning?

Forty-eight percent of the land would be donated to the city. If maintenance was

required for these greenspaces, in reality, they would be donating potential
maintenance issues to the city.
o Mr. Kirk noted they did not have to donate all of that land to the city; however,

their understanding was that the city desired it be dedicated.

o Mr. Conner said the 48 percent land donation would really need to be spelled
out as to whether they were donating maintenance to the city or something that

was worthwhile and whether it would be HOA controlled.

o If it was donated as greenspace, it would not be maintained. This would be

something to consider. when the conceptual site plan was reviewed. The

Planning Commission was not approving the site plan at this time.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

He loved Ms. Wojcik' s idea. of giving something back to the city, e. g., the restroom

facility.
He agreed with Mr. Kirk that anyone could go to Meade Field and use it. The reality
was this would be a perfect place for residents to walk their dogs so there would be

increased traffic.

The annexation would put the reigns back in Peachtree City' s hands for the gateway,
and he thought the city would benefit from that.

He liked the idea about the island as a break between the office and residential

components.
The sewer control was huge and he thought as- builts would be required at every
turn.

What would the height restriction be on the office buildings? Mr. Rast said it would

be 35'.

Would the City want a multi-use path connection to Brechin Park?

Mr. Conner asked whether the city really wanted to connect the cart path to county
developments.
o Mr. Rast explained there were several paths from outside the city that tied into

our path system.
o There were advantages to allowing Fayette County residents to use our cart

paths, i.e., additional registration fees for county golf carts, access to our

shopping, participation in the city' s recreational activities, etc.

o Redwine Road, Tyrone, i and some of Robinson Road were areas in the county
that had access to our path system.

Was the price range for the homes in Wilshire Estates and some of the subdivisions

along Holly Grove Road consistent with the projected price range for these homes?

o Mr. Rast thought Wilshire Estates might be in the $ 300,000 range.
o Council Member Fleisch, who was also a real estate agent, said that price point

and the fact these would be new homes would be very appealing to home

buyers.
The inventory of homes in that price range in Peachtree City had gone down.

It would be helpful to develop the property in phases.
Would there still be 90 lots even after they met all of the development
requirements for the property? Mr. Kirk confirmed there would be.

The fact that Mr. Destadio did not have the answers to the questions he was asking
could be a reason for him to vote not to approve this request.
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Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
September 10, 2012

Mr. Destadio

Who did the transportation study that was performed?
o Mr. Kirk said the study was based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers

ITE) numbers and could be made available as desired.

Mr. Destadio did not want the city to incur any additional cost related to the
maintenance of the greenbelt that bordered SR 74 nor the sewer tie- in.

o It was not yet known what the cost would be for the City to maintain the

greenbelt. Mr. Kirk thought it would be a complicated situation if the City
owned the property and the HOA was responsible to maintain it.

Did the Applicant agree with all 13 conditions recommended by Staff?

o Mr. Kirk explained that he was concerned about their establishing a berm,

putting a fence on top ofit, and then saddling the HOA with the maintenance.

o Mr. Destadio referred to previous discussions where it had been shown that
other berms/ fences in the city were not being properly maintained. Why was

there no standard?

o Mr. Rast pointed out that this was the same solution that was used to address a

similar situation between the Line Creek retail development and the Cardiff Park

subdivision. This was verbatim from what was included in the Special Use

Permit and the Memorandum of Understanding.
Mr. Destadio was also concerned about the placement of the building and parking
behind the building. He. did not see anything in the conditions of approval
recommended by Staff. Mr. Rast pointed out this would be included in the LUR

zoning. Mr. Kirk confirmed this was addressed in condition # 4 of the ordinance
amendment for the office tract.

o Mr. Conner noted this was only a public hearing and the Planning Commission
would be making a recommendation to City Council. The ordinance was in a

draft format so that it could be changed if necessary. If City Council approved
this request, the conceptual site plan would come back to the Planning
Commission for review.

o Ms. Wojcik was concerned about City Council approving the request without
the concessions the Planning Commission had requested of the developer. She
noted they could not request concessions once the annexation was approved.

Mr. Destadio had concerns about the Planning Commission being asked to approve

something when there were still unanswered questions:
o The ordinance was a " Draft" document.

o One of the commissioners had asked whether the developer would be willing to

donate something to improve the park.
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o The Planning Commission was merely looking at this proposal from a planning
perspective, i.e., did it fit with the Comprehensive Plan? They did not have the
financial data needed to address their very real concerns before making their
recommendation. He did not think it was inappropriate to include that fact in
their recommendation.

He agreed with Mr. Daily apd was disappointed with the parks. He also thought
they needed to be a fabric of the plan and that this should be part of the
Commission' s recommendation.

o He confirmed for Mr. Conner that, like the common areas, the pocket parks
would be owned by the HOA.

The office space in the gateway piece contained the most execution risk, and they
only had one shot at it. He wondered if it would be appropriate to have a small

grassy median with a couple of trees.

o He was not sure what it did in terms of aesthetics or traffic calming at the
entrance to the subdivision, but it might give some ambience when entering the
area where the office buildings were located.

The gateway aspect was critical.

Ms. Wojcik asked for a roll call vote so that City Council would have a clear idea of each
of the Commissioner' s thoughts and recommendations. Mr. Staples recommended that
the points made by each commissioner be included as conditions of approval.

Mr. Conner called for a roll call vote and asked for a list of the items that would be
considered benefits for the city. These would be added to the 13 conditions of approval
recommended by City Staff:

14. An agreement to connect the cart path system to Meade Field and to the tunnel.

Wojcik)
15. A commitment to a minimum dollar amount the applicant was willing to

donate for the signage that welcomed people to Peachtree City. (Wojcik)
16. A commitment to a minimum dollar amount for the extension of cart paths to

the tunnel and for cons~ruction of restroom facilities at Meade Field. (Wojcik)
17. A commitment that the existing trees would be preserved as much as possible.

Wojcik)
18. The concept of pocket parks would be reintroduced as an HOA-owned

function of the subdivision. ( Daily)
19. An acknowledgement that there was financial backing for the lift station and

the sewer tie-in.
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20. Additional financial consideration that what we did not have was not part of

the fabric of this recommendation because that information was not available

at this time. That included but was not limited to the sewer lift station and

additional uses at a cost to the city. ( Staples)
21. What impact would these 90 homes have on the city' s tax base? How much

tax would be broughtjn versus how much cost would there be to the city?
Conner)

22. A requirement that before this was approved, the city would see an authorized,

approved traffic study. (Destadio)

23. That they will absolutely put the parking behind the building (not just a draft

ordinance). ( Destadio)

24. Clear determination from City Council on the maintenance of the greenspace.

If the maintenance of the greenspace legally could not be done, the developer
should provide some other consideration. ( Destadio) He was more concerned

about the north and the west than the south and east sides mentioned by the

other commissioners.

25. That the developer donate $ 100,000 for the city' s sign or restroom facilities

although he acknowledged that the Commission did not have all the financial

information. (Destadio)

26. A raised traffic island between the residential and office. ( Conner and

Destadio)

Mr. Staples was reluctant to put in a hard dollar amount ($ 100,000) as an understanding
within the recommendation and suggested " a very generous contribution" be added

instead. He felt that when all of the figures were available, it might make more sense that

the amount be $ 175, 000 or $ 125, 000 or even $ 50, 000. Putting a hard dollar amount

undermined the premise that the Commission did not have the full financial picture.

Mr. Destadio felt this was the Only time the Commission had any leverage with the

developer. He meant no offense to Mr. Kirk as he felt they had done an excellent job.
However, even though during the six years Mr. Staples had been a Planning Commission

member and the city had probably gotten the majority of the things they had requested,
since he had been on the Commission, he was not sure they ever got the things they had

asked for. He thought they needed to be more specific.

Mr. Staples asked if the condition could be rephrased to say " additional consideration of

at least $ 100, 000." Mr. Destadio said he would be more than happy to grant Mr. Staples
that last and final wish."






















