
PFA meeting to be held at 6: 30 pm - prior to Council Meeting)****

City Council of Peachtree City
Agenda

September 18, 2014

7: 00 p. m.

I. Call to Order

II. Pledge of Allegiance

III. Announcements, Awards, Special Recognition

IV. Public Comment

V. Agenda Changes

VI. Minutes

August 21, 2014, Regular Meeting Minutes

September 2, 2014, Workshop Minutes

September 4, 2014, Regular Meeting Minutes

VII. Monthly Reports

VIII. Consent Agenda
1. Consider Acceptance of Grant for CERT from Clothes Less Traveled

2. Consider Appointments to WASA - Interviews scheduled next week

3. Consider Right- of- entry Agreement with Georgia Power

IX. Old Agenda Items

07- 14- 03 Consider Amendment to Article VIII. Requirements for Streets and Other

Rights- of- Way
07- 14- 04 Consider Amendment to Land Development Ordinance, Sec. 406 Final Plat

Approval Process paragraph m - Maintenance Bond Requirements

X. New Agenda Items

09- 14- 07 Public Hearing - Consider Variance to Street Design Standards Ordinance

to Permit Residential Driveways on a Collector Street, 424 Robinson Road

Developer of Hayes tract requesting driveway access to Robinson Rood, which is classified os 0

Collector Street

09- 14- 08 Consider Adoption of Bond Resolution & Intergovernmental Agreement
with Public Facilities Authority

XI. Council/ Staff Topics
Hot Topics Update

XII. Executive Session

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



City Council of Peachtree City
Meeting Minutes

August 21, 2014

7:00 p. m.

The Mayor and Council of Peachtree City met on Thursday, August 21, 2014, at City Hall. Mayor
Vanessa Fleisch called the meeting to order at 7: 00 p. m. Other Council Members attending:

Terry Ernst, Eric Imker, Mike King, and Kim Learnard.

Announcements. Awards. SDecial Recoanition

Mayor Fleisch recognized the Buildings and Grounds and Recreation Departments, who received

the Team Recognition Award as the July Employees of the Month. Fleisch also commended the

10U Peachtree City Select ( Red) All- star Softball Team for winning the 2014 United States Sports

Specialty Association ( USSSA) State All- Star championship. Darlene Moses, Casey Messina, and

Eraina Amill of the Atlanta Chapter of the American Payroll Association accepted a

proclamation from Mayor Fleisch proclaiming September 1 - 5 as National Payroll Week.

Update on Divas Half Marathon & 5K Race

Nancy Price, executive director of the Convention & Visitors Bureau ( CVB), and Byron Perryman,

CVB chairman and general manager of the Wyndham Peachtree Hotel & Conference Center,

gave Council an update on the September 6 event. Perryman said there had been a boost of

support recently from the Council Members, along with an up swell in the industry and

recognition of the importance of special events to the economic development of City. The

hotels would experience only a two- day event. but $ 188, 000 in room revenue was expected, with

a total of $ 250, 000 in hotel revenue. For the 837 rooms in the City, that was a good chunk of

business and taxes coming to the City.

Perryman continued that everyone in the room had been a part of this event, thanking the CVB,

Fayette County Board of Education, Recreation Department, Police Department, Fire

Department, Keep Peachtree City Beautiful, Information Technology/ Geographic Information

System ( IT/ GIS), Public Works, Public Information, and Planning Departments. In addition, he

thanked Eaton and Sany in the Industrial Park for providing parking ( shuttles would take people to

the starting line), Peachtree City Running Club, ham radio operators, and residents of the area.

He hoped this was the first of many events to bring health and vibrancy to the City. Perryman

said the City was not known as a destination, and that was fine. He was sure the event would be

very successful and have good repercussions if done properly.

Price thanked everyone for their support, adding that, as of August 17, 3,704 women had

registered, which put registration on track for a sell- out of 4, 100. There were almost 200 volunteers

from the community as well.

Public Comment

Caren Russell addressed Council concerning the backup of traffic in the Planterra Ridge

neighborhood because of cut- through traffic to get to the Planterra Way/ SR 54 traffic signal. She

showed a series of photos taken of the line of cars on the road leading to the signal during the

afternoon rush hour, asking Council to consider extending the right turn lane to the entrance at

the Tennis Center in FY 2015 so Planterra and Cardiff Park residents would be able to get out of

the subdivision during that time. She noted the recent traffic study for SR 54 did not address the

situation of the residents, only the cut- through traffic making a left turn from Planterra to go

toward Coweta County.
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G. R. Peltier thanked Council for their efforts to support senior citizen activities. He, as a senior

citizen representative, would like to work with a Council Member to look at ways to obtain

donations to help fund The Gathering Place and Mcintosh Place, so the City would use the

money currently budgeted for those facilities in other areas.

Minutes

August 7, 2014, Regular Meeting Minutes

Ernst moved to approve the August 7, 2014, regular meeting minutes as written. King seconded.

Motion carried unanimously.

Monthly ReDorts

Imker thanked Yamaha for its donation of a golf cart to the Police Department. He also noted

the litigation charge of $ 1, 600 for the Mrosek lawsuit. Imker said the matter needed to be

resolved, and then the City needed to go after legal fees for the lawsuit. which he considered to

be frivolous.

Consent Aaenda

1. Consider Alcohol License - NEW - Ichiban Bar & Grill, 520 Crosstown Drive

2. Consider Approval of Mutual Aid Agreements for Police Department
Learnard moved to approve Consent Agenda items 1 and 2. Ernst seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.

Old Aaenda Items

08- 14- CA 1 Consider Alcohol License - New - Crosstown Grill, 620 Crosstown Drive

This item was continued from the August 7, 2014, meeting due to an issue with the legal notice

and its publication date.

Ernst moved to approve agenda item 08- 14- CA 1 Consider Alcohol License - New - Crosstown

Grill, 620 Crosstown Drive. King seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

New Aaenda Items

08- 14- 01 Public Hearing - Consider Text Amendments for Brent West Village Documents

Senior Planner David Rast said the rezoning for this property had been approved in 2007 as part

of the annexation and zoning of two large tracts in Wilksmoor Village. One tract was owned by
John Wieland Homes & Neighborhoods and the other by Scarbrough & Associates, currently
known as Brent West Village, which was the northern tract of the annexed area. Brent West

Village was zoned for a 650- unit age restricted subdivision with 539 single- family lots and 111

attached courtyard units on the 403- acre tract. Access would be from MacDuff Parkway. A

number of conditions had been placed on both tracts during the annexation, including some

that were specific to each development. The annexation of the tracts had also been reviewed

by the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority ( GRT A) as a development of regional impact
DRI), and GRT A had also imposed conditions that had been incorporated as part of the zoning.

Rast continued that Levitt & Sons had been the original developer, and the company had gone

bankrupt. Brent Scarbrough became the developer, and the property was owned by Brent West

Village, LLC. The tract was now under contract by Kolter Homes, a Florida- based developer of

planned communities.

Rast continued that Kolter Homes also planned to build an age- restricted subdivision, with a

modified site plan of 650 units, all single- family lots and no attached courtyard units. An amenities

center was also planned, which would be very similar to the plan proposed by Levitt. The plat
had been approved as part of the Limited Use Residential- 14 ( LUR- 14) zoning, and site- specific
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conditions were also adopted. Some of the conditions were not consistent with the plan being

presented by Kolter. Talks had started several months ago regarding the proposed text

amendments, and there were minor and major .text changes, according to Rast.

Rast discussed some of the minor amendments, including a change in lot size for Pod D ( four

pods were planned named A. B, C, and D), which was 120 lots. In the LUR- 14 zoning, with the

exception of the smaller courtyard lots, the lot size was 50 feet X 120 feet or 70 feet X 120 feet.

Kolter had asked for a reduction in the front and rear setbacks in Pod D because the lots were

more pie- shaped. The request was to reduce the minimum lot size to 50 feet x 110 feet.

The minimum floor area required by the ordinance for the homes was 1, 500 square feet. Kolter

had asked the wording be changed to allow 10% ( 65) of the homes to be no smaller than 1,350

square feet. In addition, the minimum front setback would be changed from 15 feet to 10 feet

from the back of the sidewalk ( currently 20 feet from right- of- way), and the minimum rear

building setback would change from 20 feet to 10 feet due to the pie-shaped lot configurations.

The courtyard units had shared driveways, and Kolter had asked that common driveways not be

permitted.

Kolter also asked to add language permitting berming, fencing, and landscaping within the

greenbelt/ buffer area on either side of the subdivision entrances to create a more aesthetic feel.

Fifty- foot wide buffers were required along collector streets. Rast reported the Planning

Commission did not endorse enhancing the greenbelt, but staff had a different opinion. He

added staff also had no issue with the minor text amendments.

The major text amendments included allowing the issuance of up to 200 Certificates of

Occupancy ( COs) before MacDuff Parkway was completed and open to traffic; removing the

condition requiring the provision of traffic calming measures along MacDuff Parkway; removing

the condition requiring the provision of a multi- use tunnel underneath MacDuff Parkway;

removing the condition requiring multi- use paths within the development( including a path from

the subdivision entrance past clubhouse to first pod); adding a condition allowing the installation

of security gates and gate houses at each entrance into the subdivision, with the stipulation that

all roads and infrastructure within the subdivision would be owned and maintained by the

developer and/ or the Homeowner' s Association ( HOA); and adding a condition to relocate the

proposed Fire Station at least 1, 000 linear feet from the subdivision entrance ( proposed location

was across from the entrance).

Rast noted that the intersection design on MacDuff Parkway should also provide traffic calming,

adding that the DRI notice of intent required traffic calming be included in the road design. The

tunnel under MacDuff Parkway was a joint condition between John Wieland Homes &

Neighborhoods and Scarbrough, as was the requirement to have multi- use paths within the

development. Staff did not support the proposed major text amendments.

Brian Rochester of Rochester & Associates represented Kolter Homes. The project would be

called Cresswind at Peachtree City. He continued that work began on the large master- planned

community in 2010. The project represented a $ 225 million investment in the community. Every

house would back up to open space, rather than another backyard. Rochester made a

correction to the request for a 10- foot front setback, saying it was for 10 feet from the right- of-

way, not back of curb and 20 feet from the garage to the back of the sidewalk.

Staff and the developer had been in agreement on just about everything on the minor text

amendments, Rochester said. They would ask for some of the major text amendments to be
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struck now that they understand some of the City' s concerns. The ones they would ask for were

important to the development.

Rochester continued that the 200 COs were required to move forward with the plan for MacDuff

Parkway. Enhancing the greenbelt/ buffer area would be important. The project had a lot of

frontage along MacDuff Parkway. They wanted to save as much natural vegetation as possible.

They needed the ability to buffer the houses that would back up to MacDuff Parkway and create

a landscape and street appeal to those driving along the parkway.

Rochester said they agreed to drop the proposed text amendments to Section 1013A.4( g) 4

traffic calming devices), 5 ( tunnel), and 6 ( multi- use path). The plans for MacDuff had already
been done, and they had no issue with those being removed. They had also requested to add

another condition to allow for a gated community, saying that was one of the top things adults

requested. They had decided to drop that condition.

Section 1013A.4( g) 14 addressed the floodplain, and Rochester said the ordinance said there

could be nothing in the floodplain. They had asked to add wording to allow road and utility

crossings because there were a few areas in the project where it would be needed. Staff had

added that the crossings could be perpendicular, and the developer was fine with staff' s

recommendation.

As for the request to add security gates and gate houses at each entrance into the subdivision,

Rochester said Kolter wanted to remove that from the list.

Kolter Homes had also asked to include another condition, which would be Section 1013A LUR-

14( g) 22, which would require the City to ensure the Fire Station for that area would not be

located within 1, 000 linear feet of either side of the community' s entrances. Rochester explained
that. whether the concern was real or perceived, buyers were worried about sirens blaring during
the night. Rochester said they very much appreciated the Fire Department. but it was an issue

when marketing homes.

Fleisch opened the public hearing.

Frank Artiles asked for clarification on Rochester' s statement that no less than 10% of the houses

could be below 1, 500 square feet, and no homes could be less than 1, 350 square feet. Rochester

said Kolter was asking that no more than 10% ( 65) of the homes be below 1,500 square feet.

None of the 65 homes would less than 1, 350 square feet. Artilles asked if there should be a

maximum square footage in the amendments. Rochester said the text amendment should

probably state the maximum number would be 65. Those houses would be competitive with the

high end of houses in Peachtree Sun City, which was their major competitor.

Dar Thompson asked the price range of the homes. Rochester said the smaller homes would be

in the low to mid-$ 200, 000s. The average home would be $ 350, 000.

An unidentified resident asked if MacDuff Parkway would be four lanes, how it impacted traffic

on SR 74, and whether the developer had permission to build the bridges. He also asked about

the change to not require cart paths in the community.

Rast said the developers were responsible for construction of MacDuff Parkway from its current

terminus at Franklin Ridge Drive up to Senoia Road, which included a bridge over CSX Railroad

and an at- grade crossing with Senoia Road, with a traffic signal. The road would continue onto
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Learnard asked about the 10- foot front setback change, adding that the sidewalk ordinance

had not been ironed out yet. Fleisch said the sidewalks were part of a September workshop.

Rast said both developers were required to install sidewalks per the Notice of Intent for the DRI,

but the NOI did not indicate where the sidewalks should be located, saying it might not answer

Learnard' s question.

Learnard noted that they had not ascertained where the sidewalks would be located, so she

questioned the proposed text amendment. Rochester said there was a mistake regarding the

10- foot front setback, which should be 10 feet from the right- of- way of the road, not the back of

the sidewalk. The ordinance currently required a 20- foot setback. Typically, there should not be

a car in the driveway that blocked the sidewalk. They had agreed the front setback should be

10 feet from the right- of-way, but the garage must be at least 20 feet from the back of the

sidewalk to prevent blocking the sidewalk. Learnard asked where the right- of-way ended.

Rochester said there was typically a 50- foot right- of-way. The right- of-way line would be 25 feet

from the road center, with the house at least 10 feet from the right- of-way line or 35 feet from the

center of the road.

City Attorney Ted Meeker said it would depend on where the sidewalk was located. If the four-

foot sidewalk was located in the front setback, then it would be six feet to the house. If the

sidewalk was located in the right-of-way, then there would be 10 feet from the right-of-way line to

the front of the house.

Fleisch said what was being proposed was the standard for a 50- foot by 120- foot lot. Rochester

said it was the standard Kolter was using at its Lake Lanier development. Rast said the average

lot width in Centennial was 50 feet. In General Residential ( GR) zoning, 50 feet was standard for

these types of homes.

Learnard asked what the setback was in Centennial. Rast said that, with the exception of the

homes along the green at the subdivision entrance, the garage had to be 20 feet from the

sidewalk so nothing interfered with pedestrian movement. Learnard said that, after this

discussion, she was fine with the minor amendments.

Meeker asked if Council wanted to look clarifying the language for the minimum floor area per

dwelling unit, and amend that based on this discussion. Rast said it should be, adding that the

reason there was no ordinance for Council to adopt was that staff knew Council would be

working through some of the proposed amendments. The revised ordinance with the language

adopted at this meeting would be presented for signature, but not immediately after this

meeting.

Meeker suggested getting clarification from Council on what they wanted, then staff would bring

back the written ordinance for approval at the next meeting. He would rather have that

approach.

Imker asked which residents would hear the sirens if the Fire Station was moved, noting they were

asking to move the station 1, 000 feet north or south. Fleisch said there might be an alternative

site for the fire station to the north.

Fire Chief Joe O' Conor said the concept of having a station in the area was essential to

maintaining the City' s ISO 3 rating, and its current location across from the future entrance to the

development had always been the designated site. He had asked the Fire Marshal to analyze
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Learnard withdrew her second. Imker withdrew his motion.

Fleisch suggested allowing staff to rework the budget with the guidance given at the meeting,
then asked for a motion to continue the budget approval. Pennington said he would also

recommend a continuance. Salvatore added that some figures were not exact, and the

numbers needed to be exact.

Ernst moved to continue the vote on the budget until the next City Council meeting. The motion

died from lack of a second.

Imker moved to approve the City Manager' s budget with the inclusion of the following items from

Imker' s presentation: items 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. Learnard seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.

Imker moved to further revise the budget to incorporate the change reflected in item 1 ( 2%

Inverse Scaled" Pay Raise and increase PT/ Temporary/ Seasonal hourly rate total from $ 950,000 to

975, 000. Learnard seconded. Motion carried 3- 2 ( Ernst, Fleisch).

Imker moved to further revise the budget to incorporate the change reflected in item 5 ( Change

bridge/ infrastructure maintenance to $ 150, 000). Learnard seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.

Imker moved to further revise the budget to incorporate the change reflected in item 7 by asking
the City Manager to reduce the budget by $ 100, 000. King seconded. Motion carried 4- 1 ( Ernst).

Imker moved to further revise the budget to incorporate the change reflected in item 8 to unfund

the position of assistant police chief while keeping it available. King seconded. Motion carried 4-

1 ( Ernst).

Imker said he would bring his other alternatives back since some included ordinance changes.
He continued that the budget would be amended, but these changes would give staff a

baseline to work with.

Council/ staff Tooics

Pennington said there were four topics that needed to be covered in workshops in September

and October. The topics included future annexations, sidewalks, subdivision signs and entrances,

and cart golf crossings on state roads. He continued that GDOT had the state law on cart

crossings, but had not come up with a way to implement it yet. Pennington recommended a

workshop be held on September 16 on the Condrey Job Classification and Compensation Study.

The Green T signal application for Line Creek Drive was under review at GDOT. The SR 54 traffic

study was under review for potential funding over the long term.

BS& A, the company that was awarded the bid for the Enterprise Resource Planning ( ERP)

software, had scheduled the implementation of the software for finance and human resources.

Much of the payroll duties would shift to Human Resources, and Pennington said he would come

back to Council at some point regarding increasing Human Resources staffing.

John Dufresne asked if another public hearing would be needed for the FY 2015 budget. Meeker

said no, the budget was always subject to change.
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Wilks moor, and if Council lowered the amount. the Wilksmoor projects would be given an unfair

advantage. Imker felt the 110% amount had been developed for a good reason, noting that if

infrastructure failed, it affected all of it. Replacement two years after the fact would probably
equal 110% of the original cost. He saw no reason to change the current amount.

King disagreed, saying a developer putting in a subdivision would stand by the product two

years later. He suggested setting the amount at or slightly higher than the average for the area.

Ernst said he understood Imker' s position, but felt developers who did this for a living would not

walk away from a problem and risk ruining their reputation. He said he could go along with a

lower rate.

King added that the City vetted its projects and did not have fly- by-night developers. Ernst

agreed, noting that Wieland, who was developing a large portion of the Wilksmoor area, had

built hundreds of homes in Peachtree City over decades and was still in business.

Fleisch pointed out that the developer of The Gates would also be working in Wilksmoor, so that

would negate the unfair advantage Imker noted. She felt that the 100% amount put an

onerous burden on the developer. She felt an amount between 25% and 50% was more

reasonable. King asked if 30% was the right amount, and she said she was thinking more along
the lines of 30%. Learnard asked if staff had a recommended amount.

Rorie said staff felt 50% for the maintenance bond was reasonable. There was no desire to

change the performance bonds from 110% due to the additional requirements Peachtree City

imposed for landscaping, path connections, and other items not required in other areas.

Learnard, King, Ernst and Fleisch indicated they were supportive of changing the maintenance

bond requirement to 50% of the cost of construction. Pennington thanked Council for their input
and estimated the ordinance would come back for consideration on the September 18

agenda.

Sidewalks

Rorie said the Land Development Ordinance imposed design and installation standards for

access, right- of- way ( ROW) width, design grade, and speeds for streets, but did not have any

direction regarding sidewalks. The City neither required nor prohibited sidewalks in subdivisions;

instead, a connection to the nearest path was required.

Rorie continued that sidewalks were required by the State to be installed in the upcoming
neighborhoods in Wilksmoor as part of the Development of Regional Impact ( DRI) review.

Additional future developments might also want to install sidewalks due to their growing
popularity.

The City currently owned and maintained approximately 43, 200 linear feet of concrete sidewalks

in the ROW of nine neighborhoods. Six additional neighborhoods owned and maintained their

own sidewalks along with their streets. Once sidewalks were installed in City-owned ROW, the

City inherited the responsibility for the maintenance and repair, along with the liability for failure

to do so.

Previous discussions with Council suggested the City did not want to prohibit sidewalks, but did

not want to be responsible for maintaining and additional sidewalks that were put in

neighborhoods.
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Staff had researched sidewalk ordinances from other jurisdictions and had reviewed a 2012

Georgia Tech case study, " The Costs of Owning and Maintaining Sidewalks: A Strategy for the

City of Atlanta." The key issues for consideration in developing an ordinance included the

liability, the costs of repairing damaged or failing sidewalks due to improper installation, ground
settlement. etc., design standards and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act

ADA), the timing of installation of sidewalks in developing neighborhoods, and the ultimate

inspection and enforcement of the City' s requirements.

Rorie then gave an example of sidewalk liability, noting the 2011 case of Hancock v. the City of

Atlanta, as reported in the Georgia Tech study. In that case, the City of Atlanta had been

notified of loose concrete in a sidewalk in its ROW but neglected to make the repair that would

have cost roughly $ 450. A Fulton County Jury had awarded $ 1. 1 million in damages to the

plaintiff.

Rorie continued that it cost the City approximately $ 27. 50 per linear foot to repair sidewalks,

putting the combined repair and maintenance liability for the existing 43, 000 linear feet at $ 1. 185

million.

Imker asked if a developer could install sidewalks and expect the City to maintain them.

Pennington indicated that was basically the current process because, once the sidewalks were

in the City-owned ROW, they became the City' s responsibility. City Engineer David Borkowski

noted that the preliminary and final plats that went to the Planning Commission showed whether

sidewalks would be installed.

King asked about enforcement and Code Enforcement monitored sidewalks that were the

responsibility of the Homeowner Associations ( HOA).

Fleisch asked if current sidewalks had not been built well. Rorie said he was not saying that, but

there had been settling in some areas that required repairs.

Imker asked if the Planning Commission was ultimately committing the City to maintenance

costs, either inadvertently or not.

City Planner David Rast said the City Attorney might need to provide a more detailed answer to

that question. Council authorized the Planning Commission to review and approve various site

plans and subdivision plats, some of which included sidewalks. The existing subdivisions with

sidewalks had all been reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, and the plats
included language about the City assuming maintenance. Some jurisdictions took final plats to

Council for acceptance, but Peachtree City had never done that.

Moving forward, Rorie said the City should develop a more comprehensive ordinance if

sidewalks were to continue being built. This should include requiring an encroachment permit
and maintenance bond for sidewalks and establishing design guidelines to meet or exceed

ADA standards, along with those adopted by the American Association of State Highway and

Transportation Officials and the Georgia Department of Transportation ( DOT). Then an

inspection process would be required to ensure compliance.

Ernst asked Rorie to expand on Wilksmoor' s requirement to have sidewalks. Rorie and Rast

explained that, due to the size of the total project, a DRI had been required to be submitted for

review by several agencies, including the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority, the Atlanta

Regional Commission, and the Governor' s Office. After the review, the State issued a Notice of

Intent ( NOI) identifying specifying requirements to minimize a project' s impact on the
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surrounding areas. A City had to ensure those requirements were met to be eligible for state

funds for future improvements. This was all done in 2007.

The City could also require that sidewalks be installed in the ROW with a permanent easement,

or allow installation outside the ROW. Rast showed slides of several neighborhoods with

sidewalks, noting there was a two- foot strip of grass from the back of curb, the four- foot wide

sidewalk, and approximately six additional feet of ROW for utilities. There was approximately 12

feet of City- owned ROW from the back of the curb on most residential lots in the city. In some

neighborhoods, based on the distance the homes were set back from the ROW, there might still

be room for a sidewalk. However, in others, homes were set much closer to the street. meaning

installing a sidewalk outside the ROW would be impossible.

Rorie said another component for consideration was the neighborhood trees installed along the

roadway. Roots could damage both home foundations and sidewalks, so the design guidelines
should address how close a tree could be to the sidewalk or impose a requirement for root

barriers.

Rorie then reviewed some sample language on design guidelines and inspection and

enforcement. asking for Council direction. He noted that. even if the City put the maintenance

responsibility on the HOA, some liability still remained due to the location of the sidewalk in City-
owned ROW. If the HOA or adjacent property owner did not make the necessary repairs, the

City would ultimately have to make the repairs and try to recoup the costs via a lien on the

adjacent property. In those cases, reimbursement could not be collected until the property
sold.

Fleisch expressed concern about possible confusion between paths and sidewalks from a user

standpoint, noting that the wider concreate paths on Highway 54 West allowed golf carts, but

those on Highway 74 South did not. She asked if it made sense to amend the golf cart

ordinance as well. Pennington noted that was already being reviewed due to the changes in

State Law regarding golf carts, and staff would look at that element.

Finally, Rorie noted that staff had originally proposed requiring developers to complete the

installation of subdivision sidewalks all at once. However, that would be impractical.

Rorie said staff would be bringing back an ordinance for Council approval incorporating the

concepts covered. Imker asked staff to make sure the Planning Commission was aware of the

new requirements. Fleisch and Ernst were supportive of the elements proposed, and the majority
of Council appeared to endorse the direction staff was heading with the ordinance.

Highway 74 Repaving Update

Borkowski advised Council that the DOT would begin repaving Highway 74 North the following
week and would impact traffic during the 45 day project.

There being no further issues to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8: 15 p. m.

Betsy Tyler, City Clerk Vanessa Fleisch, Mayor
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of the ordinance with the proposed language. The applicant had provided additional

information, which had been sent to Council the day prior to the meeting. It appeared that the

only item to be discussed would be to address the number of Certificates of Occupancy ( COs).

The applicant had agreed to the language staff had proposed, which was to reduce the

number of COs from 200 to 100. Rast said there had been a slight modification in the wording
for the front building setback. The minimum front building setback would be 10 feet from the

property line and the garage would be no less than 20 feet from the edge of sidewalk. The

applicant was Kolter Homes, and their representative was Brian Rochester of Rochester &

Associates.

Learnard asked for a short list of the items that needed discussion. Rast said the first item

regarded the number of COs that would be issued prior to the completion of MacDuff Parkway.
The second was whether Kolter Homes would be allowed to augment the greenbelt and buffer

adjacent to MacDuff Parkway. The Planning Commission had not recommended approval of

this change. Staff agreed with the applicant' s request, but Rast noted it should be done

through the submittal of a landscape plan. The third item was moving the future fire station

away from the entrance to the subdivision. A site had not been identified, but the language
indicated that, if a suitable location was to be provided to the City at no cost, then Council

would consider relocating the station at that time.

Ernst clarified that Kolter had asked for 200 COs, but had reduced the number to 100. City

Attorney Ted Meeker confirmed this and said the ordinance had been revised to reflect this.

There was a brief discussion regarding approving all the amendments in one motion or having a

motion for each one of the three remaining text amendments. Meeker suggested that Council

discuss any other changes they had to the ordinance, then combine everything into one

motion.

Learnard said she had no issues with the berms and plantings in the greenbelt. She did have

issues with the relocation of the fire station, saying the language was not definitive. The

recommended language for Section 1013A.4( g) 21 read as:

Should a suitable tract of land be made available to the city at no cost, the city will consider

relating the proposed fire station site such that it will not be located within 1, 000 LF of the main

entrance into the subdivision. In this case, " suitable" shall mean a site that meets the needs of

the fire and emergency services; a site that will not create additional gaps in coverage or

service areas; a site that has access to adjoining roadways; a site with readily available utilities;

and a site with no significant grading and/ or fill issues, environmental impacts or other design
issues.

Meeker said the language gave the City the option to relocate the fire station at its discretion.

The City was not committed to moving the station. Learnard asked Rochester if Kolter would still

move forward with the project if another site was not found.

Rochester said Kolter was fine with everything in the staff memo dated August 29, 2014, with two

exceptions. They would work with staff to find a suitable location for the fire station, giving the

City the ability to put it in the best place for the City. If the current location turned out to be the

best, they understood it could end up where it was currently proposed. Meeker added that,

from an operations standpoint, there would not be a negative impact on the provision of

services because of the relocation.



City Council Minutes

September 4, 2014

Page 3

Rochester said there was also one minor change in the clarification concerning the front

building setback that was submitted the day prior to the meeting [ Section 1013A.4( f) 5]. The

proposed language would establish the front building setback at 10 feet from the property line,

with the garage to be no less than 20 feet from the edge of the sidewalk.

Rochester continued that King had asked if the developer was willing to commit to opening the

road in 17 months. They were committed to building the road. Kolter' s problem was the

elements that were outside of their control, which was the permitting, especially through the

railroad. He asked the City to consider issuing up to 100 COs prior to the completion of the road.

In exchange, Kolter and Brent Scarbrough, who would build the road, would commit to 14

months for the road construction after issuance of all the permits. They were confident that

could be done within 14 months, barring any problems with weather. If it was not done within

that time, Kolter would put up a bond to cover the rest of the construction and could not get
the 10151 CO until it was done. There would not be a profit for them from 100 lots. The initial

investment would be massive.

Fleisch asked if there was an at-grade crossing at the former Comcast site. Rochester said he

was not aware of anything other than the section that would be built from where Kedron Drive

currently stopped to tie into Senoia Road.

Learnard asked who would build the road. Rochester said Brent Scarbrough & Company would

build the road according to the current considerations. Kolter would fund its share of the road,

and John Wieland Homes would fund the balance. Scarbrough was part of the commitment to

complete the road in 14 months. Rochester added the road had been previously permitted
and some clearing had been done prior to the downturn of the economy. The plans were

done, but needed to be updated. Some changes in regulations had to be addressed.

Learnard clarified that the developer would be ready to go as soon as possible. Rochester said

yes, but there was some pending litigation on a sliver of property owned by the City that was

located between the end of Kedron Drive and Senoia Road. There was some pending litigation
on that property. It was currently owned by the City. The LUR- 14 ordinance said, if this property
was tied up in litigation, they would not be able to get the permit. It would be a City issue to

build that portion of the road, and the 100 CO limit would go away upon completion of access

to Senoia Road. He and Meeker had been meeting to try to resolve this issue.

Fleisch asked about the connection at Kedron Drive and SR 74, and any improvements that

would be needed. Rast said the improvements were the responsibility of the developers, and

they were identified in the Notice of Intent that came from the Development of Regional Impact
DRI) application approved by the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority ( GRTA).

Imker moved to adopt the text amendments to the LUR- 14 zoning ordinance as identified in

staff' s position paper ( dated August 20, 2014) to include replacing the language in Section

1013A.4( f) 5 as proposed by the Applicant in their memo " Proposed Changes to August 29, 2014,

Memorandum," subject to later action on Section 1013A.4( g) 21. Learnard seconded. Motion

carried unanimously.

King moved to approve Section 1 013A.4( g) 1 ( related to certificates of occupancy) as proposed
by the Applicant in their memo " Proposed Changes to August 29, 2014, Memorandum" as it

applied to the LUR- 14 zoning ordinance. Ernst seconded. Motion carried 3- 2 ( Imker, Learnard).

























CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

VIA:

Mayor and Council Members ~

Jim Pennington, City Manager ~
Paul Salvatore, Financial Services Director ~$,

Kelly Bush, Assistaut Fiuaueia~.DJ7ctor
Angela Egan, Purchasing AgencY' A

William McCollom, Chief of POli~
J

DATE: September 9, 2014

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Acceptance of a grant from Clothes Less Traveled.

City Council Meeting September 18, 2014)

Recommendation:

The Police Department is requesting to accept a donation from the Clothes Less Traveled Store, Peachtree

City, in the amount of$4, 100. 00.

Discussion:

These funds are a result of a community based grant offered from the Clothes Less Traveled Store here in

Peachtree City. The money is being donated to help fund the Peachtree City Community Emergency

Response Team ( CERT) for the upcoming budget year.

Under the guidelines for this donation, these funds may be expended for items such as medical supplies,

promotional materials, training material, including general machinery/ equipment maintenance and

purchases. The Police Department has received previous grants from this organization in the past with very

positive results. The Peachtree City C. E.R.T. program was established in 2005. As of the date of this

request, we have trained over 980 adult and teens in disaster preparedness. If this grant is approved and

received, we should be able to continue to provide this excellent level of training to over 1100 citizens by

the end of2015.

Budeet Impact:

This grant will impact the Police Grants Fund by increasing both revenue and expenditures in the Grant

Fund by $4, 100. 00. There are no matching funds required on behalf of the City.

WM/ slp





CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor & Council Members

VIA: Dr. James L. Pennington, Cig~ ager

Joseph O' Conor, Fire Chief ~

Clint Murphy, Assistant Fire chiFROM:

DATE: September 9, 2014

SUBJECT: Right of Entry Agreement for Georgia Power Company

September 18, 2014 City Council Agenda

Recommendation:

The Fire Department requests the Mayor sign the attached Right of Entry Agreement for

Georgia Power Company to use the baseball Soccer complex as a disaster staging area.

Discussion:

The agreement allows Georgia Power to stage emergency teams and supplies for power

restoration in the area. This agreel11ent is mutually beneficial to both the City of Peachtree

City and Georgia Power Company as it allows for more timely power restoration in the area.

1. The Right of Entry herein granted is for the sole purpose of permitting GPC to use

GRANTOR' s property, in the event of a hurricane, ice storm, or similar disaster, as a

staging area for electric power restoration efforts.

Bude:et Impact:

This agreement should have no budget impact.

CM/mrb









CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Council Members

VIA:

City Enginee - \;) 0

FROM: Senior Planner ~~

DATE: September 12, 2014

SUBJECT: Consider Amendment to Article VIII. Requirements for Streets and

Other Rights- of-Way Related to Concrete Sidewalks

September 18, 2014 City Council Agenda

Recommendation:

That Council adopt the ordinance pertaining to the design, installation and

maintenance of concrete sidewalks as proposed by City Staff.

Discussion:

The attached ordinance has been modified based on the various items

discussed with City Council at the July 17 meeting and the September 2

workshop.

The ordinance does not require sidewalks in new subdivisions, but identifies

design, construction and bonding requirements as well as maintenance

responsibilities should a developer choose to install sidewalks, and for those

subdivisions that may want to install sidewalks after the subdivision is platted
and/ or fully developed.

BudQet Impact:

There are no budget impacts associated with this request.



Ordinance Number

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE VIII, OF THE

PEACHTREE CITY LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE, AS AMENDED,

TO ESTABLISH DESIGN, INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE GUIDELINES FOR

CONCRETE SIDEWALKS; TO REPEAL CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; TO

PROVIDE FOR SEVERABILITY; TO ESTABLISH AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR

OTHER PURPOSES

NOW THEREFORE, 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 1. Article VIII, Requirements for streets and Other Rights- of-Way, be

amended to add Section 806 as follows:

Section 806. Concrete sidewalk design standards.

This Section shall establish design, construction and maintenance requirements

for new residential subdivisions with public streets that desire to include sidewalks. These

requirements shall also apply to existing residential subdivisions with public streets

platted without sidewalks that desire to add sidewalks.

Sidewalks installed prior to the date of adoption of this Section shall be

considered legally non- conforming and are not subject to the provisions of this

ordinance.

a) Permitted uses within city-owned rights- ot-way.

Landscaped areas within the city-owned rights- of-way may be used for

the following public purposes so long as such uses are not in conflict with

the provisions of these Regulations or any other applicable ordinance:

Permitted uses shall include, but are not limited to, the following:

1 ) Concrete sidewalks for recreational purposes.

2) Driveway aprons, pads and/ or driveways.
3) Multi- use paths.
4) Street lights.
5) Traffic control signage.
6) Public and private utility distribution systems.

b) Construction plans required.

The location of all sidewalks, including curb ramps, pedestrian crossings
and other accessible facilities, as well as all appropriate construction,



pavement marking and slgnage details, shall be shown on the

construction plans for the overall subdivision. These features shall be

prepared in conformance with the specifications identified herein as well

as the design and construction details kept on file with the City Engineer.

c) Design and construction standards.

All new sidewalks shall be designed to meet or exceed the latest

applicable standards for handicapped access established by The

Americans with Disabilities Act ( ADA), guidelines from the United states

Access Board for Pedestrian Facilities in Public Rights of Way, A Policy on

Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, and The Guide for Planning,
Design and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities both published by the

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

AASHTO), and any other applicable federal, state, or local standards.

Sidewalks adjacent to corner lots, at all intersections, and those crossing
internal streets shall be designed with curb ramps, detectable warnings,
and appropriate pavement markings and signage as required by ADA

and any other applicable federal, state, or local standards. Each of these

elements, including sign type and location, shall be identified on the

construction plans.

Concrete shall be no less than four ( 4) inches in thickness and shall be

specified with a minimum compressive strength of 3,000 pounds per

square inch at 28 days. The sidewalk shall be placed on a minimum of

four ( 4) inches of properly compacted graded aggregate base placed to

city specifications.

The construction of all new sidewalks shall comply with the latest

applicable standard specifications of Peachtree City, the Georgia
Department of Transportation, and the American Concrete Institute.

d) Encroachment and/ or Land Disturbance Permit required.

It shall be unlawful for any person to lay, construct, or repair any sidewalk

within the public rights- of-way without first securing an Encroachment

and/ or Land Disturbance Permit from the City Engineer or his designee.
Such permits shall comply with the requirements as identified herein.

e) Site preparation and inspection.

An inspection shall be required for all new sidewalks. Permit and

inspection fees shall be identified within the Schedule of Fees as adopted
by City Council.

The City Engineer or his designee shall be provided no less than three ( 3)

working days
I

notice prior to any material being placed in order that an



inspection may be made of the compacted sub- grade, the forms, and

the spacing of expansion and contraction joints. Excavation and grading
shall be smooth and to the proper depth as specified herein.

All large stones, boulders, roots, vegetation and other debris shall be

removed from the project area, and the sub- grade shall be fine- graded
to conform to the profile and grade of the sidewalk when complete. Soft,

spongy, or loamy areas within the project area shall be removed and

replaced with suitable soils, and the project area shall be properly
compacted prior to any concrete being poured.

f) Provision of grass strip.

A minimum two ( 2) foot-wide grass strip shall be provided between the

back of curb and the front edge of the sidewalk. In no case shall a

sidewalk be constructed against the back of the curb without a grass

strip.

Understory trees, shrubs, groundcover or vegetation other than grass shall

not be located within said grass strip or within four ( 4) feet from the edge
of the sidewalk. Canopy trees, as defined within the city' s Landscape
Ordinance, shall not be planted within eight ( 8) feet from the edge of a

sidewalk and shall include an appropriate root barrier along the edge of

the sidewalk for a distance of no less than twenty ( 20) feet. Root barrier

product specifications and depth of installation must be approved by the

City Engineer prior to installation.

It shall be the responsibility of the Homeowner' s Association and/ or the

property owner, occupants, or agents in charge of the adjoining property
to maintain no less than an eight ( 8) foot clear zone above the sidewalk.

This area shall be maintained free of vegetative or other obstructions by
the owner, occupants, or agents in charge of the adjoining property.

g) Bonding required.

The repair and replacement of sidewalks ( as needed) shall be included

within the Maintenance Bond submitted as a part of the platting process
for the overall subdivision. Said bond shall guarantee the completed
sidewalks against any defects or improper construction for a period of no

less than two (2) years from the date of final plat approval.

h) Maintenance responsibilities.

The Final Plat and Restrictive Deeds and Covenants shall be recorded for

each new subdivision, or, if applicable, to existing developments
specifically stating the repair and maintenance of all new sidewalks and

landscape strips shall be the sole responsibility of the Homeowner' s



Association and/ or the property owner, occupants, or agents in charge
of the adjoining property.

Any property owners, occupants, or agents in charge of adjoining
property and the Homeowners' Association, if applicable, shall be liable

to the City for any claim or demand made upon the City which arises

from a direct or indirect violation of this Section and shall hold the City
harmless and indemnify the City for any such claim or demand. When the

City Engineer or his designee determines there is a violation of this Section,

he may cause a notice to be served upon the bonded contractor,

property owners, occupants, homeowners association, or agents in

charge of the property or landscape strip directing that repair or

maintenance or removal of obstructions be made at the cost and

expense of such owners, occupants, or agents in charge of the property.
In the even such work is not done, the city may perform such work and

the cost of such repairs and maintenance or removal of obstruction shall

constitute a lien against such property and shall be foreclosed in the

same manner provided by law for the foreclosure of municipal liens. This

paragraph, or language similar to this paragraph and approved by the

City Attorney, shall be included on any Final Plat and in the Restrictive

Deeds and Covenants for the subdivision or development.

All sidewalks shall be kept clean from rocks and other obstructions and in

a good state of repair by the owner, occupants, or agents in charge of

the adjoining property. A sidewalk in good repair shall be free of cracks,

floats, obstructions, depressions, and all other defects and shall have a

uniform longitudinal and transverse gradient.

i) Duty to repair and replace.

Upon detection of any defective or damaged sidewalk, the City Engineer
or his designee shall cause a notice to be served upon the bonded

contractor, property owner and/ or Homeowners' Association directing
that repairs and/ or replacement be accomplished within a designated
period of time. Failure to comply with the terms of this notice shall cause

forfeiture of bond or a citation issued to the property owner and/ or

Homeowners' Association.





CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE:

Mayor and City~ O .

City Manager .
Community Serv irect

Public servicerte~tor

City EngineerW ~
September 11, 2014

TO:

VIA:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Maintenance Bond Requirements for New Subdivision Streets

September 18, 2014 City Council Meeting

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that Council authorize the Mayor to sign the attached ordinance reducing the

amount of the maintenance bond to 50% of the cost of construction for residential subdivisions.

Discussion:

Currently, when a residential street/development is constructed, the City requires that the

developer cover the maintenance of all improvements that will be deeded to the City for a period
of two years after the final plat is signed. This maintenance is guaranteed by the developer
submitting a maintenance bond to the City in the amount of 110% of the cost of construction.

In reviewing these requirements for the new subdivisions looking to come on line in the near

future, Staff felt the percentage amount for the bond may be too restrictive. In essence, the

developer is required to submit a bond for an amount that assumes all of the improvements
constructed will fail within two years and will need to be rebuilt.

In looking at other municipalities in the area, there is no real consistent amount. Some require as

little as 10% and others leave the amount up to the judgment of the department director. While

Staff feels 110% may be too restrictive, we feel that 10% is too low and we should provide more

of a cushion. In considering a probable worst- case scenario, Staff feels a bond in the amount of

50% of the cost of construction would be more reasonable.

Bude:et Impact:

There are no budget impacts associated with this item.

Attachment - Ordinance





























Lien" means any mortgage or pledge of or security interest in or lien, charge, or encumbrance
on the Project.

Permitted Investments" means the obligations In which the Issuer IS permitted to invest

proceeds of the Bond pursuant to applicable law.

Plans and Specifications" means the detailed plans and specifications for the construction of
the Project prepared by the Consulting Architect or by architects and engineers acceptable to the
Consulting Architect, as amended from time to time by the Purchaser, a copy of which is or will be on file
with the Bondholder.

Premises" means the real estate described in Exhibit A attached hereto, which, by this reference
thereto, is incorporated herein.

Project" means the Baseball Soccer Complex, as it now exists and as it may be hereafter added
to, extended, improved, and equipped, either from the proceeds of the Bond or from any other sources at

any time hereafter, and all related property both real and personal, consisting of the Premises, the
Facilities, and the Equipment.

Purchase Price" means the purchase price payable by the Purchaser to the Issuer pursuant to
Section 5. 03( a) ofthis Agreement.

Rebate Amount" means the rebatable arbitrage in connection with the Bond, which is payable
to the United States Treasury pursuant to Section 148( f) of the Code and any Regulations proposed or

promulgated in connection therewith.

Rebate Calculator" means any nationally recognized bond counsel, nationally recognized firm
of certified public accountants, or other firm acceptable to the Bondholder, which is expert in making the
calculations required by Section 148( f) of the Code, appointed by the Purchaser pursuant to Section 4. 12
hereof to make the calculations required by Section 148( f) of the Code and any Regulations proposed or

promulgated in connection therewith.

Regulations" means the Treasury Regulations promulgated under and pursuant to the Code.

Section 1.02. Construction of Certain Terms. For all purposes of this Agreement, except as

otherwise expressly provided or unless the context otherwise requires, the following rules of construction
shall apply:

1) The use of the masculine, feminine, or neuter gender is for convenience only and shall
be deemed and construed to include correlative words of the masculine, feminine, or neuter

gender, as appropriate.

2) " This Agreement" means this instrument as originally executed or as it may from time
to time be supplemented or amended by one or more agreements of sale supplemental hereto
entered into pursuant to the applicable provisions hereof.

3) All references in this instrument to designated " Articles," " Sections," and other
subdivisions are to the designated Articles, Sections, and other subdivisions of this instrument.
The words " herein," " hereof," and " hereunder" and other words of similar import refer to this

Agreement as a whole and not to any particular Article, Section, or other subdivision.
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c) all proceeds of the Bond remammg in the Project Fund on the Completion Date, less
amounts retained or set aside to meet costs not then due and payable or that are being contested, shall be

used to redeem the Bond,

Section 4. 04. Disbursements from the Proiect Fund. All disbursements from the Project
Fund shall be made upon draft or other demand for payment, signed by the Authorized Issuer

Representative and the Authorized Purchaser Representative, but before they shall sign any such draft,

there shall be filed with the Project Fund Depository:

a) A requisition for such payment ( the above- mentioned draft or other demand for payment
may be deemed a requisition for the purpose of this Section 4. 04), stating each amount to be paid and the
name of the person to whom payment is due.

b) A certificate executed by the Authorized Issuer Representative and the Authorized Purchaser

Representative attached to the requisition and certifying:

1) that an obligation in the stated amount has been incurred by the Issuer and that the

same is a proper charge against the Project Fund and has not been paid and stating that the bill or

statement of account for such obligation, or a copy thereof, is on file in the office of the

Purchaser;

2) that the signers have no notice of any vendor' s, mechanic' s, or other liens or rights to

liens, chattel mortgages, or conditional sales contracts that should be satisfied or discharged
before such payment is made; and

3) that such requisition contains no item representing payment on account of any
retained percentages that the Issuer is, at the date of any such certificate, entitled to retain.

Section 4. 05. Oblie:ation of the Parties to Cooperate in Furnishine: Documents; Reliance of
the Proiect Fund Depositorv. Upon payment of any expenses of the Issuer incurred in connection

therewith pursuant to Section 5. 03( b) hereof, the Issuer agrees to cooperate with the Purchaser in

furnishing to the Project Fund Depository the documents referred to in Section 4. 04 hereof that are

required to effect payments out of the Project Fund, and the Issuer agrees to cause such orders to be
directed to the Project Fund Depository as may be necessary to effect payments out of the Project Fund,

in accordance with Section 4. 04 hereof. In making any such payment from the Project Fund, the Project
Fund Depository may rely on any such orders and certifications delivered to it pursuant to Section 4. 04

hereof.

Section 4. 06. Establishment of Completion Date. The Completion Date shall be evidenced

to the Bondholder and the Project Fund Depository by a certificate of substantial completion listing the

items to be completed or corrected, if any, and the amounts to be withheld therefor, signed by the

Authorized Issuer Representative and the Authorized Purchaser Representative and approved by the

Consulting Architect stating that, except for amounts retained by the Project Fund Depository for Costs of

the Project not then due and payable, ( i) the acquisition, construction, and installation of the Project has
been substantially completed without material deviation from the Plans and Specifications and all labor,

services, materials, and supplies used in such acquisition, construction, and installation have been paid or

provided for, ( ii) all other facilities necessary in connection with the acquisition, construction, and

installation of the Project have been constructed, acquired, and installed without material deviation from
the Plans and Specifications and all costs and expenses incurred in connection therewith have been paid
or provided for, and (iii) any certificates of occupancy or other appropriate permits for the new Facilities
have been issued by appropriate local governmental authorities. Notwithstanding the foregoing, such
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frustration of purpose, any change in the tax or other laws of the United States of America or of the State

or any political subdivision of either thereof or in the rules or regulations of any governmental authority,
any sale, assignment, or encumbrance by the Purchaser of this Agreement or any of its obligations
hereunder, or any failure of the Issuer to perform and observe any agreement, whether express or implied,
or any duty, liability, or obligation arising out of or connected with this Agreement.

b) Nothing contained in this Section 5, 05 shall be construed to release the Issuer from the

performance of any of the agreements on its part herein contained. In the event the Issuer should fail to

perform any such agreement on its part, the Purchaser may institute such action against the Issuer as the

Purchaser may deem necessary to compel performance so long as such action does not abrogate, limit, or

reduce the Purchaser' s obligations hereunder. The Issuer hereby agrees that it shall not take or omit to

take any action that would cause this Agreement to be terminated. The Purchaser may, however, at its

own cost and expense and in its own name or in the name of the Issuer, prosecute or defend any action or

proceeding or take any other action involving third persons that the Purchaser deems reasonably
necessary in order to secure or protect its right of possession, occupancy, and use hereunder, and in such

event the Issuer hereby agrees to cooperate fully with the Purchaser and to take all action necessary to

effect the substitution of the Purchaser for the Issuer in any such action or proceeding if the Purchaser

shall so request.

End of Article V]
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HOME OFFICE PAYMENT AGREEMENT

THIS HOME OFFICE PAYMENT AGREEMENT, made and entered into as of

the 1st day of October, 2014 ( this " Agreement"), among the PEACHTREE CITY, GEORGIA

the " City"), CITY OF PEACHTREE CITY PUBLIC FACILITIES AUTHORITY ( the

Issuer"), and PNC BANK, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ( the " Owner").

WIT N E SSE T H:

WHEREAS, the Issuer has heretofore been created pursuant to an Act of the

General Assembly of the State of Georgia entitled the " City of Peachtree City Public Facilities Authority

Act" ( 2011 Ga. Laws 4121 to 4131 , inclusive) ( the " Act") and the Issuer is now existing and

operating and its members have been duly appointed and have properly entered into their duties;

and '

WHEREAS, the Act authorizes the Issuer to acquire, construct, add to, extend,

improve, equip, and dispose of " projects," which are defined to mean and include ( 1) all

buildings, facilities, and equipment necessary or convenient for the efficient operation of

Peachtree City, Georgia ( the " City") and ( 2) any undertaking permitted by Article 3 of Chapter
82 of Title 36 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, known as the " Revenue Bond Law"

the " Revenue Bond Law"); and

WHEREAS, the Act also authorizes the Issuer (1) to acquire by purchase, lease,

or otherwise and to hold, lease, and dispose of real and personal property of every kind and

character for its corporate purposes; ( 2) to acquire in its own name by purchase, on such terms

and conditions and in such manner as it may deem proper, real property or rights or easements

therein, or franchises necessary or convenient for its corporate purposes, and to use the same so

long as its corporate existence shall continue, and to lease or make contracts with respect to the

use of or dispose of the same in any manner it deems to the best advantage of the Issuer; and ( 3)

to execute contracts, installment sale agreements, and other agreements and instruments

necessary or convenient in connection with the acquisition, construction, addition, extension,

improvement, or equipping of a project, including contracts with the City upon such terms and

for such purposes as the Issuer and the City deem advisable and as they are authorized by law;

and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Revenue Bond Law of the State of Georgia
O. C. G.A. 36- 82- 60 et seq., as amended) ( the " Revenue Bond Law"), the Issuer and the City

each have the power ( a) acquire, construct, reconstruct, improve, better and extend any

undertaking" ( as defined in the Revenue Bond Law), (b) operate and maintain any undertaking,
c) issue revenue bonds to finance any undertaking or to refund revenue bonds previously issued

and ( d) make all contracts necessary or convenient in connection therewith; and

WHEREAS, Article IX, Section III, Paragraph I(a) of the Constitution authorizes,

among other things, any county, municipality or other political subdivision of the State to

contract, for a period not exceeding fifty years, with another county, municipality or political
subdivision or with any other public agency, public corporation or public authority for joint












