REGIONAL REVIEW FINDING

Atlanta Regional Commission « 40 Courtland Street NE, Atlanta, Georgia 30303 « ph: 404.463.3100 - fax:404.463.3105 « www.atlantaregional.com

DATE: Dec 15 2006 ARC REVIEW CODE: R611151

TO: Mayor Harold Logsden
ATTNTO: David Rast, Planner

FROM: Charles Krautler, Director Mm‘é S f NDTE: This s gt
signature. Original on file.

The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) has completed regional review of the following Development of
Regional Impact (DRI). Below is the ARC finding. The Atlanta Regional Commission reviewed the DRI with
regard to conflicts to regional plans, goals, and policies and impacts it might have on the activities, plans,
goals, and policies of other local jurisdictions and state, federal, and other agencies. The finding does not
address whether the DRI is or is not in the best interest of the local government.

Submitting Local Government: City of Peachtree City
Name of Proposal: West Village

Review Type: Development of Regional Impact | Date Opened: Nov 15 2006 | Date Closed: Dec 15 2006 |

FINDING: After reviewing the information submitted for the review, and the comments received from
affected agencies, the Atlanta Regional Commission finding is that the DRI is in the best interest of the
Region, and therefore, of the State.
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Additional Comments: The proposed mixed use development meets many of ARC’s Regional Development Policies.
The proposed development is consistent with the Unified Growth Policy Map which identifies the area as suburban
neighborhoods. Development types that are recommended in suburban neighborhoods include general commercial,
regional parks, residential small, medium and large lots, residential very low, and conservation subdivisions. The
proposed development is a total of 877.79 acres with 492.7 acres in open space.

According to Peachtree City’s Transportation Plan, MacDuff Parkway is classified as a Community Collector and
stipulates that the road must include an 80’ right-of-way. Attached at the end of this report, Peachtree City further
defines MacDuff Parkway as a two lane road with a raised median from the Centennial subdivision to Senoia Road with a
design speed of 35mph. Furthermore, access points along MacDuff Parkway within the Wieland tract are to be reduced
to no more than three or four with appropriate turn lanes. Offset intersections should be avoided.

The site plan proposes access to South Kedron Drive from the MacDuff Parkway Extension. The propose access
includes an at-grade railroad crossing. In meeting with the developer and Peachtree City, ARC staff expressed concern
over the at-grade crossing. CSX has expressed concerns with an at-grade crossing at this location and are committed
to working with Peachtree City concerning the build-out of this development. Peachtree City, in comments attached at
the end of this report, concurs with CSX that an at-grade crossing at this location should be eliminated. Along with
associated pedestrian and vehicle safety concerns, ARC also agrees with Peachtree City and CSX.

THE FOLLOWING LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES RECEIVED NOTICE OF THIS REVIEW:

ARC LAND USE PLANNING ARC TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ARC ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

ARC DATA RESEARCH ARC AGING DIvISION GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION GEORGIA REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
CoweTA COUNTY FAYETTE COUNTY CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT RDC

GEORGIA CONSERVANCY TOWN OF TYRONE FAYETTE COUNTY SCHOOLS

CSX RAILROAD / TRANSPORTATION

If you have any questions regarding this review, Please call Haley Fleming, Review Coordinator, at (404)
463-3311. This finding will be published to the ARC website.
The ARC review website is located at: http://www.atlantaregional.com/landuse .
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FINAL REPORT SUMMARY

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

The proposed West Village development is located on 878 acres in Fayette

County and Peachtree City. Peachtree City is seeking to annex the 790 acres

currently located in Fayette County. The proposed development will consist of 1Ll ey
1,079 single family lots, 335 townhomes, and 160 courtyard homes. West | / N
Village is comprised of two components that will be reviewed as one = \ 4 ' ‘\} /
development. The northern component is 403 acres, to be developed by Levitt i P v/
and Sons, will consist of 539 single family lots and 160 courtyard homes. The i * g,
central component is 475 acres, to be developed by John Wieland Homes, is \ ;} . .Lj)}
comprised of 540 single family homes, 335 townhomes,, and 15,000 square '

feet of retail. The proposed development is located west of Senoia Road and Joel Cowan Parkway,
also known as State Route 74. Vehicular access to the development is proposed along the proposed
MacDuff Connector Extension, which will provide primary access to State Route 74 and Senoia Road
to the north and to State Route 54 to the south.

PROJECT PHASING:

The project is being proposed in one phase with a project build out date for 2012,
GENERAL

According to information on the review form or comments received from potentially affected
governments:

Is the proposed project consistent with the host-local government's comprehensive plan? If
not, identify inconsistencies.

The project site is currently zoned Gl (general industrial) within the City, R-70 and AR-Agricultural
Residential within the County. The proposed zoning is LUR (limited use residential. The DRI trigger
for this development is the annexation into Peachtree City as well as the rezoning request. There are
790 acres within unincorporated Fayette County for potential annexation and an adjoining 88 acres
within the City of Peachtree City for rezoning. Information submitted for the review states that
Fayette County’s Future Land Use Map designates the area as low density residential and that
Peachtree City’s Future Land Use Map will be updated to account for this development, if approved.

Is the proposed project consistent with any potentially affected local government's
comprehensive plan? If not, identify inconsistencies.

Fayette County’s Future Land Use Plan identifies the area a low density residential and conservation
area.
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Based on comments received from the Town of Tyrone and attached at the end of this report,
providing access to Senoia Road from the proposed development will affect the implementation of the
town’s master plan that seeks redevelopment of the downtown area.

Will the proposed project impact the implementation of any local government’s short-term
work program? If so, how?

No comments were received during the review concerning impacts to the implementation of any
potentially affected local government’s short term work program.

Will the proposed project generate population and/or employment increases in the Region?
If yes, what would be the major infrastructure and facilities improvements needed to support
the increase?

Yes, the proposed development would increase the need for services in the area for existing and future
residents.

What other major development projects are planned near the proposed project?

ARC has not reviewed other major development projects, known as Area Plan (1984 to 1991) or as a
DRI (1991 to present), within a three mile radius of the proposed project.

Will the proposed project displace housing units or community facilities? If yes, identify and
give number of units, facilities, etc.

Based on information submitted for the review, the site is currently mostly undeveloped.
Will the development cause a loss in jobs? If yes, how many?

No.
Is the proposed development consistent with regional plans and policies?

The proposed mixed use development meets many of ARC’s Regional Development Policies. The
proposed development is consistent with the Unified Growth Policy Map which identifies the area as
suburban neighborhoods. Development types that are recommended in suburban neighborhoods
include general commercial, regional parks, residential small, medium and large lots, residential very
low, and conservation subdivisions. The proposed development is a total of 877.79 acres with 492.7
acres in open space.

Site Access to the development is proposed along the MacDuff Extension Parkway. ARC staff
expressed several concerns about the numerous access points proposed along the Parkway. According
to Peachtree City’s Transportation Plan, MacDuff Parkway is classified as a Community Collector and
stipulates that the road must include an 80’ right-of-way. Attached at the end of this report, Peachtree
City further defines MacDuff Parkway as a two lane road with a raised median from the Centennial
subdivision to Senoia Road with a design speed of 35mph. Furthermore, access points along MacDuff
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Parkway within the Wieland tract are to be reduced to no more than three or four with appropriate turn
lanes. Offset intersections should be avoided. MacDuff Parkway will serve as an alternate route
around the SR 74/54 intersection. Access management and functional classification preservation is
key to mobility within the area. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that the developers work with
Peachtree City to revise the site plan to reflect a two lane road median divided with no more than four
access points.

The site plan proposes access to South Kedron Drive from the MacDuff Parkway Extension. The
propose access includes an at-grade railroad crossing. In meeting with the developer and Peachtree
City, ARC staff expressed concern over the at-grade crossing. Comments attached at the end of this
report from CSX Railroad identify a siding in the area adjacent to the development where trains
traveling in opposite directions are able to meet and pass each other, with one train moving to the
siding. The siding was placed in the current location because there are no existing public crossing and
the existing private crossing experience minimal, if any, vehicular traffic. CSX has expressed
concerns with an at-grade crossing at this location and are committed to working with Peachtree City
concerning the build-out of this development. Peachtree City, in comments attached at the end of this
report, concurs with CSX that an at-grade crossing at this location should be eliminated. Along with
associated pedestrian and vehicle safety concerns, ARC also agrees with Peachtree City and CSX.

The use of multi-use paths is encouraged throughout the development, as shown on the site plan. ARC
recommends that the developers continue to work with Peachtree City to provide adequate and
convenient multi-use paths that will connect residents of the development to recreational and
commercial areas within the development as well as to other parts within Peachtree City.
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FINAL REPORT

Regional Development Plan Policies
1. Provide sustainable economic growth in all areas of the region.

2. Encourage new homes and jobs within existing developed areas of the region, focusing on principal transportation
corridors, the Central Business District, activity centers, and town centers.

3. Increase opportunities for mixed use development, transit-oriented development, infill, and redevelopment.
4. At strategic regional locations, plan and retail industrial and freight land uses.
5. Design transportation infrastructure to protect the context of adjoining development and provide a sense of place

appropriate for our communities.

6. Promote the reclamation of Brownfield development sites.

7. Protect the character and integrity of existing neighborhoods, while also meeting the needs of communities to
grow.

8. Encourage a variety of homes styles, densities, and price ranges in locations that are accessible to jobs and

services to ensure housing for individuals and families of all incomes and age groups.

9. Promote new communities that feature greenspace and neighborhood parks, pedestrian scale, support
transportation options, and provide an appropriate mix of uses and housing types.

10. Promote sustainable and energy efficient development.

11. Protect environmentally-sensitive areas including wetlands, floodplains, small water supply watersheds, rivers and
stream corridors.

12. Increase the amount, quality, and connectivity, and accessibility of greenspace.

13. Provide strategies to preserve and enhance historic resources

14. Through regional infrastructure planning, limit growth in undeveloped areas of the region

15. Assist local governments to adopt growth management strategies that make more efficient use of existing
infrastructure.

16. Inform and involve the public in planning at regional, local, and neighborhood levels.

17. Coordinate local policies and regulations to support Regional Policies

18. Encourage the development of state and regional growth management policy.

BEST LAND USE PRACTICES

Practice 1: Keep vehicle miles of travel (VMT) below the area average. Infill developments are the best at
accomplishing this. The more remote a development the more self contained it must be to stay below the
area average VMT.
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Practice 2: Contribute to the area’s jobs-housing balance. Strive for a job-housing balance with a three to five mile
area around a development site.

Practice 3: Mix land uses at the finest grain the market will bear and include civic uses in the mix.

Practice 4: Develop in clusters and keep the clusters small. This will result in more open space preservation.
Practice 5: Place higher-density housing near commercial centers, transit lines and parks. This will enable more
walking, biking and transit use.

Practice 6: Phase convenience shopping and recreational opportunities to keep pace with housing. These are
valued amenities and translate into less external travel by residents if located conveniently to housing.

Practice 7: Make subdivisions into neighborhoods with well-defined centers and edges. This is traditional
development.

Practice 8: Reserve school sites and donate them if necessary to attract new schools. This will result in
neighborhood schools which provide a more supportive learning environment than larger ones.

Practice 9: Concentrate commercial development in compact centers or districts, rather than letting it spread out in
strips.

Practice 10: Make shopping centers and business parks into all-purpose activity centers. Suburban shopping
centers and their environs could be improved by mixing uses and designing them with the pedestrian amenities of
downtowns.

Practice 11: Tame auto-oriented land uses, or at least separate them from pedestrian-oriented uses. Relegate “big
box” stores to areas where they will do the least harm to the community fabric.

BEST TRANSPORTATION PRACTICES

Practice 1: Design the street network with multiple connections and relatively direct routes.

Practice 2: Space through-streets no more than a half-mile apart or the equivalent route density in a curvilinear
network.

Practice 3: Use traffic-calming measures liberally. Use short streets, sharp curves, center islands, traffic circles,
textured pavements, speed bumps and raised crosswalks.

Practice 4: Keep speeds on local streets down to 20 mph.

Practice 5: Keep speeds on arterials and collectors down to 35 mph (at least inside communities).

Practice 6: Keep all streets as narrow as possible and never more than four traffic lanes wide. Florida suggests
access streets 18 feet, subcollectors 26 feet, and collectors from 28 feet to 36 feet depending on lanes and parking.
Practice 7: Align streets to give buildings energy-efficient orientations. Allow building sites to benefit from sun
angles, natural shading and prevailing breezes.

Practice 8: Avoid using traffic signals wherever possible and always space them for good traffic progression.
Practice 9: Provide networks for pedestrians and bicyclists as good as the network for motorists.

Practice 10: Provide pedestrians and bicyclists with shortcuts and alternatives to travel along high-volume streets.
Practice 11: Incorporate transit-oriented design features.

Practice 12: Establish TDM programs for local employees. Ridesharing, modified work hours, telecommuting and
others.

BEST ENVIRONMENTAL PRACTICES

Practice 1: Use a systems approach to environmental planning. Shift from development orientation to basins or
ecosystems planning.

Practice 2: Channel development into areas that are already disturbed.

Practice 3: Preserve patches of high-quality habitat, as large and circular as possible, feathered at the edges and
connected by wildlife corridors. Stream corridors offer great potential.

Practice 4: Design around significant wetlands.

Practice 5: Establish upland buffers around all retained wetlands and natural water bodies.

Practice 6: Preserve significant uplands, too.

Practice 7: Restore and enhance ecological functions damaged by prior site activities.

Practice 8: Detain runoff with open, natural drainage systems. The more natural the system the more valuable it
will be for wildlife and water quality.
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Practice 9: Design man-made lakes and stormwater ponds for maximum environmental value. Recreation,
stormwater management, wildlife habitat and others.

Practice 10: Use reclaimed water and integrated pest management on large landscaped areas. Integrated pest
management involves controlling pests by introducing their natural enemies and cultivating disease and insect
resistant grasses.

Practice 11: Use and require the use of Xeriscape™ landscaping. Xeriscaping™ is water conserving landscape
methods and materials.

BEST HOUSING PRACTICES

Practice 1: Offer “life cycle” housing. Providing integrated housing for every part of the “life cycle.”

Practice 2: Achieve an average net residential density of six to seven units per acre without the appearance of
crowding. Cluster housing to achieve open space.

Practice 3: Use cost-effective site development and construction practices. Small frontages and setbacks; rolled
curbs or no curbs; shared driveways.

Practice 4: Design of energy-saving features. Natural shading and solar access.

Practice 5: Supply affordable single-family homes for moderate-income households.

Practice 6: Supply affordable multi-family and accessory housing for low-income households.

Practice 7: Tap government housing programs to broaden and deepen the housing/income mix.

Practice 8: Mix housing to the extent the market will bear.

LOCATION
Where is the proposed project located within the host-local government's boundaries?

The proposed project is located in Peachtree City with Senoia Road and Joel Cowen Parkway to the
east, Line Creek and Coweta County to the west, a rock quarry to the north, and a subdivision to the
south.

Will the proposed project be located close to the host-local government's boundary with
another local government? If yes, identify the other local government.

The proposed development will be entirely within Peachtree City’s boundaries pending annexation
into the City; however, the site is adjacent to Coweta County.

Will the proposed project be located close to land uses in other jurisdictions that would
benefit, or be negatively impacted, by the project? Identify those land uses which would
benefit and those which would be negatively affected and describe impacts.

Other residential, light industrial, limited commercial uses and undeveloped land surround the site.

ECONOMY OF THE REGION

According to information on the review form or comments received from potentially affected
governments:

What new taxes will be generated by the proposed project?
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Estimated value of the development is $493,145,000 with an expected $751,916 in annual local tax
revenues.

How many short-term jobs will the development generate in the Region?
Short-term jobs will depend upon construction schedule.

Is the regional work force sufficient to fill the demand created by the proposed project?
Yes.

In what ways could the proposed development have a positive or negative impact on existing
industry or business in the Region?

To be determined during the review.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Will the proposed project be located in or near wetlands, groundwater recharge area, water
supply watershed, protected river corridor, or other environmentally sensitive area of the
Region? If yes, identify those areas.

Water Supply Watersheds and Stream Buffers

The project property is located within the Line Creek Water Supply Watershed, a small (less than 100-
square mile) water supply watershed serving both Fayette County and the City of Newnan in Coweta
County. The property is within seven miles upstream of both intakes. The USGS regional coverage
shows several perennial and intermittent streams on the property, which have been included on the
project plans. The City of Peachtree City requires has adopted water supply watershed regulations as
required under the minimum planning criteria of Part 5 of the Georgia Planning Act. These
regulations include a 100-foot undisturbed vegetative buffer and a 150-foot impervious surface setback
that are required on all perennial streams (as shown on the applicable USGS coverage) within seven
miles upstream of a public water-supply intake. A 25-foot undisturbed buffer is required on all other
streams. The site plan show 25-foot buffers on the tributaries to Line Creek, but no 100-foot
undisturbed buffer or 150-foot setback is shown either on Line Creek or the perennial portions of its
tributaries. While most of the streams are within wetland and open space areas, the buffers should be
shown where applicable to meet City requirements and to indicate area of restricted activity in the
future. The overall impervious surface for the project is estimated at about 14 percent, well within the
25 percent maximum required under the Part 5 criteria in small water supply watersheds.

For all state waters on the property, the State 25-foot erosion and sedimentation buffer is required.
Any work in these buffers must conform to the state E & S requirements and must be approved by the
appropriate agency.
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Storm Water/Water Quality

The project should adequately address the impacts of the proposed development on stormwater runoff
and downstream water quality. During construction, the project should conform to the relevant state
and federal erosion and sedimentation control requirements. After construction, water quality will be
impacted due to polluted stormwater runoff. ARC has estimated the amount of pollutants that will be
produced after construction of the proposed development, using impervious areas based on estimated
averages for land uses in the Atlanta Region. The amount of impervious surface areas in a project may

vary from this average, and the actual loadings will vary with the actual land use and the actual amount of
impervious coverage. The following table summarizes the results of the analysis:

Pollutant loads (Ib./yr.

Land Use Land Area TP TN BOD TSS Zinc Lead

(acres)
Commercial 5.70 9.75 99.18 615.60 5603.10 7.01 1.25
Forest/Open 492.70 39.42 295.62 4434.30 | 115784.50 0.00 0.00
Med. Density SF (0.25-0.5 ac) 313.40 423.09 | 1852.19 | 13476.20 | 251033.40 | 106.56 | 25.07
Townhouse/Apartment 66.00 69.30 706.86 4422.00 | 39930.00 | 50.16 9.24
TOTAL 877.80 541.55 | 2953.85 | 22948.10 | 412351.00 | 163.73 | 35.57

Total Estimated Impervious: 14% in this analysis

There is the potential for major impacts on project area streams from mass clearing and grading and
increased impervious surface without proper stormwater management planning. A stormwater plan
needs to be developed addressing how stormwater impacts will be controlled, including water quality,
downstream channel protection and attenuation of peak flows to prevent downstream flooding. In
order to address post-construction stormwater runoff quality, the project should implement stormwater
management controls (structural and/or nonstructural) as found in the Georgia Stormwater
Management Manual (www.georgiastormwater.com) and meet the stormwater management quantity
and quality criteria outlined in the Manual.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

Will the proposed project be located near a national register site? If yes, identify site.
None have been identified.

In what ways could the proposed project create impacts that would damage the resource?

Not applicable.

In what ways could the proposed project have a positive influence on efforts to preserve or
promote the historic resource?

Not applicable.

INFRASTRUCTURE
Transportation
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How many site access points will be associated with the proposed development? What are
their locations?

Two access scenarios were analyzed as part of the transportation report. Both include the proposed
MacDuff Connector Extension to the north to Kedron Drive North via a bridge at the railroad tracks
and a new signalized intersection at Senoia Road. MacDuff Connector Extension would provide
primary access to SR 74 and Senoia Road to the north and continue to provide access to SR 54 to the
south.

The two access scenarios differ in that the Case 1 scenario includes an additional roadway connection
from MacDuff Connector Extension to SR 74 at Kedron Drive South and the Case 2 scenario does not.
Driveway #15 also differs between Case 1 and Case 2 as described below.

There are a total of 15 proposed driveways along MacDuff Connector Extension that will serve the
West Village development (two associated with the North Component and thirteen associated with the
Central Component). These 15 driveways will form 10 separate intersections along MacDuff
Connector Extension. Driveway #1 serves the retail portions of the development, and the other
driveways serve the residential portions. Two additional driveways are proposed along the possible
Kedron Drive South extension that will serve the proposed town homes.

= Driveway #1 is a full-movement driveway located along the MacDuff Connector
Extension, approximately 2,100 feet west of Senoia Road. Driveway #1 serves 15,000 SF
of retail space, and forms the east leg of the intersection of the MacDuff Connector
Extension and Driveway #2.

= Driveway #2 is a full-movement driveway located along the MacDuff Connector Extension
approximately 2,100 feet west of Senoia Road. Driveway #2 serves active adult residential
homes, and forms the west leg of the intersection of the MacDuff Connector Extension and
Driveway #1.

Driveways #3 - #14 are located along MacDuff Connector Extension and provide access to the John
Wieland Homes residential units.

= Driveway #3 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 1,700 feet south of Driveway #1
and Driveway #2, serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #4 is a full-movement driveway opposite Driveway #3, serving residential single
family homes.

= Driveway #5 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 460 feet south of Driveway #3
and Driveway #4, serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #6 is a full-movement driveway opposite Driveway #5, serving residential single
family homes.

= Driveway #7 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 420 feet south of Driveway #5
and Driveway #6, serving residential single family homes.
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= Driveway #8 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 250 feet south of Driveway #7,
serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #9 is a full-movement, approximately 250 feet south of Driveway #8, serving
residential single family homes.

= Driveway #10 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 400 feet south of Driveway #9,
serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #11 is a full-movement driveway opposite Driveway #10, serving residential
single family homes.

= Driveway #12 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 630 feet south of Driveway #10
and Driveway #11, serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #13 is a full-movement driveway, approximately 1,360 feet south of Driveway
#12, serving residential single family homes.

= Driveway #14 is a full-movement driveway opposite Driveway #13, serving residential
single family homes and town homes.

Driveways 15 and 16 are located along the east-west road that stems to the east from MacDuff
Connector Extension.
= Driveway #15, a full movement driveway, is located along the Kedron Drive South
extension (Case 1) or along a proposed internal road that does not connect to SR 74 (Case
2), approximately 350 feet west of SR 74. Driveway #15 serves town homes.

= Driveway #16, a full movement driveway, is located opposite Driveway #15, serving town
homes.

= Driveway #17 is a full movement driveway located approximately 940 feet west of Senoia
Road along MacDuff Connector Extension, serving the active adult residential homes.

How much traffic (both average daily and peak am/pm) will be generated by the proposed
project?

Kimley-Horn and Associates performed the transportation analysis. GRTA and ARC review staff
agreed with the methodology and assumptions used in the analysis. The net trip generation is based on
the rates published in the 7" edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
report; they are listed in the following table:
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A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 24-Hour
Land Use Enter Exit 2-Way | Enter Exit 2-Way 2-Way
752 Active Adult
Residential Units 60 98 158 128 82 210 3010
335 Town Homes 23 113 136 109 53 162 1794
540 Single Family Homes 97 290 387 308 181 489 4906
15,000 sq ft Retail Space 91 98 189 25 32 57 678
Reductions -14 -30 -44 -42 -31 -73 -846
TOTAL NEW TRIPS 257 569 826 528 317 845 9542

What are the existing traffic patterns and volumes on the local, county, state and interstate
roads that serve the site?

Incorporating the trip generation results, the transportation consultant distributed the traffic on the
current roadway network. An assessment of the existing Level of Service (LOS) and projected LOS
based on the trip distribution findings helps to determine the study network. The results of this
exercise determined the study network, which has been approved by ARC and GRTA. If analysis of
an intersection or roadway results in a substandard LOS “D”, then the consultant recommends
improvements.

Projected traffic volumes from the Regional Travel Demand Model are compared to the assigned
capacity of facilities within the study network. This data is used to calculate a volume to capacity
(V/C) ratio. The V/C ratio values that define the LOS thresholds vary depending on factors such as the
type of terrain traversed and the percent of the road where passing is prohibited. LOS A is free-flow
traffic from 0 to 0.3, LOS B is decreased free-flow from 0.31 to 0.5, LOS C is limited mobility from
0.511t0 0.75, LOS D is restricted mobility from 0.76 to 0.9, LOS E is at or near capacity from 0.91 to
1.00, and LOS F is breakdown flow with a V//C ratio of 1.01 or above. As a V/C ratio reaches 0.8,
congestion increases. The V/C ratios for traffic in various network years are presented in the
following table. Any facilities that have a V/C ratio of 1.0 or above are considered congested.

A -c Page 12 of 20
A



Preliminary November

DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT | Project: | West Village #1184
Report: 15, 2006
Final Report December REVIEW REPORT Comments | November 29, 2006
Due: 15, 2006 Due By:
f I". / AN ! \
| ¥ ™ 1 N
/ \ ‘5 |
Site A ]I ST ||

!.I' : Site & ||I /

2l - \ B \

\ \‘\ l d

- \ll. — /,
\ e
= SHE :_? IIII - S5 /CEL:{ -
2005 AM Peak 2005 PM Peak
/ 1 "
/ |
I| [ ST
Site Ao Il\F ) ) Site faea ) //
| , \
) / 17} ”’ SR 54 //
2010 AM Peak 2010 PM Peak
97
— \xf o 9::5-4_:‘ . . [
1. Y e
2030 AM Peak 2030 PM Peak
Legend
AM/PM Peak V/C Ratio LOS A:0-0.3

LOSB:0.31-0.5 LOS C: 0.51-0.75

LOS D: 0.76 - 0.90 @HIDLOS E: 0.91 - 1.00 @l oS F: 1.01+

For the V/C ratio graphic, the data is based on 2005, 2010 and 2030 A.M./P.M. peak volume data generated from ARC’s
travel demand model for Mobility 2030, the 2030 RTP and the FY 2006-2011 TIP, approved in March of 2006. The travel
demand model incorporates lane addition improvements and updates to the network as appropriate. As the life of the RTP
progresses, volume and/or V/C ratio data may appear inconsistent due to (1) effect of implementation of nearby new or
expanded facilities or (2) impact of socio-economic data on facility types.
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List the transportation improvements that would affect or be affected by the proposed
project.

2006-2011 TIP*

ARC Number Route Type of Improvement Scheduled
Completion
Year
FA-074A1 SR 74 (JOEL COWAN PARKWAY): SEGMENT 1 Roadway Capacity 2008
FA-AR-179 SR 54 WEST BRIDGE AND GATEWAY Multi-Use 2008
Bike/Ped Facility

FA-AR-180 SR 54/CSX R/R PEDESTRIAN PATH Pedestrian Facility 2007
FA-AR-183 SR 74 NORTH MULTI-USE TUNNEL Multi-Use 2009

Bike/Ped Facility

2030 RTP*
ARC Number Route Type of Improvement Scheduled
Completion
Year
FA-106 COLLINSWORTH ROAD / PALMETTO ROAD Roadway Capacity 2030
FA-074A2 SR 74 (JOEL COWAN PARKWAY) GRADE SEPARATION Interchange Capacity 2016
FA-263 SR 74 CORRIDOR STUDY Study 2015

*The ARC Board adopted the 2030 RTP and FY 2006-2011 TIP on February 22, 2006. USDOT approved on March 30", 2006.

Summarize the transportation improvements as recommended by consultant in the traffic
study for West Village.

According to the findings, there will be some capacity deficiencies as a result of future year
background traffic. The transportation consultant has made recommendations for improvements
to be carried out in order to upgrade the existing level of service.

Senoia Road at Crabapple Lane
= |Install a traffic signal.

= Construct a separate left-turn lane along all four approaches.

According to the findings, there will be some capacity deficiencies as a result of future year total
traffic. The transportation consultant has made recommendations for improvements to be carried out
in order to upgrade the existing level of service. The recommendations stated in the no-build condition
are also applicable to the build condition. The Build condition is divided into Case 1, including the
Kedron Drive South extension to MacDuff Connector Extension, and Case 2, not including the Kedron
Drive South extension to MacDuff Connector Extension. The improvements for both Case 1 and Case
2 scenarios are listed below:

CASE 1 Scenario: 2012 Build Case 1 recommended improvements (includes the traffic associated
with the West Village DRI, and assumes Kedron Drive South is extended from SR 74 to MacDuff
Connector Extension):

Senoia Road at Kedron Drive North / MacDuff Parkway
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= |nstall a traffic signal.

= Construct an eastbound left-turn lane and an eastbound shared through/right-turn lane along
MacDuff Connector Extension.

= Construct a westbound left-turn lane and a westbound shared through/right-turn lane along
Kedron Drive North.

= Construct a northbound left-turn lane along Senoia Road.
= Construct a southbound left-turn lane and a southbound right-turn lane along Senoia Road.

Joel Cowan Parkway (SR 74) at Crabapple Lane
= Construct an eastbound right-turn lane along Crabapple Lane.

= Install dual left-turn lanes on the westbound approach along Crabapple Lane.

Joel Cowan Parkway (SR 74) at Kedron Drive South
= [Install a traffic signal.

= Construct an eastbound left-turn lane along Kedron Drive South.
= Construct a westbound left-turn lane along Kedron Drive South.

CASE 2 Scenario: 2012 Build Case 2 recommended improvements (includes the traffic associated
with the West Village DRI, without the Kedron Drive South extension from SR 74 to MacDuff
Connector Extension):

Senoia Road at Kedron Drive North / MacDuff Parkway
= |nstall a traffic signal.

= Construct an eastbound left-turn lane and an eastbound shared through/right-turn lane along
MacDuff Connector Extension.

= Construct a westbound left-turn lane and a westbound shared through/right-turn lane along
Kedron Drive North.

= Construct a northbound left-turn lane along Senoia Road.
= Construct a southbound left-turn lane and a southbound right-turn lane along Senoia Road.

Joel Cowan Parkway (SR 74) at Crabapple Lane
= Construct an eastbound right-turn lane along Crabapple Lane.

= Install dual left-turn lanes on the westbound approach along Crabapple Lane.

For both scenarios, the following intersection geometry and improvements are recommended at the
project site driveways

MacDuff Connector Extension at Driveway #1 and Driveway #2
= The proposed Driveway #2 eastbound approach should have one ingress lane and two
egress lanes (one exclusive left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane).

= The proposed Driveway #1 westbound approach should have one ingress lane and two
egress lanes (one exclusive left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane).
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Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.
Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.
Construct a southbound right-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #3 and Driveway #4
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #5 and Driveway #6
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #7
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #8
Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #9
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #10 and Driveway #11
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #12
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #13 and Driveway #14
Construct a northbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

Construct a southbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

ff Connector Extension at Driveway #15 and Driveway #16

CASE 1 Scenario:

Construct an eastbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.
Construct a westbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

CASE 2 Scenario:

MacDu

No additional turn lanes into Driveway #15 or Driveway #16 are necessary.
ff Connector Extension at Driveway #17

The proposed Driveway #17 southbound approach should have one ingress lane and two

egress lanes (separate left-turn lane and right-turn lane).
Construct an eastbound left-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.
Construct a westbound right-turn lane along MacDuff Connector Extension.

Vi Re-
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Is the site served by transit? If so, describe type and level of service and how it will enhance
or be enhanced by the presence of transit? Are there plans to provide or expand transit
service in the vicinity of the proposed project?

MARTA express bus route #289 provides service from Downtown Fairburn, located approximately 11
miles north of the proposed development, to the MARTA College Park rail station Monday through
Friday from 5:30 a.m. till 7:15 p.m. with headways between 15 and 28 minutes.

GRTA Xpress route #450 provides service from the Newnan Park and Ride lot, located approximately
12 miles west of the proposed development, to Downtown Atlanta. Service is provided Monday
through Friday from 5:30 a.m. till 7:30 a.m. in the morning with returning service offered from 3:50
p.m. till 6:00 p.m. in the evening. Headways are between 30 and 40 minutes.

What transportation demand management strategies does the developer propose (carpool,
flex-time, transit subsidy, etc.)?

None proposed.

The development PASSES the ARC’s Air Quality Benchmark test.

Air Quality Impacts/Mitigation (based
on ARC strategies) Credits Total
SF Detached Dwellings
\With all of the below: 15% 15%
Has a neighborhood center or one in close
proximity?

Has Bike and Pedestrian Facilities that include?

connections between units in the site?

connections to retail center and adjoining uses with
the project limits?

Bike/ped networks connecting to land uses within
land adjoining the site 4% 4%

Total 19%

What are the conclusions of this review? Is the transportation system (existing and planned)
capable of accommodating these trips?

According to the impact section of the traffic study, two intersections will fall below the acceptable
level of service D, for both scenarios 1 and 2, as a result of future year total traffic without
implementing the recommended improvements. Additionally, this project is located in a rapidly
growing section of the region where no local or express transit service is provided within close enough
proximity to the site to offer significant congestion relief to the surrounding roadway network. The
site is located far from an interstate or freeway causing increased pressure on the surrounding roadway
network. It is suggested that all recommended improvements, specific to the scenario developed, be
implemented prior to completion of construction.

INFRASTRUCTURE
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Wastewater and Sewage

Based on regional averages, wastewater is estimated at 0.367 MGD.
Which facility will treat wastewater from the project?

The Rockaway facility will provide wastewater treatment for the proposed development.
What is the current permitted capacity and average annual flow to this facility?

The capacity of the Rockaway Site is listed below:

PERMITTED | DESIGN 2001 2008 2008 PLANNED REMARKS
CAPACITY CaPACITY | MMF, MMF, | CAPAaCITY EXPANSION
MMF, MGD ; | MMF, MGD MGD AVAILABLE
MGD +/-, MGD
2 2 1.63 2 0 Planned expansion

to 4 mgd by 2004.

MMF: Maximum Monthly Flow. Mgd: million of gallons per day.
1 Source: Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District SHORT-TERM WASTEWATER CAPACITY PLAN,
August 2002.

What other major developments will be served by the plant serving this project?

ARC has reviewed a number of major developments that will be served by this plant.

INFRASTRUCTURE
Water Supply and Treatment

How much water will the proposed project demand?
Water demand also is estimated at 0.406 MGD based on regional averages.

How will the proposed project's demand for water impact the water supply or treatment
facilities of the jurisdiction providing the service?

Information submitted with the review suggests that there is sufficient water supply capacity available
for the proposed project.

INFRASTRUCTURE
Solid Waste

How much solid waste will be generated by the project? Where will this waste be disposed?
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Information submitted with the review 1204 tons of solid waste per year and the waste will be
disposed of in Fulton County

Will the project create any unusual waste handling or disposal problems?
No.

Are there any provisions for recycling this project's solid waste?
None stated.

INFRASTRUCTURE
Other facilities

According to information gained in the review process, will there be any unusual
intergovernmental impacts on:

Levels of governmental services?
Administrative facilities?
Schools?

Libraries or cultural facilities?
Fire, police, or EMS?

Other government facilities?

Other community services/resources (day care, health care, low income, non-English
speaking, elderly, etc.)?

None were determined during the review.
HOUSING
Will the proposed project create a demand for additional housing?

No, the project will provide an additional 1,627 housing units that will include single family
residential, townhomes, and active adult residential units.

Will the proposed project provide housing opportunities close to existing employment centers?
No.

Is there housing accessible to the project in all price ranges demanded?
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The site proposed for the development is located in Census Tract 1402.05. This tract had a 26.4
percent increase in number of housing units from 2000 to 2005 according to ARC’s Population and
Housing Report. The report shows that 76 percent of the housing units are single-family, compared to
69 percent for the region; thus indicating a lack of housing options around the development area.

Is it likely or unlikely that potential employees of the proposed project will be able to find
affordable* housing?

Likely, assuming the development is approved with multiple price ranges of housing.

* Defined as 30 percent of the income of a family making 80 percent of the median income of the
Region — FY 2000 median income of $51,649 for family of 4 in Georgia.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
153 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-573 1

FAax: 770-631-2552
WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

December 5, 2006

Mr. Mike Alexander e-mail: malexander@atlantaregional.com
Atlanta Regional Commission

40 Courtland Street NE

Atlanta, GA 30303

Mrs. Robin Cailloux e-mail: rcailloux@grta.org
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority

245 Peachtree Center Avenue, NE

Suite 900

Atlanta, GA 30303

Re:  West Village annexation and rezoning request (DRI #1184)
Update on issues discussed at Supplemental Meeting

Dear Mike and Robin:

In response to several of the items discussed at the Supplemental Meeting this past Thursday
(November 30), the City of Peachtree City respectfully requests that you incorporate the
following items into your comments as you continue your review of the DRI application for this
project:

MacDuff Parkway

e Our Transportation Plan classifies MacDuff Parkway as a Community Collector and
stipulates the road must include an 80’ right-of-way.

e MacDuff Parkway must be designed as a two-lane road with a raised median from the
Centennial subdivision to Senoia Road. The median must include curb and gutter and
measure 28’ EP/ EP. Each travel lane must be 14’ EP/ EP.

e The design speed for MacDuff Parkway must be limited to 35 MPH.

e A 50’-wide city-owned greenbelt must be provided on both sides of the parkway.

e The total number of curb cuts on MacDuff Parkway within the Wieland tract must be
reduced to no more than 3-4 with appropriate turn lanes. Offset intersections should be
avoided.

e Our ordinance does not permit nor do we desire parallel parking on MacDuff Parkway.

e We will not allow access to any residential lots directly from MacDuff Parkway.

e Traffic calming devices must be incorporated on MacDuff Parkway to assist in slowing
traffic, especially in those areas where a straight road is proposed.

e Future road connections and associated right-of-way must be provided to the
undeveloped tracts adjoining this development.




West Village annexation and rezoning request (DRI #1184)
December 5, 2006
Page 2

e The intersection of MacDuff Parkway/ Kedron Drive and Senoia Road must be carefully
analyzed for site distance and lane configuration. All operational upgrades to this road
will be the responsibility of the developers.

e The extension of Kedron Drive to Senoia Road needs to be analyzed, as the existing road
is significantly higher than Senoia Road. Lowering this road will be the responsibility of
the developers.

e It is unknown whether or not the developers own the property on either side of Senoia
Road necessary to connect MacDuff Parkway and Kedron Drive to Senoia Road. This is
not city-owned property.

CSX rail crossing
e We concur with CSX that the existing at-grade rail crossing adjacent to the Comcast
tract should be eliminated from the plans. The road layout in this area as well as the
Traffic Study should be revised accordingly.

Multi-use path connections

e The proposed bridge spanning the CSX rail line must include a separate travel lane for
golf carts. Multi-use path connections to this bridge from the existing and proposed
multi-use path network on both sides of Senoia Road will be the responsibility of the
developers.

e A minimum of two multi-use tunnels must be provided underneath MacDuff Parkway to
provide grade-separated multi-use path crossings as opposed to at-grade crossings.
Depending on existing grades, one location should be within the Wieland tract and one
should connect the retail component to the Levitt tract.

e The Wieland tract must include interconnecting paths within the development as opposed
to requiring golf carts to use the road network to reach the path system around the
perimeter of the development.

Environmental issues

e We concur with the recommendation that all stream buffers as required by the Metro
North Georgia Stream Buffer Ordinance be shown on the overall plan.

e An Environmental Impact Study of the former “peach pit” landfill on the Wieland tract
must be conducted and submitted to the city for review prior to approving any plans for
development within this area.

e We are concerned that several lots within the Levitt development are fairly close to the
rock quarry and the adjoining industrial park. We would like to see a minimum 100’
buffer along the northern property boundary separating residential lots from these
industrial areas.

e There are a number of lots on both the Wieland and Levitt tracts that are partially
located within the flood plain. Our ordinances do not permit any disturbance within the
floodplain and we would prefer that no portion of any lot be located within this area.
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Levitt tract
e Traffic calming devices should be incorporated at key intersections within the overall
development to assist in slowing traffic.

Wieland tract

e The townhome component within the Wieland development cannot be reviewed or
considered by City Staff until City Council lifts the moratorium on multi-family housing
for this particular tract. This issue must be resolved prior to ARC and GRTA finalizing
their recommendations for the overall development.

e The city does not desire to own or maintain the multi-use fields shown on the Wieland
tract. These fields must be owned and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association.

e Traffic calming devices should be incorporated at key intersections within the overall
development to assist in slowing traffic.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with our preliminary comments and look forward
to working with you as your review of this project continues. Additionally, we will be meeting
with representatives from John Wieland Homes this Friday (December 8) to review these
comments and to assist them in revising their plan as we discussed at the Supplemental Meeting.

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

Sincerely,

David E. Rast, ASLA
City Planner/ Zoning Administrator

cc: Mayor and Council Members
Planning Commission
City Manager
Directors and Chiefs
City Engineer

City Attorney

Haley Fleming Atlanta Regional Commission

Stephen J. Tyde Levitt and Sons, LLC

Kathy Zickert Smith, Gambrell & Russell, LLP

Dan Fields John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods

file



PLANNING DEPARTMENT
153 WILLOWBEND ROAD
PEACHTREE CITY, GA 30269
PHONE: 770-487-573 1

FAax: 770-631-2552
WWW.PEACHTREE-CITY.ORG

December 7, 2006

Mr. Mike Alexander e-mail: malexander@atlantaregional.com
Atlanta Regional Commission

40 Courtland Street NE

Atlanta, GA 30303

Mrs. Robin Cailloux e-mail: rcailloux@grta.org
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority

245 Peachtree Center Avenue, NE

Suite 900

Atlanta, GA 30303

Re:  West Village annexation and rezoning request (DRI #1184)
Additional information for consideration

Dear Mike and Robin:

Peachtree City Staff met with representatives from John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods and
Levitt & Sons this morning to discuss their pending annexation and rezoning application as well
as the letter | sent to you earlier this week addressing various staff comments. Based on the
results of this meeting, we respectfully request that you allow us to continue working with the
Applicants to resolve several of these issues and include the following specific items in your
response to their DRI application:

1. The extension of MacDuff Parkway shall be designed as a two-lane road with a raised
median. The city will accept portions of the road without a median as a means of traffic
calming and will determine the extent of these areas as a part of the concept plat review.

2. The number of curb cuts within the Wieland development shall be reduced to no more
than 3-4 full-turning intersections with appropriate turn lanes. No offset intersections
will be permitted.

3. Where applicable, grade-separated multi-use path crossings should be analyzed to
determine if they could be incorporated into the design of MacDuff Parkway. Where
grade-separated crossings are not feasible, multi-use path crossings shall be located at
key intersections with raised speed tables and appropriate signage. Mid-block path
crossings will not be permitted.

4. Locations of internal multi-use path connections should be studied as a part of the formal
review of the site plan.

5. The actual location of the floodplain shall be field located and reflected on the plan as a
part of the concept plat review process.



West Village annexation and rezoning request (DRI #1184)
December 7, 2006
Page 2

Additionally, we are researching meeting minutes to determine if, in fact, the moratorium on
multi-family housing has been lifted for the 88-acre parcel. John Wieland Homes and
Neighborhoods has filed a formal request and this item will be heard at the January 4, 2007 City
Council meeting. It is our understanding this issue will not delay your response to the
Applicant’s DRI submittal.

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

Sincerely,

David E. Rast, ASLA
City Planner/ Zoning Administrator

cc: Mayor and Council Members
Planning Commission
City Manager
Directors and Chiefs
City Engineer

City Attorney

Haley Fleming Atlanta Regional Commission

Stephen J. Tyde Levitt and Sons, LLC

Kathy Zickert Smith, Gambrell & Russell, LLP

Dan Fields John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods

file
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Haley Fleming

From: Dan Fields [Dan.Fields@JWHOMES.com]
Sent: Monday, December 18, 2006 12:15 PM
To: Haley Fleming; Bill Schmid

Cc: John.Walker@kimley-horn.com

Subject: RE: Peachtree City West Village

| just wanted to let you know that we are continuing to work with PTC staff regarding the
location of 5 intersections along Macduff Central Section. The plan will be revised to
limit the access to 5 intersections. As to the railroad crossing shown on the plan, it is
my understanding that the access will be temporary.

Dan Fields

Vice President

John Wieland Homes & Neighborhoods
1950 Sullivan Road

Atlanta, GA 30337

Phone: (770) 703-2140

From: Haley Fleming [mailto:Haley@atlantaregional.com]

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 8:53 AM

To: Bill Schmid; planner@peachtree-city.org

Cc: Robin Bechtel; Laura Beall; Stephen Tyde; Dan Fields; Zickert, Kathryn; John.Walker@kimley-
horn.com

Subject: RE: Peachtree City West Village

Bill,

ARC does not have sufficient information on the site plan to complete the environmental review concerning
watershed, stream, and stormwater issues. It is recommended that you take a look at GRTA'’s site plan
requirements and submit the site plan again with the information outlined in their requirements. At
minimum, ARC needs total acreage, lot size, land use breakdowns, stream buffers, and open space
acreage/percentage to complete the environmental review.

ARC could not certify your submittal complete at this time (if the form 2 had been submitted) and begin the
review. Please revise and submit a new site plan with the information needed on the plan.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Haley

M. Haley Fleming, AICP

Senior Planner

Atlanta Regional Commission

40 Courtland Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30303

Phone: 404.463.3311 | Fax: 404.463.3254
E-mail:_hfleming@atlantaregional.com

Visit ARC's New Web site at: www.atlantaregional.com

12/18/2006



Haley Fleming

From: Scherr, Les [Leslie_Scherr@csx.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2006 8:04 PM
To: Haley Fleming

Cc: Camuso, Craig

Subject: Peachtree City, Ga, ARC letter

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYV

\

Dear Ms. Fleming:

Thank you for allowing CSX Transportation to comment on the proposed
West Village development in Peachtree City. CSX runs freight trains
through the Peachtree City area and is appreciative of the City"s
intentions to grow.

However, CSX would like for the following to be considered as those
who plan the development prepare for how current and future residents
access the proposed site.

Due to the growing demand for freight rail service iIn Georgia and the
entire Southeast, CSX freight rail movements have steadily increased
over the past several years, and projections for the foreseeable
future call for continued growth. To create greater fluidity for
operations, CSX has recently constructed a siding in the Peachtree
City area that is adjacent to the proposed development. The siding was
placed in the current location for a number of reasons, including the
fact that, currently, there are no existing public crossings and those
private crossings that do exist experience minimal, if any, vehicular
traffic. This is key to the operations of the railroad, primarily for
safety reasons. Sidings are intended to allow for trains traveling in
opposite directions to meet and pass each other, with one train moving
into the siding as the other moves on. While that train is in the
siding, low to zero vehicular traffic does not create congestion and
also significantly reduces the opportunity for any type of incident.

CSX is committed to working with local officials as this development
is built out, but the company does have concerns if any existing
crossing that is located within the siding is intended to be uses, at
grade, as a primary or secondary entrance and/or access. The reasons
are for safety of the motoring public and our train crews as well as
the potential frustration that could build for residents and those
seeking to access the site when the siding is being utilized for its
intended purpose. With the proposed number of homes and businesses in
the development, the increased vehicular traffic at grade could
present a significant safety issue. In addition,

We would, however, be in full support of a grade separation over the
railroad tracks and would work with the city and the developers to
ensure its effectiveness.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please don"t
hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Leslie Scherr

Principle Manager Public Projects
500 Water Street
Jacksonville, FL 32202

>
>
>
>

Cc: Craig Camuso



This email transmission and any accompanying attachments may contain CSX privileged and
confidential information intended only for the use of the intended addressee. Any
dissemination, distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on the contents of this
email by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this email in error please immediately delete it and notify sender at the above
CSX email address. Sender and CSX accept no liability for any damage caused directly or
indirectly by receipt of this email.
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DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT

DRI- REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

Instructions: ‘The project described below has been submitted to this Regional Development Center for review as a Development of
Regional Impact (DRI). A DRI is a development of sufficient project of sufficient scale or importance that it is likely to have impacts
beyond the jurisdiction in which the project is actually located, such as adjoining cities or neighboring counties. We would like to
consider your comments on this proposed development in our DRI review process. Therefore, please review the information about the
project included on this form and give us your comments in the space provided. The completed form should be returned to the RDC on or
before the specified return deadline.

Preliminary Findings of the RDC: West Village See the Preliminary Report .

Comments from affected party (attach additional sheets as needed):

SEE ATTACHED

Individual Completing form:
Barry G. Amos

Local Government: Please Return this form to:
- Town of Tyrone Mike Alexander, Atlanta Regional Commission
Department: 40 Courtland Strect NE
= Atlanta, GA 30303
- Ph. (404) 463-3302 Fax (404) 463-3254
Telephone: () 770-487-4038 malexander@atlantaregional.com
Signature: Return Date: Nov 29 2006
Date:

R



Town of Tyrotie

Incorporated 1911

' Sheryl Lee
" Mayor

November'ZS; 2006

Mike Alexander _
Atlanta Regional Commission -
. 40 Courtland Street NE: -
© Aflanta, GA. 30303 -

- Dear Mr. Alexander_{

The Town of Tyrone has reviewed the Regional Review Notification concerning the West -

Village located in- Peachtree City. -As a community effected by this proposed- f
~ development we have . the followmg comments and concerns that we request be
: addressed :

1, Traffic ~ We have also rev:lewed the Transportanon Analys1s West Vlllage .
DRI#1184, Peachtree City, Georgia and believe that this study is incomplete:
~ and flawed. This study projects a twenty percent (20%) increase in traffic on -
~ ‘Senoia Road due to these developments. This study. also states the need to
install a traffic signal at the intersection of Senoia Road: at Crabapple Lane.
However, while the study also indicates that these two proposed developments
“would impact the planned road improvements for Collinsworth Road it does
-not provide any acknowledgement of any traffic impacts between these two
. locations, With the eontinyed mass1ve developments at the intersection of SR
- 74 and 1-85 and the accompanying traffic congestion commuters will continue
- .to search for alternate routes to the interstate. As we experienced during the
- recent wuiemng of SR 54/34 in Peachtree City many will use Senoia Road to -
Collinsworth Road as their preferred alternat1ve ThlS is not addressed nor
. acknowledged in this study. - : :
2. The Town of Tyrone has over the past several years been developing plans for -
the redevelopment of the downtown area. The Mayor and Town Council have =
«+adopted a master plan for this area as well as creating an overlay district for . -
 this area. The Town of Tyrone has the only opportunity in Fayette County to
create a pedestnan friendly downtown (Peachtree City does not have a
downtown and State nghways bisect all other. mummpalltles downtown, '
areas). We believe that this unique opportunity should not only be preserved
 but encouraged. Providing access to Senoia Road from these proposed
' developments will significantly impair the 1mplementatlon of our plan

'Tow_n Manager ' S 881 Senoia Road '+ Tyrone, GA 30290 ._ - Assista_nt Town Manager

Barry G Amos ..~ " Phome (770) 487-4038  + Tax (770) 487- 4529 Valerie C. Fowler -
: * WWW.tyrone.org - : R .




Mike Alexander
November 28, 2006
Page 2.

3. We also are concerned about the degradation of the quality of life that the
citizens of Tyrone currently enjoy. These proposed developments with their
impacts on the community; increased traffic; increased crime; loss of natural
resources; impact on groundwater recharge (this area or a portion of this area
appears to be designated as an area of significant groundwater recharge); and
air quality issues all will have a negative effect.

4. In addition to the negative impacts on the Town of Tyrone, the northern most
proposed development abuts an existing industrial development including an
active rock quarry. The compatibility of residential housing adjacent to heavy
industrial uses is questionable at best. Traditional planning principals would
indicate that some type of step down zoning as a buffer would be appropriate.

We believe that the major impact on Tyrone due to the increase in traffic could be easily
addressed by eliminating direct access from this development onto Senoia Road. This
could be accomplished by extending the proposed bridge over CSX to also span Senoia
Road. Many of the other negative impacts can be addressed through modifying these
proposed developments by reducing density and providing for transitional zoning
between non-compatible uses.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.
Sincerely,

TOWN OF TYRONE

Barry G. Amos, P.E.
Town Manager

Ce:  Mayor and Town Council
Harold Logsden, Mayor Peachtree City

e




5 - - BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Gregory M. Dunn, Chairman

O : Linda Wells, Vice Chairman
e . Herbert E. Frady, Commissioner

Robert Horgan, Commissioner

lm : T Peter Pfeifer, Commissioner
; : Christine L. Yenice, County Administrator

Carol Chandler, Executive Assistant

: . R
GEORGIA e W McNally, Attorney

Wihene Quality o 4 Lifecryle
November 29, 2006

Mr. Mike Alexander

Atlanta Regional Commission
40 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30303

RE: DRI - West Village, DRI#1184
Dear Mr. Alexander:

Fayette County has reviewed the DRI Review Report for the proposed West Village
development. The report covers two contiguous developments on a total of 878 acres. Of this
area, 790 acres are located in unincorporated Fayette County, which is the entity responsible for
land use planning and zoning. The developers are seeking annexation of this property into
Peachtree City, and an intensification of the land use plan and zoning. The density and changes in
the use of the properties as proposed are more intense than Fayette County’s existing land use and
zoning regulations allow. The impact. of this scale of- development on our county, our
infrastructure, and neighboring communities is of significant concern, These developments will
alter the character of Peachtree City, Tyrone and western Fayette County. The density of use as
proposed under this DRI is inconsistent with the Fayette County “Vision” as established in its
Land Use Plan.

B

We have reviewed the report and have the following concerns:

o The Preliminary Report Summary starts off by misrepresenting the jurisdiction of this
project. The first sentence starts by stating that the project “is located on 878 acres in
Peachtree C1ty ” Only 88 acres of the total is located in Peachtree City. The Temaining
790 acres is in unincorporated Fayette County.

* Fayette County’s Future Land Use Plan identifies this area as “Low Density Residential
(one unit per 1 to 2 acres)” and “Conservation Area.” Accordingly, the Fayette County
zoning classification for these properties is R-70 (one unit per two acres) and A-R
(A!“g_l;i‘pultura]/Residential —one unit per five acres).

» This project will significantly affect the traffic operations in the western areas of Fayette
County. Over. 9,400 vehicle trips will be added each day to the surrounding roadway
network, detcnoratmg the level-of-service at key intersections throughout the study area.

140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214 Phone 770 460-5730 Ext. 5400 Fax; 770 460-9412 Web Site wuww.fayettecountyga.gov




DRI#1184 Review Comments
November 17, 2006
Page 2

The traffic study needs to provide further analysis north of the current study area
boundaries. In this area over 4,000 trips enter or exit the study area in each of the peak
hours. The draft traffic analysis should be appended to extend the analysis at least as far
as the Dogwood Trail intersection with Senoia Road and the SR74 intersection with
Jenkins Road. The Sencia Road/Dogwood Trail intersection at the CSX RR grade
crossing should be given particular attention as to the geometrics and train crossing times
in establishing the intersection capacity. (This rail line has the second heaviest usage in

_the statc and the Senoia Road grade crossing is closed for five minutes or longer

_numerous times a day.) Dogwood Trail east of Senoiz Road should be evaluated to at
least Farr Road’ (east of SR74). The evaluation should include consideration of the high
volume of industrial truck traffic from Shamrock Industrial Park (accessed by Rockwood
Road opposite Dogwood Trail) and its effect on intersection capacity. The study
addendum should also account for the significant use of Dogwood Trail for frips to
Fayetteville from this area.

The study should be corrected to show that Crabapple Road ends at SR74 and the
roadway to the east is Peachtree Parkway. This is a major thoroughfare for north-south
traffic flow. The facility would be heavily used as shown in the current traffic
assignments. Impacts on safety (with the numerous subdivision intersections) and
intersection level-of-service {congestion) at the Walt Banks Drive intersections with
Peachtree Parkway and SR54.

The traffic impact analysis for this DRI identifies currently programmed improvements
that would affect or be affected by the proposed project. Four of the projects are in the
ARC 2006-2011 Transportation Improvements Program (TIP). The ARC 2030 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) includes an SR74 corridor study (2015) and two physical
projects scheduled from 2020 to 2030. The traffic consultant has also identified three
specific recommended improvements in the Casc 1 scenario and two in the Case 2
scenario.

If despite these objections, this DRI is approved and the project moves forward we
recommend that the identified infrastructure be in place prior to occupancy of either
project or any part thereof. This will require funding commitments and amendments to
the RTP and TIP. Commitments for providing the infrastructure need to be identified
prior to approval of the DRI

The proposed project is located in the Line Creek watershed, which is a small water
supply watershed which supplies Fayette County with a significant portion of its water
supply. We support the ARC staff recommendations regarding the need for undisturbed
buffers and impervious surface setbacks from Line Creek and its tributaries, consistent
with local regulations and state minimum planning criteria.




DRI#1184 Review Comments
November 21, 2006
Page 3

e The project site plans should clearly indicate how storm water runoff will be handled.
Storm water management is an integral part of the development and should be adequately
discussed at this stage of design. Failure to properly design, construct and maintain storm
water confrol measures will have perpetual downstream impacts on erosion, flood control
and water quality.

Based on the concerns presented above, Fayette County asks that the ARC Board find this
. development to be not in the best interest of the region and therefore not of the state.

Sincerely,

FAYETTE CQUNTY COMMISSION

A

Grego . Dunn
Chairghan

cc: TFayette County Commission Members




DRI Review Notification- West Village #1184 Page 1 of 2

Haley Fleming

From: Edwards, Tavores [tedwards@coweta.ga.us]

Sent: Monday, December 04, 2006 12:31 PM

To: Parker, Sandra

Cc: Haley Fleming

Subject: RE: Comments on DRI Review Notification- West Village #1184

Sandra: | did not send my responses directly to Haley. | sent my correspondence directly to you as is normally
done on DRIs. Would you like for me to forward them to Haley directly? It's after the deadline so it may not
matter.

Tavores Edwards
Transportation Planner

Coweta County Planning Department
22 East Broad Street

Newnan, Georgia 30263

Phone: (770) 254-2635

Fax: (770) 254-2606
tedwards@coweta.ga.us

From: Parker, Sandra

Sent: Monday, December 04, 2006 12:24 PM

To: Edwards, Tavores

Subject: RE: Comments on DRI Review Notification- West Village #1184

Hello Tavores,

Have you sent this to Haley? | noticed that you were copied on the original request and figured that you responded directly
to her. Please let me know.

Sandra R. Parker, AICP, Comprehensive Planner
Coweta County Planning Department

22 East Broad Street

Newnan, GA 30263

(770) 254-2635 office

sparker@coweta.ga.us

From: Edwards, Tavores

Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2006 12:53 PM

To: Parker, Sandra

Cc: Tolleson, Robert; Kennedy, Wayne

Subject: Comments on DRI Review Notification- West Village #1184

Sandra,
Based on my review of the information in ARC’s Preliminary Report on the West Village DRI #1184 in Peachtree
City, | offer the following comments:

The 2030 model information shows SR 54 Eastbound and Westbound from SR 74 to Fischer Road to be

operating at LOS F for AM and PM peak travel. Fischer Road will also be operating at a LOS E and F in 2030.
From the information | have reviewed in the Preliminary Report and on ARC’s website on the above referenced

12/4/2006



DRI Review Notification- West Village #1184 Page 2 of 2

DRI, it appears that most of the trips would impact Peachtree City roadways. However, the DRI information on
the website did not provide any specifics from the traffic analysis on roadways and intersections that would be
impacted in Coweta County. | would like to know the following:

1. How many trips generated from the West Village development are proposed to come into Coweta County?

2. Which roadways and intersections in Coweta County would be most impacted by the trips generated by
this development?

3. Were any improvements proposed for Coweta roadways in the traffic analysis?

If you have any questions regarding my comments, please advise.

Thank you.

Tavores Edwards
Transportation Planner

Coweta County Planning Department
22 East Broad Street

Newnan, Georgia 30263

Phone: (770) 254-2635

Fax: (770) 254-2606
tedwards@coweta.ga.us

12/4/2006



http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_forml.asp?id=1184

Your DRI ID NUMBER for this submission is: 1184
Use this number when filling out a DRI REVIEW REQUEST.
Submitted on: 8/3/2006 4:51:01 PM

DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT
Fayette County Initial DRI Information (Form1b)

This form is intended for use by local governments within the Metropolitan Region Tier that are also within the jurisdiction of the
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA). The form is to be completed by the city or county government for submission to
your Regional Development Center (RDC), GRTA and DCA. This form provides basic project information that will allow the RDC to
determine if the project appears to meet or exceed applicable DRI thresholds. Local governments should refer to both the Rules for
the DRI Process 110-12-3 and the DRI Tiers and Thresholds established by DCA.

Local Government Information

Submitting Local Government: |Peachtree City

David E. Rast, ASLA City of Peachtree City 153 Willowbend Road Peachtree

*Individual completing form and Mailing Address: City, GA 30269

|Te|ephone: |770.487.5731
Fax: |770.631.2552
’E-mail (only one): |planner@peachtree—city.org

*Note: The local government representative completing this form is responsible for the accuracy of the information contained herein.
If a project is to be located in more than one jurisdiction and, in total, the project meets or exceeds a DRI threshold, the local
government in which the largest portion of the project is to be located is responsible for initiating the DRI review process.

Proposed Project Information

|Name of Proposed Project: |West Village - north & central components

| Development Type | Description of Project Thresholds

Potential annexation and rezoning of 779.799-acres
within unincorporated Fayette County and rezoning
of adjoining 89.146-acre tract within Peachtree City
for residential use. As submitted overall

Mixed Use development will consist of 335 attached View Thresholds
townhomes 1298 detached single-family homes and
15000 SF of neighborhood retail. 752 units will be
designated as age-restricted homes for active
senior adults.

Developer / Applicant and Mailing  |central component John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods 1950 Sullivan Road Atlanta, GA

Address: 30337 northern component Levitt & Sons, Inc. 675 Mansell Road, Suite 115 Roswell, GA 30076
|Telephone: |770.703.2140/ 770.642.3996

Fax: |770.907.3419/ 770.642.4924

’Email: |dan.fie|ds@jwhomes.com/ stephen.tyde@levittandsons.com

Name of property owner(s) if

different from developer/applicant: Brent Scarborough/ Roy and Donna Stillwell (Levitt tract)

|Provide Land-Lot-District Number: |165, 166, 167, 183, 184, 185/ 7th District/ Fayette County, GA

What are the principal streets or
roads providing vehicular access to
the site?

MacDuff Parkway(planned extension) Kedron Drive (planned extension) Old Senoia Road
(planned intersection improvements)

Provide name of nearest street(s)

X o MacDuff Parkway/ Centennial Drive MacDuff Parkway/ Chadsworth Way
or intersection:

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form1.asp?id=1184 (1 of 3)11/14/2006 11:46:13 AM
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http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_forml.asp?id=1184

Provide geographic coordinates
(latitude/longitude) of the center of
the proposed project (optional):

332516.81 N/843643.14 W

If available, provide a link to a
website providing a general
location map of the proposed
project (optional).
(http://www.mapquest.com or http://
www.mapblast.com are helpful

sites to use.):

http://local.google.com/local?f=g&hl=en&g=MacDuff+Parkway+Peachtree+City,
+GA&Ie=UTF8&I1=33.421628,-84.60391&spn=0.061035,0.12188&om=1

Is the proposed project entirely
located within your local
government’s jurisdiction?

If yes, how close is the boundary of
the nearest other local government?

If no, provide the following information:

In what additional jurisdictions is
the project located?

Fayette County - pending annexation

In which jurisdiction is the majority
of the project located? (give
percent of project)

Name: Peachtree City (pending annexation)
(NOTE: This local government is responsible for initiating the DRI review process.)

|Percent of Project; 100

Is the current proposal a
continuation or expansion of a
previous DRI?

If yes, provide the following
information (where applicable):

N

|Name:

|Project ID:

IApp #:

The initial action being requested of
the local government by the
applicant is:

Rezoning, Other
annexation

What is the name of the water
supplier for this site?

Fayette County Water Department

What is the name of the
wastewater treatment supplier for
this site?

Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority (septic at present)

Is this project a phase or part of a
larger overall project?

If yes, what percent of the overall
project does this project/phase
represent?

Estimated Completion Dates:

This project/phase: 2012
Overall project: 2012

Local Government Comprehensive Plan

Map?

Is the development consistent with the local government's comprehensive plan, including the Future Land Use

N

|If no, does the local government intend to amend the plan/map to account for this development?

|Y

|If amendments are needed, when will the plan/map be amended?

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form1.asp?id=1184 (2 of 3)11/14/2006 11:46:13 AM
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http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_forml.asp?id=1184

| Service Delivery Strategy

|Is all local service provision consistent with the countywide Service Delivery Strategy? Y
|If no, when will required amendments to the countywide Service Delivery Strategy be complete?

’ Land Transportation Improvements

|Are land transportation or access improvements planned or needed to support the proposed project? |Y
|If yes, how have these improvements been identified:

|Included in local government Comprehensive Plan or Short Term Work Program? |N
|Inc|uded in other local government plans (e.g. SPLOST/LOST Projects, etc.)? |N
|Inc|uded in an official Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP)? |N
|Developer/AppIicant has identified needed improvements? |Y
Other (Please Describe): v

Applicant will be responsible for all transportation and multi-use path system improvements

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form1.asp?id=1184 (3 of 3)11/14/2006 11:46:13 AM




DRI Record

Submitted on: 10/28/2006 1:01:06 PM

DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT
DRI Review Initiation Request (Form2a)

Local Government Information

|Submitting Local Government: |City of Peachtree City
|Individual completing form: |David E. Rast, ASLA
|Te|ephone: |7704875731

|Fax: 7706312552

|Emai| (only one): |planner@peachtree—city.org

| Proposed Project Information

|Name of Proposed Project: |West Village - north and central components

IDRI ID Number: 1184

|Developer/AppIicant: |Levitt & Sons (north)/ John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods (central)
|Telephone: |(770) 642-3996 (Levitt)/ (770) 703-2140 (Wieland)

|Fax: |(770) 642-4924 (Levitt)/ (770) 907-3419 (Wieland)

|Emai|(s): |stepeh.tyde@levittandsons.com/ danfields@jwhomes.com

DRI Review Process

Has the RDC identified any additional information required in order to proceed with the official regional review process? (If no,
proceed to Economic Impacts.)

’Y

If yes, has that additional information been provided to your RDC and, if applicable, GRTA? |Y
If no, the official review process can not start until this additional information is provided.

Economic Impacts
|Estimated Value at Build-Out: |$493,145,000

Estimated annual local tax revenues (i.e., property tax, sales tax) likely to be generated by the proposed
development:

’$751,916

|Is the regional work force sufficient to fill the demand created by the proposed project? |Y

If the development will displace any existing uses, please describe (using number of units, square feet., etc): none - property
currently undeveloped

Community Facilities Impacts
Water Supply

|Name of water supply provider for this site: |Fayette County

What is the estimated water supply demand to be generated by the project, measured in Millions of Gallons Per
Day (MGD)?

|Is sufficient water supply capacity available to serve the proposed project? |Y

0.406

|If no, are there any current plans to expand existing water supply capacity?

|If there are plans to expand the existing water supply capacity, briefly describe below:

|If water line extension is required to serve this project, how much additional line (in miles) will be required?

| Wastewater Disposal

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form2.asp?id=1184 (1 of 3)11/14/2006 11:45:37 AM
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DRI Record

IName of wastewater treatment provider for this site: |Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority

What is the estimated sewage flow to be generated by the project, measured in 0367
Millions of Gallons Per Day (MGD)? '

|Is sufficient wastewater treatment capacity available to serve this proposed project? |Y

|If no, are there any current plans to expand existing wastewater treatment capacity?

|If there are plans to expand existing wastewater treatment capacity, briefly describe below:

If sewer line extension is required to serve this project, how much additional line (in
miles) will be required?

Land Transportation

How much traf_'flc volume is exp_ected_ to be generated by the propos_ed AM - 271 (enter)/ 599 (exit) PM - 570 (enter)/
development, in peak hour vehicle trips per day? (If only an alternative measure of 348 (exit)
volume is available, please provide.)

Has a traffic study been performed to determine whether or not transportation or v
access improvements will be needed to serve this project?

If yes, has a copy of the study been provided to the local government? |Y

If transportation improvements are needed to serve this project, please describe below:
Refer to Transportation ANalysis prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (dated 09-27-06)

Solid Waste Disposal

|How much solid waste is the project expected to generate annually (in tons)? |1204

|Is sufficient landfill capacity available to serve this proposed project? |Y

|If no, are there any current plans to expand existing landfill capacity?

If there are plans to expand existing landfill capacity, briefly describe below:

|WiII any hazardous waste be generated by the development? If yes, please explain below: |N

Stormwater Management

|What percentage of the site is projected to be impervious surface once the proposed development has been constructed? |27

|Is the site located in a water supply watershed? |Y

If yes, list the watershed(s) hame(s) below:
Line Creek

Describe any measures proposed (such as buffers, detention or retention ponds, pervious parking areas) to mitigate the project’s
impacts on stormwater management:

Development of the north and central components is planned to be consistent with Federal, State and local requirements. Specific
measures will be determined during the site plan review process but will be consistent with similar developments in Peachtree City.

Environmental Quality

Is the development located within, or likely to affect any of the following:

|1. Water supply watersheds? |Y
|2. Significant groundwater recharge areas? |N
|3. Wetlands? |Y
|4. Protected mountains? |N
|5. Protected river corridors? |N

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form2.asp?id=1184 (2 of 3)11/14/2006 11:45:37 AM




DRI Record

If you answered yes to any question 1-5 above, describe how the identified resource(s) may be affected below:

1. Potential impacts to streams have been significantly reduced through careful site design. Central sewer will reduce consumptive
use and reduce nutrient loading as compared with septic alternative. 3. Potential impacts to wetlands have been significantly reduced
through careful site design. Required state and local buffers are to be maintained and impacts for each development are anticipated

to be below Nationwide permit thresholds of the US Army Corps of Engineers.

Has the local government implemented environmental regulations consistent with the Department of Natural Resources’ Rules v
for Environmental Planning Criteria?

Is the development located within, or likely to affect any of the following:

|1. Floodplains? |Y
|2. Historic resources? |N
|N

|3. Other environmentally sensitive resources?

If you answered yes to any question 1-3 above, describe how the identified resource(s) may be affected below:
1. Potential impacts to existing floodplain areas have been significantly reduced due to careful site design. Peachtree City prohibits

any development within designated floodplain areas and this has been reflected in the site design.

http://www.georgiaplanning.com/planners/dri/view_form2.asp?id=1184 (3 of 3)11/14/2006 11:45:37 AM
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GENERAL NOTES: . A e
® THE DEVELOPMENT WILL BE DEVELOPED IN SEGUENTIAL SUBDIVISION PHASES, PR \'ﬂ"' i P T AR I CREE K — S e =
FOR GRTA PURPOSES, THE PROECT 1S PROPOSED AS A SINGLE PHASE FOR. P |\ o PR = e g
COMPLETION IN 2011, - . - | \ P 4 _ e = -00F e
o THERE ARE NO PROPOSED COMMERCIAL/OFFICE BUILDINGS OVER ONE STORY NEWTON By 6 136 Q¢ R : & AN\ o LOCA
AT THIS TIME, N 7 / nc E 1V W) ot ACT N =
» THERE ARE NO EXISTING STRUCTURES ON SITE. SPECIFIC COMMERCIAL SITE e » | ' C ¥ £ £ srtoons | P R .
USES HAVE NOT TET BEEN FINALIZED. ERA=S . ' Non-z ki3 pi415 ; g
® ALL PROPOSED ROW WIDTHS ARE 50' UNLESS OTHERIISE NOTED. ROM WILL \ i s : DRIVEWAY 4
VARY AT ENTRANCES, AND MEDIANS WILL BE DEDICATED TO HOMEOWNERS AP - — ]
ASSOCIATIONS. SRR SR ==
® SIDEWALKS WILL BE PROVIDED ALONG INTERNAL ROADS PER DEVELOPMENT s R AR
CODES, OR  CONSISTENT WITH REQUIRED CONDITIONS OF ZONING WHERE SUCH T
MIGHT VARY FROM ADOPTED STANDARDS. BICTCLE PATHS/MULTI-USE PATHS -
WILL BE UTILIZED AS PART OF THE COMMUNITY LINK STSTEM PROVIDING
CONNECTIVITT THROUSHOUT THE DEVELOPMENT. W
® EXACT HOME SIZES AND SGUARE FOOTAGES HAVE NOT ALL BEEN DETERMINED o
AT THIS TIME. — T e /
& ALL NORTH DEVELOPMENT LOTS HAVE DIRECT ACCESS TO OPEN SPACE B Wy
3 .'?ﬂ.\, 7 é; a
o L ROAD NAMED "KEDRON DRIVE
B
DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY S
i
TOTAL AREA: 877793 AC w
TOTAL UNITS: 1574 UNITS o]
SINGLE FAMILY AREA: 3134 AC w
TOWNHOMES AREA: 470 AC 4
COURTYARD HOME AREA: 19.0 AC 4
COMMERCIAL AREA: 57 AC
OPEN SPACE: 4927 AC
SINGLE FAMILLY LOTS: 1079 LOTs
TOWNHOMES: 335 UNITS
COURTYARD HOMES: 160 UNITS
PROJECT DENSITY: 185 UNITS/ACRE
NORTH COMPONENT SUMMARY
TOTAL AREA: 403.093 AC
TOTAL UNITS: 699 UNITS 2
comn’im I';rOhE J\REA- 190 :g wmmcmm ROADWAY"
OPEN SPACE AREA: 2287 AC ‘ "
SINGLE FAMLY LOTS: 539 LOTS _ AN e
COURTYARD HOMES: 160 UNITS T AEDRON DRIVE SOUTH
: /X = - =
PROJECT DENSITY: 173 UNITS/ACRE — 5 \ | ¢ (B/W VARIES)
D AY 10 | al P \ \
[ & -
=
CENTRAL COMPONENT SUMMARY O ;}({
TOTAL AREA: 4747 AC O
TOTAL UNITS: 875 UNITS g L
SINGLE FAMILY AREA: 1580 AC ] (@]
TOWNHOMES AREA: 470 AC (©]
COMMERCIAL AREA: 57 AC
OPEN SPACE: 2640 AC N 3 . <, | —
SINGLE FAMILY LOTS: 540 LOTS : = s P
TOWNHOMES: 335 UNITS NS 5 ,} ; = P4
PROJECT DENSITY: 184 UNITS/ACRE 8 8 ' MULEEPIPSEO 5
|- YNNG ]
LEGEND £ s 2 - > )
3 = <.
=,
)
[ ] OPENSPACE
4\’(,0
COMMUNITY LINK PATH Q@@f < ________
[ ] SINGLE FAMILY - NON GOLF GART Q I H ~r
- MAY COINCIDE WITH SANITARY @ = - Y
AND/ OR STORM EASEMENT ON\a ) -
[[] TOWNHOMES/COURTYARD PRODUCT - S5 A\ X
_ 1 Al E
MMERCIAL yY ZN\ =
B co Z O
o
25 SETBACK BUFFER w
JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS =
| 1 3
| — )
—— PROPOSED CART PATH PEEROX. - /
FDPR( e DRIVEWAY
™
—-- EXISTING CART PATH U N=
@oo PROPOSED COMMUNITY AN 2 -_____\_- _ =S \‘ . ~
LINK PATH \ " 2l SINES
s N ' \cd] SOUNTY-
CONTACT INFORMATION: N NoF = Tfﬁ :
B conncr. AR o)
LEVITT AND SONS, LLC. : v T \ . —
675 MANSELL ROAD SUITE 115 PEACHTREE CITY HOLDI)
ROSWELL, GEORGIA 30076 ~~ SN ZONEDE G N
(Tio)-642-3966 (CEWERAL ANDUSTRIAL)..
CONSULTANT CONTAGT: e
WILLIAM E. SCHMID %
ROCHESTER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

425 OAK STREET, MW
GECRGIA 3050
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REVISED: NOVEMEER 1, 2006 R PL‘AN \ ) — y NS / y /
REVISED: OCTOBER 16, 2006 ‘ } I A
REVISED: SEPTEMBER 26, 2006 81 Woodstock Road
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