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Werksteot #4genda

Board of Commissioners
February 4, 2009
3:30 P.M.

Call to Order by Chairman.

Acceptance of Agenda.

CONSENT AGENDA:

OLD BUSINESS:

A

Presentation and approval of staff's recommendation for the FY2010 Budget
Parameters and Calender.

B. Update and discussion of request from the Retirement Study Committee
thatthe County reject all vendors’ proposals previously submitted for 401(a),
457 and Defined Benefit Retirement Plans. This item was last discussed
at the December 11, 2008 Board of Commissioners meeting.

C. Consideration of Peachtree City’s request to reaffirm two annexations
fronting on McDuff Parkway which were previously annexed on May 3,
2007. This item was last discussed during Staff Reports at the January 22,
2009 Board of Commissioners meeting.

NEW BUSINESS:

D. Discussion with Blue Cross/Blue Shield consultant on issues pertaining to
health insurance.

E. Discussion of a request from the Engineering Department to remove two
incinerators from service at the Fayette County Transfer Station, and
authorization for staff to negotiate an amended contract with Waste
Management for animal disposal service.

F. Discussion of the Water Committee’s recommendation to increase the
Fayette County Water System water rates, including the minimum/base
charge, by ten percent in 2009 and an additional five percent in January
2010.

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

ATTORNEY’S REPORT

STAFF REPORTS

BOARD REPORTS

EXECUTIVE SESSION

ADJOURNMENT






Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Board of Commissioners Department Head: ’Carol Chandler

Presenter, if needed: ’Retirement Committee Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:

Update and discussion of request from the Retirement Study Committee that the County reject all vendors' proposals previously
submitted for 401(a), 457, and Defined Benefit Retirement Plans.

Background/History/Details:

On December 11, 2008, the Retirement Study Committee asked the Board of Commissioners for more time to review proposals from
vendors wishing to provide the County with new employee Retirement Plans. The Committee wished to continue to evaluate the
proposals, as well as other options that may be suitable for Fayette County. The Board of Commissioners agreed to grant the
Committee more time.

The Committee is now asking the BOC to officially reject the proposals previously submitted to allow the Committee to continue its
investigation of multi-employer plan options.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Take action to reject the proposals submitted late last year from vendors who wish to provide new Retirement Programs to the
County.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? [Thursday, December 11, 2008

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |No

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing ® Business C Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other





PWihere Quality To A Lifestyte

To: Board of Commissioners
Jack Krakeel, County Administrator

From: Retirement Study Committee: Allen McCullough, Connie Boehnke, Linda Jones,
Mary Holland, Pete Frisina, and Tony Parrott

Date: January 26, 2009

Subject: Retirement Vendor Proposals

It is the unanimous recommendation to the Board of Commissioners from the Fayette County
Retirement Study Committee to reject all proposals as submitted by the various vendors. This
recommendation includes the 401(a) and 457 Plans and the Defined Benefit Plans which we have
evaluated. The Committee will continue to further investigate other multi-employer plan options.

The Committee has taken very seriously the charge from the Board of Commissioners to critically
evaluate the various proposals and to recommend a provider which is best suited to serve both our
dedicated county employees, as well as, one which is responsible to our governing body and to the
citizens they represent. It is for this reason we need additional time for further research and
investigation to assure that we recommend a safe, cost efficient and responsible plan for Fayette
County Government.

Mailing Address: 140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville GA 30214 Main Phone: 770-460-5730 Web Site: www.fayettecountyga.gov





Board of Commissioners Minutes
December 11, 2008
Page 5

C. CONSIDERATION OF THE RETIREMENT COMMITTEE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
REGARDING THE SELECTION OF A VENDOR(S) FOR THE EXISTING 401(A) AND 457 PLANS
AND A NEW DEFINED BENEFITS PLAN:

Public Safety Director Allen McCullough presented the Retirement Study Committee’s recommendation to the
Board. A copy of the memorandum, identified as “Attachment No. 11", follows these minutes and is made an
official part hereof. He remarked that after reviewing the various proposals from the vendors, it was the
unanimous recommendation to the Board of Commissioners from the Retirement Study Committee not to take
action at this time on any of the proposals as submitted by the various vendors. He said the recommendation
included the 401(A) and 457 Plans and the Defined Benefits Plan. He said during this intensive process of
evaluation, the Committee has expressed concern regarding the (1) lack of clarity regarding true administrative
cost; (2) lack of clarity and uncertainty regarding any future legal and actuarial cost; (3) lack of clarity and
uncertainty regarding plan oversight, including staff time from Human Resources in plan implementation as
well as ambiguity in the area of roles and responsibility in plan administration and maintenance.; and (4) the
presentations provided by the various vendors did not give the committee the type of information to render an
accurate analysis and as a result in our inability, at this time, to recommend a plan provider. He said the
committee had taken the charge from the Board of Commissioners very seriously to critically evaluate the
various proposals and to recommend a provider which was best suited to serve both the dedicated County
employees as well as one that was responsible to the governing body and to the citizens they represent. He
asked for the Board’s consideration to further investigate other multi-employer plan options somewhere in the
range of six to eight weeks to review additional data.





Board of Commissioners Minutes
December 11, 2008
Page 6

Chairman Smith remarked that the committee had obviously put a lot of work into this issue. He asked if this
was the conclusion by the entire retirement committee and Mr. McCullough replied yes. Chairman Smith said
he had no problem with further study by the committee.

Commissioner Pfeifer commended the committee members for the work they had done and the conclusions
they had come to. He said he concurred with the committee’s observations. He said after this meeting, he
would have no further input into this process but would like to make a comment. He remarked that all of the
defined benefits plans were based on assumptions and no one could know the future. He questioned if
possibly some of the hesitation on the part of the providers was that they did not want to get too far out in front
of the facts by saying something that they were not going to be able to back up.

Commissioner Horgan remarked that he had no problem with giving the committee more time to study this
issue.

Commissioner Frady reiterated his position on this issue. He said he had not supported it and he would
continue to not support it.

Commissioner Maxwell said this Board had always been amenable to further study and that would be his
position as well.





		Commissioners- Retirement Committee Agenda Request File.pdf

		Commissioners- Retirement Committee Backup

		SKMBT_C25209012711260.pdf

		12-11-2008Minutes










Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Engineering Department Head: ’Phil Mallon

Presenter, if needed: ’Vanessa Birrell Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:

Discussion of a request from the Engineering Department to remove two incinerators from service at the Fayette County Transfer
Station, and authorization for staff to negotiate an amended contract with Waste Management for animal disposal service.

Background/History/Details:

Two incinerators have been operating at the Fayette County Transfer Station since 1994, and are used to incinerate deceased
animals. Each month, the incinerators handle approximately one ton (2,000 pounds) of dead animals, of which about 30%
originates in Peachtree City and Tyrone. Although maintenance costs for the incinerators have been low, historically, those costs
are expected to rise as the units grow older.

Research indicates that Fayette County can save approximately $9,000 each year in fuel costs alone if it contracts with Waste
Management since Waste Management will dispose of the animals for $43.55 per ton. Waste Management has agreed to dispose of
the animals on a biweekly basis and to pro-rate the disposal cost. Additional National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and air quality environmental benefits can be realized as well by removing the two incinerators from service.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval to remove two incinerators from service at the Fayette County Transfer Station and for staff to negotiate an amended
contract with Waste Management for animal disposal service.

Furthermore, direction is sought regarding whether to recover costs from Peachtree City and the Town of Tyrone for their portions
of animal disposal costs.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

A $2,500 transfer will be required from the Gasoline Vendor Account to pay Waste Management's fees for the remainder of Fiscal
Year 2009 for the purpose of animal disposition.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when? |Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing C Business Q Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other





GEORGIA
Wihere Quality 7o 4 Lifeatyle

To: Fayette County Board of Commissioners

From: Vanessa Birrell, Environmental Programs Engineer
Engineering

Date: January 21, 2009

Subject: Request to Take Out-of-Service Fayette County Transfer Station
Incinerators

Fayette County has operated two incinerators at the Transfer Station on First
Manassas Mile Road since 1994. These incinerators handle approximately 2000 lbs
/month of deceased animals. Approximately 30% of this poundage originates from
Peachtree City and Tyrone.

Staff recently reviewed costs associated with operating the incinerators. Fayette
County spent $5,660 during the first half of FY09 for diesel fuel to operate both of the
units. Although maintenance costs in the past have been minimal ($1,000 over a five
year period), costs are starting to increase as these units grow older. Currently $650
is needed for maintenance in the near future.

In an effort to reduce costs, staff has researched alternatives to incinerating.
Conversations with Waste Management revealed that Fayette County can dispose of
these animals for $43.55/ton (2000 1bs). A transfer of $2,500 would be needed from
the gasoline vendor account to cover Waste Management’s fees for the remainder of
FYO09 for animal disposal. This would allow a savings of approximately $9,000/year,
and $3,000 for FY09. Waste Management has agreed to dispose of the animals on a
biweekly basis from the freezer and pro-rate the cost.

Decommissioning the incinerators would also benefit the Fayette County
environment. The incinerators emit additional particles into the air and also require a
“No Exposure Exclusion” on our NPDES permit. Utilizing Waste Management’s
programs would allow that part of the permit to be cancelled and provide positive
benefit to the surrounding air quality.

Staff is asking for Commissioners approval to proceed with securing amendments to

the Waste Management contract to reflect this animal disposal rate and proceed with
decommissioning the incinerators.

140 Stonewall Avenue West 770-305-5410 www.fayettecounty ga.gov





		Engineering- Incinerator Removal Agenda Request File.pdf

		Engineering- Incinerator Removal Backup




Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Finance Department Head: ’Mary S. Holland

Presenter, if needed: ’Mary S. Holland Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:
Presentation and approval of staff's recommendations for the FY2010 Budget Parameters and Calender.

Background/History/Details:

Staff presented the Board of Commissioners with their recommendations for the upcoming FY 2010 Budget parameters and
calendar on January 22 at the Board's Annual Planning Meeting. The Board concurred with the recommendations but staff is now
asking that the recommendations and calendar be officially acted upon, since the FY 2010 budget process is about to begin with

departments.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Approval of the FY2010 Budget Parameters and Budget Calendar.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |January 22, 2009

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal?

“ =<
]
wv

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes
Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public
N Old New ( Consent ( Report ( Other

Presentation Hearing ® Business © Business





FY 2010 BUDGET PARAMETERS
As Recommended

Parameters:

1. The FY 2010 Budget should be developed taking into consideration current FY 2009 revenue
levels that have been lower than expected.

2. Current FY 2009 Personnel levels should be maintained.
a. Current FY 2009 vacant positions should be eliminated for FY 2010.
b. There should be no new positions (or position upgrades) requested for FY 2010.
c. There should be no promotions requested for FY 2010.
d. There should be no merit-based salary increases for FY 2010.
e. There should be no COLA adjustments for FY 2010.

3. There should be no new Capital projects requested for FY 2010.

4. There should be no new CIP projects requested for FY 2010.

5. The current 5-year CIP Plan should be delayed one year.

6. There should be no new vehicles or equipment requested for FY 2010.

7. Departments should keep their operating (non-personnel) budget requests for FY 2010 at the
same level, or lower, than their FY 2009 approved operating budgets.

8. The FY 2010 annual balanced budget development process will consist of only one element:
Operating budget.

9. Any deviations from these parameters should be presented by the departments to the County
Administrator during the budget workshops. Upon recommendation, the departments would need
to provide the required budget documents for processing.

10. The FY 2010 Budget development process should take place between the third week of
March and the third week of May of 2009. This will allow for any mid-year budget adjustments
to be finalized, end-of-calendar year revenues to be received, and FY 2009 year-end figures to be
more accurately projected.

February 4, 2009





FY 2010 Budget Calendar
As Recommended

RESPONSIBLE
2009 DATE PARTY BUDGET ACTIVITY TO OCCUR

Operating Budget

Mar 23, 2009 Mon D_e partments Budget packages distributed to departments.
Finance Department
Apr 8, 2009 Wed D_epartments Budget submissions due from departments.
Finance Department
Apr 20-24,2009  Mon-Fri Departments Budg.et_ workshops as_ necessary between departments and Staff (County
Staff Administrator and Finance).

Finance Department

May 6, 2009 Wed o
Commissioners

Deliver FY 2010 recommended budget to Board of Commissioners.
Commissioners

May 18-22, 2009 Mon-Fri Departments
Staff

Conduct budget workshops of departments with the Board of
Commissioners (SUGGESTED).

Finance Department

Jun 3, 2009 Wed o Submit budget proposal to the BOC.
Commissioners

Jun 11, 2009 Thu gt(;r;mlssmners Hold first Public Hearing on the FY 2010 budget.

Jun 25. 2009 Thu Commissioners Hold second Public Hearing on the FY 2010 budget (Adopt the FY 2010
Staff Budget).

February 4, 2009
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Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Human Resources Department Head: ’Connie Boehnke

Presenter, if needed: ’Connie Boehnke Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:
Discussion with Blue Cross/Blue Shield consultant on issues pertaining to health insurance.

Background/History/Details:
During the 2009 Board of Commissioners Retreat, the Department of Human Resources was directed to arrange for Mr. Al Jones, a
consultant with Blue Cross/Blue Shield, to attend the Wednesday, February 4, 2008 Workshop Meeting in order to discuss health

insurance issues.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

This is a discussion only for informational purposes. No action is required with this request.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |No

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal?

“ =<
]
wv

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public Old New
Presentation Hearing C Business Q Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other
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COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Planning & Zoning/Community Dev. Department Head: ’Peter A. Frisina

Presenter, if needed: ’Pete Frisina Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:

Consideration of Peachtree City's request to reaffirm two annexations fronting on McDuff Parkway which were previously annexed
on May 3, 2007.

Background/History/Details:

The first annexation consists of 403.093 acres, is located at Land Lots 183, 184, 166 and 167 of the 7th district, is zoned LUR, and
fronts on McDuff Parkway. Peachtree City desires to annex this property for the purpose of developing a 650-lot active adult
community. The second annexation consists of 379.594 acres, is located at Land Lots 165, 166, 184 and 185 of the 7th District, is
zoned LUR-15, and fronts on McDuff Parkway. Peachtree City desires to annex this property for the purpose of developing a 475-lot
single-family detached subdivision. The Board of Commissioners approved these annexation requests on August 10, 2006 and a
letter was mailed to Peachtree City expressing concern about density changes associated to the annexation. On May 3, 2007 the
City of Peachtree City annexed the properties from unincorporated Fayette County into the city limits of Peachtree City.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

As required by Georgia State Law, the Board of Commissioners must choose to either "object" or to "not object" to Peachtree City's
annexation request.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? |Yes If so, when? |Thursday, January 22,2009

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing ® Business C Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other





T,

Whore Quatity T A Lifestyte
T Board of Commissioners
From: Pete Frisina
Date: January 23, 2009
Subject: Peachtree City Requests to Reaffirm Annexations/Rezonings

Fayette County has received notice of two requests to reaffirm annexations and rezonings from
Peachtree City. These requests are:

1 Reaffirm annexation and rezoning request from John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods
for a 379.594 acre tract on land within Wilksmoor Village for a 475 lot single-family
subdivision

2, Reaffirm annexation and rezoning request from Scarbrough and Rolader Development,
LLC for a 403.093 acre tract of land within Wilksmoor Village for a 650 lot active adult
community.

These properties were annexed and rezoned by the Peachtree City City Council on May 3, 2007
and are presently within the city limits of Peachtree City. The purpose of these requests, as
stated in the cover letters, is to reaffirm the previous annexations and rezonings. David Rast,
Peachtree City City Planner, stated to me that Peachtree City is being sued on the basis that the
City did not follow the proper procedure in the annexation process in 2007; so as a preemptive
measure Peachtree City is repeating the annexation and rezoning and notifying the County of
such. To my knowledge this court case is still pending. Given the fact that the annexation has
not been nullified, Staff questions whether this is action even constitutes an actual annexation.

The Board of Commissioners considered and recognizes the previous annexation and rezoning
requests on August 10, 2006 (see attached minutes). The Board did not file a Bona Fide Land
Use Objection to the annexations. However, the Board did send a letter (see attached) to the
Mayor stating that they were concerned about the impact this development would have on the
County and Peachtree City and asked to meet with the appropriate parties to discuss how some of
their concerns could be negated. I am not aware of the outcome of this request or any meetings
with Peachtree City.





Page 2
BOC memo
January 23, 2009

The original annexation and rezoning requests were as follows:

. Annexation and rezoning request from John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods for a
379.493 acre tract for a 546 lot single-family subdivision and retail center of 5.7 acres

2 Annexation and rezoning request from Levitt and Sons for a 400.306 acre tract for a 752
lot active adult community

In terms of the 379 acre tract, the number of proposed single-family lots has decreased by 71 lots
from 546 to 475 and the site plan does not indicate a retail center. Concerning the 403 acre tract,
the acreage has increased by three acres but this could be due to a surveying or CAD error and
the number of proposed active-adult lots has decreased by 102 lots from 752 to 650. In total, this
is a 173 lot decrease from 1,298 to 1,125.





Minutfes
August 10, 2006
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ANNEXATION REQUEST FROM PEACHTREE CITY BY LEVITT & SONS: Dennis Dutton, Zoning
Administrator informed the Board of an annexalion request from Peachtree City by Levitt & Sons. He said
this was a request for a 400.306 acre track to be developed by John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods.
He remarked that the second request was for an adjoining 379.493 acre track and an existing 89.146 track
which was already in the City to be rezoned for limited use residential (LRU) and open space. He remarked
that currently the property was zoned agricultural/residential and R-70. He said the future Land Use Map
has this area listed for agricultural/residential and designated at one unit per one to two acres. He said the
proposal was for 752 single family detached homes and a 27,000 square foot club house with indoor and
outdoor pools, eight tennis courts, a greenhouse, craft room, card room, and so forth with 180.2 acres of
greenspace. He said the access would be provided along McDuff Parkway. He said the applicant had
contacted the Atlanta Regional Commission and gone through the DRI proceedings and was awaiting a
meeting with GRTA which would be on September 14t

Chairman Dunn noted that they had not gone through the process yet but were waiting to start the process.
He said this Board had received nothing to respond to this yet.

Mr. Dutton said the applicant had submitted the rezoning to the City of Peachtree City.

Mr. Dutton remarked that the second annexation involved with this property was the 397.49 acre tract of
land. He said the existing zoning for that property was A-R and the request was for limited use residential
plus limited use commercial and open space. He said the future land use was agricultural/residential. He
said the proposal was for single family medium density, single family low density, commercial, open space
and community service. He said for this 379.49 acres, 546 single family detached residential units was
proposed. He said the gross density would be 1.4 dwelling units per acre, with neighborhood retail
commercial on 5.7 acres. He said they had submitted their DRI form to the Atlanta Regional Commission
and to the Department of Community Affairs.

Chairman Dunn asked if Mr. Dutton had reviewed this and determined how many buildable acres there
were. He said he agreed with the figure for gross acres but a substantial amount of this property was
located in the wetlands.

Mr. Dutton said yes and remarked that part of the problem was receiving this request on such short notice.
He said it had been difficult to get all of the TRC members together and obtain all of the facts.

Chairman Dunn said the County had a rezoning request for the 379 acres a couple of years ago. He said
the County fought that request with the City of Peachtree City and ended up in court over it. He said the
court did uphold the County's Land Use Plan. He said the County went to two acre zoning and this was the
reason the property had become R-70. He said the entire West village area was A-R for five acre lots, He
said this request went down in that action to two acres per home. He remarked that he could not remember
exactly what the buildable property was but felt it was substantially lower than 379 because of the wetlands
and the flood plain. He said the same was on the adjoining 400 acres. He noted that huge areas of that
were in wetlands. He said between the two properties there were 1,298 homes being proposed. He said
this was an amazing amount of increased density from what the County went to court and tried to uphold
there.





Minutes
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Mr. Dutton remarked that there would be 752 single family detached homes on the 400 acres and 546 single
family detached homes on the 379 acres currently zoned two acres.

Chairman Dunn said this would be a tremendous increase in density for that area. He said if the City
annexed the property then they could do whatever they wanted with it. He stated the County had fought to
keep the density reasonable over there. He said the County had been through a lot with this piece of
property during the last twenty years and had to deal with it three or four times during the last eight years.
He said this Board had been consistent in saying that this was too much density for that area.

Commissioner Pfeifer said he would like to urge the City of Peachtree City to not do this. He said this would
totally change the character of that area. He said there had been several long running discussions about
transportation in that area. He said one of the issues was that if this was a senior housing project there
would be no impact on the schools but they were also talking about a school site within the project. He said
with this number of houses plus commercial, plus recreation, and plus a school site it was astounding that
they would ask people to move to an area like that. He said the other point that he would like to make was
the issue of water use. He said one of the things that this County had done a fabulous job with was water
use. He said Fayette County did not have the problems like some of the other areas have. He said Fayette
County has a plan that culminates in building Lake McIntosh in that area and the whole water system size
was based on assumptions of the land use. He said whereas older citizens may not use the schools they
do drink and use water. He said if the development in this County continued, there would not be enough
water.

Chairman Dunn said one of the issues that he had spoken to the Mayor about in the past was the 400 acre
parcel with 752 houses being proposed. He said he was told that the builder had been sent back to the
drawing board and he had reduced the number of homes from 752 to 350 homes. He said now the project
was back again with 762 homes being proposed. He said they were asking for 1,298 houses to be put on
752 gross acres. He said he doubted that there was more than 500 acres in there that was buildable.

Commissioner Frady asked Attorney Davenport if there was anything that he could add.

Altorney Davenport replied that this was the area known as the West village. He said this was also an area
that was an unincorporated island and one of the rare times that he could remember where the County had
received a request that involved an unincorporated island. He said this method of annexation was one that
provided a very limited basis to have any objection with respect to annex the unincorporated island then.
He said if there were any issues that this Board wanted to bring to the attention of Peachtree City then it
certainly could do that. He pointed out the way in which the annexation framework was set out in the law,
the law encourages the annexation of unincorporated islands even more so than typical annexations during
the 100% or the 60% method.

Commissioner Frady clarified that the County could send its objection, but it probably would not do any
good.

Chairman Dunn interjected if an objection was sent, then possibly the County might be able to negoliate
down the density. He said this had nothing to do with a turf war but the issue of the amount of traffic and
wear and tear on the County’s infrastructure. He said he would like to sit down with them and try to get a
reduction in density.
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Attorney Davenport interjected that this was a different stage in the process. He said while this item was
within the seven day window for a Notice of Intent to Object, in order to meet the time frame for the ten day
window for the objection to be put in place if this was the desire of the Board, there would have to be a
called meeting to make that occur because the Board's next meeting would not occur in time to meet the ten
day window. He noted if the Board had enough information before it this evening and the Board wanted to
enter an objection this evening then that certainly be done.

Chairman Dunn said he certainly had enough information to enter an objection. He said it would be a land
use objection.

Commissioner Wells asked if the Board's objection would follow the same format even though this was an
unincorporated island or would it be different.

Attorney Davenport replied that the problem with the language in the law as it was written now related to the
2004 amendments that came in at the same time that the S.P.L.O.S.T. amendments came in. He said they
amended this entire objection process in its entirety with very substantial changes. He remarked that there
was a provision under the unincorporated island section which stated that a municipality had sole discretion
for annexing unincorporated islands. He said the information in 363611 was put in place after that
language. He said the 363611 language did not address the issue of unincorporated islands, however that
was typically used under the 100% method and the 60% method. He said although this was new, there was
a strong presumption in favor of allowing the annexation of unincorporated islands.

Chairman Dunn said he realized that the County's objection might be ignored and then taken in as an island
but he hoped that they would want to sit down and at least try and trim down some of the density. He said
there had been complaints for years regarding McDuff Parkway and now that would be extended and would
cause a lot of traffic problems on S.R. 74, S.R. 54 and inside of this area.

Commissioner Wells said since the language of the legislation was very clear about the cities having the
ultimate authority as to whether or not they annex an unincorporated island, it did not sound like the County
would have much recourse here. She said the language was very clear that if the City decided to do it then
they could do it. She felt the County’s best bet would be to strongly object to the land use of the property
but not necessarily object to the annexation itself. She said she would also like to sit down and discuss this
with the City but the County did not have any legal basis for objecting based upon the language of that
particular legislation.

Chairman Dunn said the legislation did allow the County to object and the first step would be to sit down and
mediate this with the City.

Attorney Davenport said that was correct. He said ultimately the Board could sit down and speak with the
City representatives but that would grow into a citizen review panel if no conclusion could be reached with
respect to that.

Chairman Dunn suggested the Board write the City a letter stating its objection and request a meeting with
them to discuss this further.
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Commissioner Frady agreed and said that would also be his recommendation. He said he would like the
letter to state that while the County realized its position as far as an objection goes, that the County would
certainly appreciate them taking into consideration lesser density for that area.

Chairman Dunn said these figures were twice as much as the last figures that the City had quoted him,

On motion made by Commissioner Frady, seconded by Commissioner Wells to write a letter to Peachtree
City to explain their position and request that they consider lesser density in the area they intend to annex.
The motion carried 5-0. A copy of the lefter, identified as “Attachment No. 8", follows these minutes and is
made an official part hereof.
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GEORGIA

Hanorable Harold Logsdon i
Mayor, Peachtree City '
151 Willowbend Road |
Peachtree City, Georgia 30269 %:

: | '
Re: Annexation Requests: 379.493 acres by Levitt & Sons; and

00.306 acres by John Wieland Homes and Neighborhoods, Inc.
Land Lots 183, 184, 166, and 167 of tha 7% District
Dear Mayor LaGs ) 1

|
We have been notified by your Planning Depamner_l‘t of the pending annexation and razoning of 379.493 acres and
400.306 acres on the west side of Peachtree City.|As you well know, the density and changes in the use of this
property as proposed are dramatically more intenseithan Fayette County’s existing land use and zoring regulations

allow. The impact this type of development will have' on our county, our infrastructure, and neighboring communities
is astounding. |

The development of the “West Village" of Peachiree City in any manner will foraver change the area and its
characteristics. However, this Board urges you to: strongly consider how this development, as proposed, wil

negatively impinge on not only the immediately surrfunding areas, but all of Peachtree City and the entire west side

of our county, for that matter. We would like the gpportunity to meet with the appropriate parties to discuss the

development of these enormous tracts and the potehtial negative effects the annexation/rezonings, as proposed, will
surely have on our county,

As stated in David Rast's letters, the proposed devélopment of these tracts qualifies as a Development of Regional

Impact. Fayette County will submit it comments tO;iARC, GRTA, and DCA at the appropriate time during the DRI
process. Please let us know if we can expect an opio

rtunity to meet with Peachtree City to discuss how some of our
concems can perhaps be negated. ‘

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA

6 Pete Frisina, Director, Community Development
David Rast, Peachtree City Planner/Zoning Administrator
|

|
140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214 Phone ??o 460-5730 Exp. 5400 Fax; 770 460-9412 Wi Site www faysttecountyga gov
|
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Print Form

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AGENDA REQUEST

Department/Division: ’Water System Department Head: ’Tony Parrott

Presenter, if needed: ’Tony Parrott Preferred Meeting Date: ’Wednesday, February 4, 2009

Wording for the Agenda:

Discussion of the Water Committee's recommendation to increase the Fayette County Water System water rates, including the
minimum/base charge, by ten percent in 2009 and an additional five percent in January 2010.

Background/History/Details:

Water rates were last increased in Fayette County in 1991. The recommended rate increase will aid in repaying bonds and loans for
funding the cost of constructing the Lake McIntosh Reservoir Project.

Currently, a typical residence uses a 3/4 inch meter. The minimum base rate is currently $16.00 for the first 2,000 gallons and $2.80
for each additional thousand gallons. The proposed 2009 increase would raise the minimum rate to $17.60 per 2000 gallons and
$3.08 for each additional thousand gallons. The proposed 2010 increase would raise the minimum rate to $18.48 per 2,000 gallons
and $3.23 for each additional thousand gallons. Increases would also apply respectively to residences and businesses that have
larger meters and are under differing rate structures.

What action are you seeking from the Board of Commissioners?

Discuss the proposed water rate increase. If the Board is in agreement, this item should be placed on an agenda for an upcoming
meeting for adoption by the Board of Commissioners.

If this item requires funding, please describe:

Not Applicable.

Has this issue come before the Commissioners in the past? [No If so, when?

Do you need audio-visual for the presentation? |No Back-up Material Submitted? |ves

STAFF USE ONLY

Approved by Finance? Yes Reviewed by Legal? Yes

Approved by Purchasing? Yes Approved by Administrative Staff?|Yes

Staff Notes

Administrator's Approval |Yes Confirmed Meeting Date |Wednesday, February 4, 2009
Recognition/ Public old New

Presentation Hearing Business Q Business ( Consent ( Report ( Other





Water Committee
Proposed Rate Increase
January 28, 2009

2008 2009 2010

Existing rate 10% increase 5% Increase
Base rate $ 16.00 | $ 1760 | $ 18.48
per 1000 gallons $ 280 $ 3.08|% 3.23
Over 19,999 gallons | $ 380 (% 418 $ 4.39
Base rate 1-inch $ 10.00 | $ 11.00 | $ 11.55
Base rate 1 1/2-inch | $ 15.00 | $ 16.50 | $ 17.33
Base rate 2-inch $ 2000 | $ 2200 $ 23.10
Base rate 3-inch $ 25.00 | $ 2750 | $ 28.88
Base rate 4-inch $ 30.00($ 33.00( $ 34.65
Base rate 6-inch $ 35.00 | $ 3850 | % 40.43
Base rate 8-inch $ 40.00 | $ 4400 $ 46.20

Unmetered water
minimum charge $ 28.00 [ $ 30.80 [ $ 32.34

Unmetered per 1000
gallons after 5000
gallons $ 560 | $ 6.16 | $ 6.46

wholesale rate* 2008 2009 2010

$ 2101 $ 2311 % 2.43

* per contract with the City of Fayetteville .0547 times the
price of 10,000 gallons to a residential customer.

Meter size Meter Charge Availability fee
5/8 X 3/4 $ 900.00 | $ 400.00
1" $ 1,200.00 | $ 400.00
11/2" $ 1,700.00 | $ 400.00
2" $ 2,000.00 | $ 400.00
4" $ 10,000.00 | $ 400.00
6" $ 15,000.00 | $ 400.00
8" $ 20,000.00 | $ 400.00
Firelines

6" backflow $5,000.00 plus $400.00 availability fee
8" backflow $8,400.00 plus $400.00 availability fee

3/4 inch meter

2008 @ 7000 gallons $ 30.00
2009 @ 7000 gallons $ 33.00
2010 @ 7000 gallons $ 34.65
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TABLE 1; 2008 Monthly Residential Water & Wastewater Bill Example’

Bartow County Water
Bartow County Water Department $31.44
City of Adairsville Inside City $15.53

QOutside City $23.30
City of Cartersville Water Authority? Inside City $16.22
Qutside City $31.37
City of Emerson Inside City $20.54
Qutside City $24.03
City of Kingston Inside City $45.00
Qutside City $67.50
City of White Inside City $16.00
Cutside City $18.92

Cherokee County Water
Cherokee County Water and Sewer
Authority* $34.20
City of Ball Ground®® Inside City $32.20

Qutside City $44.05
City of Canton $28.56
City of Waleska $37.40
City of Woodstock $37.77

Clayton County Water
Clayton County Water Authority $31.12

Cobb County Water
Cobb County Water System® $28.77
City of Austell Inside City $17.22

Qutside City $18.97
Marietta Power and Water $32.85
City of Powder Springs’ Inside City $20.73
QOutside City $35.27
City of Smyrna $23.21

Coweta County Water
Coweta County Water System $43.25
City of Grantville $42.00
Newnan Untilities Inside City $27.80

Qutside City $34.80
City of Senoia $30.25
City of Turin $30.50

DeKalb County Water
Dekalb County Water and Sewer $12.31

Douglas County Water
Douglasville-Douglas County Water and
Sewer Authority*®® $32.94
City of Villa Rica® Inside City $29.76

Qutside City $44 .62






TABLE 1:2008 MONTHLY Residential Water & Wastewater Bill Example’; continued

Fayette County Water
Fayette County Water System $30.00
Town of Brooks $31.30
City of Fayetteville® $29.00
Peachtree City’ $30.00
City of Tyrone’ $30.00

Forsyth County Water
Forsyth County Water and Sewer® $32.40
City of Cummings® inside City $17.25

Quiside City $22.35

Fulton County Water
Fulton County Water System™ ™° $28.04
City of Atlanta Department of Water Inside City $35.99
Management™ * '° Outside City $43.48
City of College Park $26.20
City of East Point $23.00
City of Fairbum Inside City $43.82

Outside City $63.31
City of Hapeville $43.75
City of Mountain Park $26.95
City of Paimetto $27.50
City of Roswell® $32.90
City of Union City $37.52

Gwinnett County Water
Gwinnett County Water Resources® * $32.92
City of Braselton Inside City $34.18

Qutside City $40.80
City of Buford inside City $8.05
Qutside City $17.85
City of Lawrenceville* $30.73
City of Norcross® $41.85
City of Suwanee® $18.62
Hall County Water
City of Flowery Branch Inside City $34.74
QOutside City $40.27
City of Gainesville? Inside City $21.43
Outside City $42.79

Henry County Water
Henry County Water and Sewerage Inside County $35.00
Authority Outside County $52.50
City of Hampton $31.00
City of Locust Grove $31.00
City of McDonough $33.58
City of Stockbridge $36.25






TABLE 1: 2008 Monthly Residential Water & Wastewater Bill Example'; continued

Paulding County ‘ Water
Paulding County Public Works® $36.20
City of Dallas Inside City $27.75

Cutside City $34.89
City of Hiram $23.00

Rockdale County Water
Rockdale Water Resources $28.13

Walton County Water
Walton County Water & Sewerage
Authority $42.84
City of Loganville® $41.05
Monroe Utilities Network Inside City $24.38

Qutside City $36.44
City of Social Circle Inside City $20.55
Outside City $44.35

"This analysis assumes a household with a 5/8" or 3/4" meter uses 7,000 gallons of water each month
Applicable minimum fees included.

“Billed in cubic feet. Rates converted to gallons for comparison purposes.

*Not applicable. Service is not available in the area.

*Have excessive use penalty or surcharge. Surcharge not included in these calculations.

°A discount rate for senior citizens is available.

®A discount rate for disabled customers is availabte.

"Water service is provided by Fayette County Water System. Sewer rales are billed by Peachtree City
Water and Sewerage Authority and City of Tyrone, separately.

®Sewer service provided and billed by County.

°Only one base charge applies when water and sewer are combined,

"“Sewer service outside the City of Atlanta is provided by Fulton County,
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