
From: Lisa Pearson 
Sent: Monday, December 06,201 0 9:24 AM 
To: Bob James; jbebob@bellsouth.net 
Cc: Vince Jackson; David Brewer; Anu Gary 
Subject: St. Augustine 
Attachments: DOC036.PDF 

Commissioner, 
Please find attached a fax received today from Mr. Michael A. Wallace concerning the St. Augustine development. 
Thanks, 
Lisa 



--- - 
F X M :  MICHAEL A .  WALLACE 

Ti\: The Hor~orable Eobert '"Bob James ATTENTIOH: 

FLY XO. i 2 S l )  580-2530 

P Z W E  PJG . 

DATE - TIME 

secemher 6, 201 0 C836 

NUMBER CF PAGES including t h i s  header sheec: 10 

R ~ ~ K S :  Lez te~rs  in c p y s i t i o r  tc Case No. 2-10029 regardtng st;. 
A z Q M t i n e  Developers, L.L.  C .  s proposed s i te  plan and re-zoning request. in 
P l a r - n k ~ g  D i s t x i c t  15, Rigsby  ~ o a d .  



Michael A. Wallace 
h i e  J. Wdtw 
26659 Rigsby Road 
Daphxre, AIL 36526 

September 1 1,2010 

Coldweil Banker 
Reehl Pmperties, Inc. 
24190 U.S. Hwy. 98, Suite A 
Fairhope, AL 36532 

RE: Augustine DeveIopment 

D m  Mr. Reehl, 

We are in receipt of your Ietter dated September 8,2010 regarding yow subject 
deveiapment Due to a conflict with business travel, we will not be able to attend your 
September 15' presentation. However, in lieu of this, our view of your apqatent slight 
modifications to your A u p t  3d proposal to the Bsldwin County Commission (based on 
descriptions that you provided in your letter) is  provided herein. 

Our home is  located directly across from, currently, the ortiy entrance/exit to your 
subject Iand development. We are one of the landowners wrote a lettcr (dated 
August 1,2010) to the commission and also who attended the August 3d commission 
meeting. 0 t h ~  neighbors, who neither wrote letters nor aended the neetin$, agree with 
us on this matter, sa this letter should be not be considered as representing only our 
feelings, bzu; &dings dothers in the atea as well (some of these did not receive did not 
receive your September 8' letter). Since we and many others voiced ou concerns and 
issues with your development: both in ierters and at the Baldwin County Commission 
meeting, I won't repeat them d in this letter. However, if you are seriously interested in 
trying to develop this property so that it will be "much more conductive to previous 
deveioprnents in the ava," I recommend that you mad "dl" ofthe adjacent landowners' 
letters tather fkan just "some " Based on your lettff, it does not appear that any of the 
solutions and revisions that you are proposing will address or resolve the issues raised at 
the commission meeting. 

Even iEa second e n t r d e x i t  is  added at the east side of the development, the 
miin Rigsby Road mtmcelerrit, due to the locations of nearby schools, churches, 
businesses, malls, etc., will stili be where most of the traffic flow will be. fn fact, a shon 
cut might actually become availabk through the subdivision to those living to the east of 
the subdivision'? The existing entrmdexit to the development was obviously not 
selected with the interest afthe local landowners in high priority (especially with respect 
to its Location to our paicular home, driveway, and mailbox). How are you to insure 
*at your subdivision association will keep the Rigsby Road entrmce'exit maintained? 
We do not wish to see an unmaintained errtrance that will continue to be an eye sore to 



tbe m~~lmurrity, It dreadv appears that, in order to provide orismy power to your 
developmea, the pwer m p n y  is intending on in.stdting a primary riw paww pie  
adjacent to you: Rigsby Road entrance, in hll view of everfune Cicludin9 your 
custams)? h dso appears tfia: the new power pole ixltllst~~don for your subdiif ision 
will. most likely, itlclllde a guy wke being placed in cvur yard f have been an engineer 
for over 30 yean and, I can say, thae does. not seem to be a lot sf mgiueering &ought 
put into t his subbivision. 

it was suggested in the meeting aMf in lettetr; t b t  the 131 s i a s  &ouId be raised 10 
the sizes shown ir. the original dsvelopn-rent proposal of several years ago /i e., prior to 
the PXU) conceptj, which was also in Iirte w+?h tire tot sizes of ather subdivisions in the 
area. Alhmgh ttte wording was not very clear, it appears that the lot sizes mentioned in 
your L ~ e r  are either unchanged or wily very dightty changed from rhose proposed at th 
.August 3rd axmiission meeting? Ow home, as wefl as othr b~lies in Mminci Couatry. 
Side Estate% wh;ch 1s directly acmvs Q ~ b y  Road Erom your development, is kuih on 
apprcxirnately 2 2re  h s .  There ts an easmeni betiirem us Pu;d rrur immediate neighhot: 
to our north which is 60 feet wde Yo2 are prqusin_a that your lot s b  be a b u t  60 f e t  
R ~ d e  (the same as this -e.mept) The dimensions provitied m the ktter gill describe 
very, very small lots, which are not consisted with the area. This aim is isstlll besltxlty 
rural wirb a lot of very h e  subdivisions around, including Avulon PRlS rype 
sukhvis~ons we not suitabie in areas which are still 'neaviiy rural, PRD type ~ ~ n i ~ i g  
should be in locatioi~s tkaa are more heavily commercld Since your letter mentioned 
4vtrion, some might w~sider this as implying that this present development will be 
sim~iar to Avdon? It  is obvious that your mrmt propod is not w h e r  Avaion Wit  
were slmiiar .to Adon, &en the adjacent landowuers, ~nchiding myseIf, and the Baldwin 
County Commission woufd, most likely, have no problem with your propod  Why do 
you thjnk you are gating so much opposition7 This opposition was not there several 
years ago when Chis projec: first begar1 

B m d  an  he small lor sizes and the very luge zommon area proposed, it appears 
that you will still be requesting a re-zoning to PHI? We, along with many others, 
expressed why we objected to this typc toaing in our area. A PlRD zoning is not 
consistent with the arca a id  would be detrirr.x-nefltaI to rhe am, as weli as the people who 
biy homes in yw subdivisjoa. 

You are proposa artorher take. As I scsall6-om the commision meeting many 
expressed concern with the cment lake, especially in regard to safety a d  its depth Y d, 
your solution is to provide a second i&e? 

Many, myself included, expressed concern as to the rather large c o m n  area t b t  
you are proposing, lf the c o m n  area remiins rmdevefoped, who Hiill rnaifiair! it-? 
Who will assure that dirt bikes. 4-wheelers, the dumping of  garbage, and all other Qpes 
of uudairable acrivities vril.1 remain DL$ of this wmmon uea? An active association will 
hwe to remain in order to mlect Mds to assure tht this wea is maintained znd propedy 
policed; this. most likely, wiit not happen. Tbe curtent eye sora wifl just move to the 
back of rhc subdivision What asmiurmccs uiJ! any of tbe adjaceni istndowness have that 



requests will not be nlade at sane fitture dare that this urrdeveloped property be re-zoned 
yet agdn,su t h  additionat homes can be sold? There art: no guarmtees to prttvem this, 
the djacent iandowners we aware of tas situation ad 4 was dimmed at the 
cofimission mwt'ing IW as you m currently trying to get a ezonirtg passed in order 
to allow a PKD, you will atso do the same in the future and, most likely as yau are kl!y 
3wat.e, espcscidfy if you are strwsshl sit getting ycur w e n t  r e - x d q j  request pas&, 
you wouid also eventually get it passed so that additional lots and homes can extend :at0 t 
his common area (ie , to make ciddltion protit from &B developnentj The adtjace~lt 
landowners know this and the cornmtssioners know this and will be cons:mtly reminded 
of &is very real possibility. However, even if this 37% cummaa arrsa, as you are nw 
pmposirg, remains common, this is still not a "benefit" for the adjaent landowners or 
the people lking in the suMiuicrion: it on!y saves you ~ t m e y  at the prmnt titime. As T 
pointed out in my August 1 letter, your current 78 acre sssentiaily "commctn" area has 
bexn mtlring but nuisance to rhe adjftcmt: far#iowners People i?orn he sultdivision w 
the west of' our home, on numerous occasions and sane of which were reponed to the 
SheniFs Depaiinwnt, h e  trespasd over our property and other ? r i  Estate 
homeowners' propaties (uhich provides the best access for them to get to your properly) 
with &wIreeters, dirt trikes, bicycies, etc., in order to play on your developmen:. If the 
wmtnon nrw IS to 30 xies and moved to tihe b d  ~f the subdiviston, tilere is no 
realistic amount of security that can be im@e;nented and maintained in order to prevent 
others (i e , owicie your subdivision) from using this curnmon area The entire 78 acres 
needs to be developed ar the w e  rime, or in prwpprsved phases (approved ai ttte same 
time) as it -as mgmally proposed swmd years ago, so that the adpant l a n d o m s  
wili mderstand firly how rnartjl homes will be hi l t  ad what the fir11 intent, use, and 
maintenance of this property wil be and how it will affect Phem and their investmr~ts, 
both now an6 In the *re 

A wide landscape border around the property is not I redistic "benefit " Again. 
who wilt maintain this landscaping? People who buy in your stihdivision wiIi have to 
pay asmiation fees in order 10 pay someone to maintain the imdscapinp. This will not 
be an incentive for people to buy ia this mbdivisio,cm; ozhw &ivi?iions in &@ are still 
o8kr many more benefits than yow deve!opment is offering. Cowque;ntly, the question 
showid be asked, wtra red incentives will people in the ma hwe in a r k  to convince 
them tr, pay a lot of money for a very small lot and consrruct a very expemive house or! it 
(not to mention the fact t h t  they will: have ta tolerate tho nulaerous problems that will 
result %om the 30 acre common m)? You subdivisicn r?eeds to offer real incen:ws if 
you expect expensive homes to be wnstwtttx!. 

A privacy fence needs tr, be comtntcted around the entire perimeter of the 
property on the perimeter b o u w  line, wt ofiet with Eandscaping outside the ferns 
The entrmc&'exit(s) needs to be mahain& very nice, who will do this" 

Far the reasons prmidd &ye, as wet1 as fos t h  ~2asons that were voiced during 
the piibfic hearing and in the nurnerws letters prwnted by those who wil! be adversely 
arTettted if this propod is accept&, yotrr proposed site plan and t!!e re-zoninl; request 
that will obviously have to be mabe. should be revised to be u x q t i a ~ t  with the original 



of sweral years ago (or smilar to Avalonj. IEyuur proposal remains essanciaIIy I 

urnhanged &om your Augu$t 3d proposal, then this letter will be presented tc, the 
Beldwin County Camrnissisn and to the Planning Board. 

We understand that you wanr to d e v 4 ~ p  your property ad make yolrr money so 
that yw can go on to other projects, but we have to live wth this subdivision and we, as 
wli as many others, are not ccntent w i t h  yout PRD (srrzali lots clumped together in on? 
area with a large common area remaining) design approach. For an acceprabfe 
subdivision in this area, you should revert back to the orjgizd site plan of several yews 
ago (i e., the origid beginning pkn 2nd prior to your PRD concept) and fully comply 
with the existing zoning ordinances of Planning District 15. 
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RE: Case SO. Z-! 002" St. Augustine I!evelqxn !..LC, Plamir,g District 15; Public 
Hearing, November 4 ,20 ! 0. 

To Whom it ,\.lay Concern: 

We are in receipt of pour letter a-mourlcing the pub!ic hearing 10 be cp~lduc~eci on 
Novemlxr 4,201 0, regarding the requw tbr sitc approval m d  re-xonirig for ihc subject 
dcvelopmsnt. Ihe to a conflict with business uavel, wz will no\ be ahlc to mretzd this 
public hearing; however. accompanying this lctter is a letter, dated Seprembcr 11,2010, 
to Coldwe!l Bmkcr, expressing our fcelio.gs o n  the plan proposed. as well as on !he PRD 
zoning request. Also, n leltsr, darcd .4ugust I ,  20 10, m the Ballwin Ccunty Cc!mmissian. 
regcrding prior Case No. Z-10U13, described in derail the problems we will cenainly 
e x p r k n c e  if ttlis wunrnt site deve!opmenr. plan and zoning rci]ust is zpproved in rhis 
Fire&. The current plan has bean revised very little f~o:r? [ha: prcsentcd to the Commissioi-i 
on August 3; the probkms voiced then have not been addressed, U!e did not rewive a 
responsc ro our letter to Coldwcll Banker. 

'The people living in Planaing District 15 have already voted as for ~ X Y  thcy wish 
this district to be zoned, which ir; not PKD. Was i.00 much money paid for this piece of 
1-4 estate when rhe nlarktt was good and :low the dcvelopets wmt to save money on 
infmstructure cxpcnse to the delriment of the surrounding camn?uniiy (as wet! as the 
hcmeowners withill the subdivision) when the markct i s  ciown'? %%en th~lct property was 
purchased. a mwh heticr deveiclpnimt was being proposed: one byhere the homeowners 
would have !arg?r lots spread throughout thc cutire noseage. Clustcr:ng homes to3cthcr 
and kaving large common areas are not goad ideas f ~ r  this area, except to the devdnpcrs. 
A PRD type dc.v~eluymitn~ is nor suitable for  his area; i1 wii! not be a Malbis Plantarion 
Esriitcu' type s~~bdivision. Propic have to work for a living and ivifl not be &!e to attend 
al! of these re-mning request mectings and they wiil get weary: h.r>wwer,  his does cot 
mean that tiicy dm't care. Devc1qx.s Itnnw how the gaiile is p!ayed; h e y  revise their 
plans ever so dighriy ant! request one meeting dier annthcr ~vith rhe Planning 
Commission unrii. eventually, no or~c I s  presem to object. 'I'hcn i.!~? gc:. their wq.  '!'his 
will also be the Kay that they pc: the huge cornmor, wca E-zoned in !he fsture so thcu 
they will be able lo hav? 700 horns on the prop:qd ra~her  than ?he currcnriy p~upused 
156. If this can happen why shouid the peopie of'Baidwin County cvsn have zoning? 



h e ,  ~5 \nle/l as others. havz cspresstd oLr ccwents and abjections w i ~ h  this 
proposal and re-zoning i-equcst; however. we wrll point out a few i?f-rhc!n agah in this 

current ;etter. 

1 .  A huge cornrnon area with the properly surrounded by landscaped borders are 
not good thi1;gs for t i x  surrounding community. Privdcy fences around the entire 
property and 156 homes ~przaif over the enlire acrcage are lnorc conducive to the iueu 

mor.cjin tigremcnt wirh the current orditlances. l'tw 7% a c ~ s  has csssntiall y been a 
cotnmunitv common area for rht past several years a id  there h a t  been prcblems. such 
as trespasssing over other properties to get to thc common &lea, illegal dumping, poor 
main:cnance. etc. These have all been described previousl>. Sukiivision associhtictns 
\bill nor be the answer: thcy ivili not provide security for the ctmtmor, artxi ax.! they wiH 
not main:ain rhc borders. large commen areas, entrmiledexia, etc. The pop1.c living In 
:he subdi~isiun will- most Iik&, noi bc able to or twt desire to pay huge association fees. 
The subdivision current!y to the west of Manci's Countryside Estates (Belgrwc) iiscd to 
have an association, but apparently do not currenliy h a w  a current on an?, se.emingly, 
w,w have had mtlch of' one. sly neighbor to the n.ort1.1 of me, who does no1 jive in 
Beigrave. has h.d to take c s e  of a common arcs belonging LO Belgrove fur many yem. 
The new development should divide the propeny between 112 156 homes r~ther than 
clustering them togaher oil -the wesr side of the property and lzavjng the east side 
common ibr some inactive association to maintairi and provide security. Sirm &e 
individual owners wi!f have pride in their own property, the) will maintain it; they won'l 
maintain a huge conmon area and thcy will not keep adjojning landowners from using it. 
We are already having prohl.erns with 4-wheelers mci other remeiitiorial vehicles crossing 
over current residents! propeny to play on the property; this problem will continue with u 
large common area remaining on the property. 

2 .  Pro~~iding a second entrme/exit on the easr s~de of the property wili not 
rrliece the traffic siti:ation on the west entrsmce/esit, cnless d baricadc is provided w>rhin 
the subdivision to force approximalriy half ol'the :esldem to utilire the east 
mtrancc/exit and to pre\ient thru trafl~c ftom surrounding neighborhoods. Nrthour a 
banicade, not only wilt most all of the residents for thc majorit) 01. time still uti1ir.e ~Cic 
caql entrancekxit. but others outside of the subdrvision and living to the ea.1 ofthe 
subdivision will use the subd?visiout as a shortcut thereby complicating the ~ra f f io  
problem rather than heIpir,g it 

2 ,  llorneowi?ers desirit~g large homes, wl~.ich are in  iinc with the rest of ;he m a ,  
will, most likely, ilot want to build these homcs on tiny 101s when much more desirahlt. 
home sixes arc avaiiable in the area. Consequently, smaller md lower jncome hames will. 
bc cc;nstrucrea. which+ in rum. will cause the developrs to evenrilaly want to build mow 
h m e s  in the commi>n area to enable then? to gct ain adequate return on their i::ve..stme:;t. 
Srnalt homes clustered together, lcaving a large common arw, in plmling distrkt i 5  wifi 
pww io be not fintinciafly feasible fix the dwciopers. 'l'he area residents will fdce ye1 
another. re-zoni:~g request front rhese developers kc? enah!< titem to build harncs in ?he 
!irturc" by expanding in:o thz commo~~ m a .  
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Michael A. Wulliict: 
Karrir 1. Gallace 
26659 Rigsby Road 
Daphne. 111, 36526 





December 5, 2010 

TCE Commissioners:Frank Burt, Jr., Robert James, Tucker Dorsey 
Skip Gruber 

FROM: I. Patricia Pergantis Barr, Rosalie P. Lockhax-t, 
Francine Pergantis (owners near site development) 

RE: Case No. 10029 St. Augustine Developers 

As we stated in the a t t a ~ h e d ~ l e t t e r  of July 2 9 ,  2010, 
we are AGAINST the St. Augustine development for reasons 
listed in the July 29th letter and in particular because 
District 15 zoning does not allow for this tF$e of development 
it is against both the zoning ordiances and Horizon2025. 

Please consider this zoning carefully and deny the zoning 
request as is. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, + fl+ 
Rosalie P. Lockhart, Francine-Tergantis / Patricia Barr u 

12-06-2018 15~38 BM RDMIN 2515802500 



DATE: July 29, 2010 

TO: Commissioners: Frank Burt, Jr., David E. Bishop, 
Wayne A. Gruenloh, Charles F. Gruber; Commissioner 
elect, Bob James and Planning Member Arthur Dyas. 

FROM: I. Patricia Pergantis Barr, Rosalie P. Lockhart 
Francine Pergantis (owners near site development) 

RE : Case No. ZIOQ13 - St. Augustine Development. 

We the owners are firmly aga ins t  the above planned development 
because as follows: 

1 District #15, where site is located does not permit 
small scale planned residential development as out-lined 
in this site request. 

2 . )  156 units on 78 acres as stated on i ~ a p ,  does not allow 
for 61% open space. 

3 . )  Notice of this hearing was only served in small weekly 
newspapers, not i n  the large major daily paper where most 
subscribers and home owners a r e  located, nor was there any 
letters sent to area owners. 

4.)  1 understand two previous developexs of this same property 
went into bankruptcy. Who i s  presnet owner and does he have 
FINANCIAL BACKING to f u l l y  develop this s i t e?  

5.) If there is to be 3 units on.every lot (I think this 
is according to the water board) , then that would mean only 
approximately 12 fee betwen homes. What type of homes are 
these - Katrina type cottages? Are specifications for drainage, 
sewer, waste, fire electrical, etc. being met? 

6.) Was traffic-and street study submitted? Also was method 
for proposed erosion and management of stormwater submitted? 

7.) Tf commissioners granted this site plan as requested, we 
feel this this would DEFINITELY ADVERSELY effect the value 
of our land. Therefore, we respectralx ask that this request 
be denied. 4 

Since re ly ,  

Francine Pergantis, Rosalie Lockhart, I. Patricia P- Barr 
27258 State Hwy.  181 

Daphne, Ala. 36526 

12-06-2010 15:38 EM RDMIN 2515882500 




