METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Lindsley Hall

730 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37:

Minutes
Of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
May 11, 2006
*kkkkkkkkkhkkk
4:00 PM
Howard School Auditorium, 700 Second Ave., South
PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present: _ _
James Lawson, Chairman Richard Bernhardt, Executive Director
Stewart Clifton Brooks Fox, Legal Counsel
Judy Cummings David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il
Tonya Jones Bob Leeman, Planner I
Ann Nielson Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs. Officer 3
Victor Tyler Luis Pereira, Planner |
Councilmember J.B. Loring Adriane Harris, Planner I
Phil Ponder, representing Mayor Bill Purcell Jennifer Carlat, Communications Officer

Dennis Corrieri, Planning Tech |
Mr. Lee Jones, Planner Il

Commissioners Absent:
Jim McLean
Doug Small, Vice Chairman

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m.

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Jones seconded the matiich passed unanimously to adopt the agendaessmed.(7-0)

lll.  APPROVAL OF APRIL 27, 2006 MINUTES

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the omtwhich passed unanimously to approve the Aril2006 minutes
as presented(7-0)

IV. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Craddock announced he would resesveomments until his item was presented to the @imsion.

Councilmember Crafton announced he would reseiedrinments until his item was presented to the Cissiom.
Councilmember Coleman thanked the Commission fair 8ervice and dedication to the City. He addrddbe
Commission regarding Items #8 and 9, 2006Z-069@+kP2006SP-072G-13. He stated that his distrietplaaticular
issues with poor infrastructure, high density addigonal traffic that relate to his items on trgeada.

Ms. Cummings arrived at 4:07

Councilmember Williams spoke in favor of Item #2006Z-078U-10 which was on the Consent Agendagpraval.

She spoke regarding Item #15, 2006S-160U-10. itedsthat the constituents affected by this prapasuld like to see
a planned and managed proposal that will enharecgrttwth of their community. Councilmember Williaralso
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addressed the Commission regarding Item #14, 20@G8-10. She stated she agreed with staff's recemaietion for
disapproval on this proposal. She stated thaffuiposal does not maintain the existing charadfténis neighborhood.

Councilmember Hausser announced she would reseneomments until her item was presented to ther@igsion.

Councilmember Jameson announced he would reseswmitriments until his item was presented to the Ciggiom.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED O R WITHDRAWN

3. 2006S-148G-14  Hermitage Creek Request for preliminary plat approval to — deferred to May 25, 2006, at
create 11 cluster lots at Tulip Grove Road (unnuede the request of the applicant

22. 2005UD-003G-12 Carothers Crossing Phase 2 - Request for finalomapof an  — deferred to May 25, 2006, at
Urban Design Overlay, located at 7107, 7211 724%tBars the request of the applicant
Road and Carothers Road (unnumbered), and Battd Ro
(unnumbered), to permit the development of 58 detdc
single family lots, 58 attached single-family 1032 multi-
family units and 17,000 square feet of commergalcs

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Cummings seconded théomawhich passed unanimously to approve the Defleaind
Withdrawn items. (8-0)

VI.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

VII. A REQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA 4 PLAN: 1998 UP DATE BY - Approve
ADJUSTING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE OFFICE CONCENTRATIO N
POLICY AREA IN THE VICINITY OF SOUTH GRAYCROFT AVEN UE,
BRIARVILLE ROAD, CHERON ROAD, AND DUE WEST AVENUE

VIll.  CONFIRMATION OF THE NINE MEMBER BELMONT UNIVE  RSTIY - Approve
NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY GROUP

1. 200610-002U- Belmont University I.O. (Drama Theater) - A requiestfinal - Approve w/conditions
10 approval for a portion of the Institutional Overldigtrict located at

1900 Belmont Boulevard, to permit a 5,495 squaet &aldition to
an existing building to be used for a drama theater

PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC HEARI NG

2. 2006S-109G-06 Natchez Pointe - Request for preliminary plat apakto create 49 - Approve w/ conditions
cluster lots located at 8729 McCrory Lane and McZtane
(unnumbered)

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS
5. 2006Z-037G-04  Request to change from RM9 to OR40 district propletated at - Approve with the
Cheron Road (unnumbered) approval of the
associated subarea plan
amendment.

10. 2006Z-074U-12  Request to change from RM20 to OR20 zoning progedgted at - Approve
326 Travis Drive

11. 2006Z-076G-12 Request to change from RS10 to AR2a zoning propecgted east - Approve
of Blake Drive between Blake Drive and Mill Creek

12. 2006Z-078U-10 Request to rezone various properties from R40 t0R&cated on - Approve
Lynnwood Boulevard, Harpeth Hills Drive, Waylandi@y,
Beacon Drive, Wayland Court and Hemingway Drivenlsstn
Harding Place and Tyne Boulevard
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FINAL PLATS

16. 2006S-162G-06 Paul A. Justice Subdivision, Rev A request to amend the final - Approve w/conditions
plat to remove a condition applying to lots 2 andi8ch states that
the homes must be oriented towards the Harpethr Rive

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (revisions)

18. 53-84-U-12 Swiss Ridge Apartments - Request to revise a podfdhe - Approve w/conditions
preliminary and for final approval for a portiontbie Residential
Planned Unit Development district located alongehst side of Swiss
Avenue, to permit the addition of 32 multi-familgits

19. 98-73-G-02 Hickory Hills PUD - Request to revise a portiontioé preliminary - Approve w/conditions
plan for the Commercial Planned Unit Developmestritit located at
Hickory Hills Court, north of Old Hickory Boulevastb permit a
51,702 square foot addition to an existing 52,28%ase foot
warehouse/light manufacturing building for a taifill 03,991 square
feet
20. 2005P-033U-14 Whitland Crossing PUD-PinnaclalBaRequest for final approval - Approve w/conditions
for a portion of a Planned Unit Development distiicated along the
west side of Donelson Pike, north of Wellman Dritgepermit a
3,918 square foot bank

21. 2004UD-001U-10  31Avenue and Long Boulevard — Request for a recondiatéon of ~ -- Approve with a

approval from the MPC to the BZA for variance te thndscape condition to install a “c”
bufferyard requirement, section 17.24.230 of therbfmlitan Zoning Landscape buffer with a
Ordinance. six foot tall wooden fence

with masonry columns

OTHER BUSINESS
24. Amended employee contracts for Lee Jones, Ristodgan and Hilary Kahnle. - Approve

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motithich passed unanimously to approve the Coraggsrida as
presented.(8-0)

VIl. AREQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA 4 PLAN: 1998 UP DATE BY ADJUSTING
THE BOUNDARIES OF THE OFFICE CONCENTRATION POLICY A REA IN THE
VICINITY OF SOUTH GRAYCROFT AVENUE, BRIARVILLE ROAD , CHERON
ROAD, AND DUE WEST AVENUE

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the Subarea 4 Plan: 1998tdpda@o from Residential Low Density and
Residential Medium Density policies to Office Contration policy and from Office Concentration pglio Residential
Low Density and Residential Medium Density policiesapproximately 54.75 acres for property loceatzhg Cheron
Road, Briarville Road, South Graycroft Avenue, &nte West Avenue, requested by Littlejohn EnginegAssociates
and the Metropolitan Planning Department.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION - Staff held a community meeting on April 25, 2006iethwas attended by approximately 15
people. Virtually all of the people present at theeting expressed agreement with the amendment.

Land Use Policies

Residential Low Density (RL) -Residential Low Degst a Structure Plan category designed to coesarge areas of
established, low density (two dwelling units pereagr below), subdivided residential developmeat thave their own
street systems.

Residential Medium Density (RM) -Residential Medilansity is a Structure Plan category designeadtommodate
residential development within a density rangehufu four to nine dwelling units per acre.

Office Concentration (OC) - The Office Concentrattructure Plan category applies to existing adré large
concentrations of office development. The predomtinges in Office Concentration areas are offices.
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ANALYSIS - Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendasefailows.

When the Subarea 4 Plan was last updated in 1988y fboundaries were drawn in a very rough, syntmlanner in
order to allow for flexibility in interpretation vémn zoning cases were analyzed. Since that timeél#raing Department
and Commission have moved to a system of more pgoped zoning line-specific boundaries in ordeathieve greater
clarity. The South Graycroft/Due West Avenue Offi@encentration area is one such area where potiopdaries are
roughly drawn and do not follow any identifiableferes. In association with a proposal to locateNbssi College of Art
at the western edge of the Office Concentratioa,atee Planning Department would like to take thpastunity to adjust
the boundaries of the Office Concentration aregaritmarily follow existing property and office zomgines. Most of the
area in question is already zoned for office usmpithe lower western portion south of Lentz Drive

The area in question is well suited for office usith good access to the major street and freewstems. The topography
is primarily level and lacks environmental consttai The surrounding residential neighborhoodsagdthy and diverse.

The proposed western edge of the Office Conceatraiea where the art school would be located spomds to a
ridgetop that provides a good feature to use asuadary between the Office Concentration and Resimdviedium
Density policy areas in that location.

Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-153

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that th(REQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA 4
PLAN: 1998 UPDATE BY ADJUSTING THE BOUNDARIES OF TH E OFFICE CONCENTRATION POLICY
AREA IN THE VICINITY OF SOUTH GRAYCROFT AVENUE, BRI ARVILLE ROAD, CHERON ROAD, AND
DUE WEST AVENUE is APPROVED. (8-0)"

VIIl. CONFIRMATION OF THE NINE MEMBER BELMONT UNIVE  RSTIY
NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY GROUP

Members Serving a One Year Term
Mildred Johnson

Jan Hosse

David Graefin

Jan Johnson

Members Serving a Two Year Term
Denise Gyauch

Artis Adams

Ross Pepper

John Green

Ex Officio Member
Keith Durbin

Approved (8-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-154

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisizn that the Confirmation of the Nine Member Beiftho
University Neighborhood Advisory Group AA°PROVED. (8-0)”

1. 200610-002U-10
Belmont University 1.0. (Drama Theater)
Map 104-16, Parcel 323
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 18 - Ginger Hausser
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A request for final approval for a portion of thestitutional Overlay district located at 1900 Belmh8oulevard, along the
north side of Delmar Avenue, classified RM20, tonpiea 5,495 square foot addition to an existingding to be used for
a drama theater, requested by Ingram Civil Engingegroup, LLC, and Belmont University owner

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Site Plan Approval

Request for final approval for a portion of the ilBeht University Institutional Overlay district |laeal at 1900 Belmont
Boulevard, along the north side of Delmar Avenogérmit a 5,495 square foot addition to an exishinilding to be used
for a drama theater.

PLAN DETAILS

Proposed Plan -This plan for a drama theater falls within the BefinBoulevard Arts and Entertainment Zone, which is
intended to have activities and design that is dongmtary to the existing neighborhood and neadoypmercial uses.

This area is intended to have “a sense of a viltagder with a Main Street character.” (p.20). Térege of activities
intended for this area include mixed use of assgnmtructional, entertainment, residential andtesl commercial. The
proposed plan includes a new fagade and grandveayrinto the building through two opposing staiesas The expansion
of the building in the rear crosses an existingyalivhich includes a new access point from Delmariie. Staff
recommends approval since the proposed plan isstenswith the intent of this Activity Zone, as Mas the bulk
standards outlined in the Ordinance.

Access -Access to this site will be from a new access pombDelmar Avenue to the existing alley. Access also be
gained from Compton Avenue to parking areas tadhe of the site. A portion of the alley, whichaiscessed from
Compton Avenue is proposed to be closed to accoratadte expansion of the existing building to s r The Metro
Council must approve the closure of the alley ptiodevelopment along this alley.

Condition from Council Bill - The council bill included numerous conditions thate been addressed, where applicable,

with this proposal. The conditions are as follows:

1. A Belmont University Neighborhood Advisory Gpwill be formally established to work with the geborhood,
Belmont University, and Metropolitan Planning staiff issues associated with implementing the irgtital
overlay and its' associated Master Development. Hlae Advisory Group will include nine members $egv
staggered two-year terms. Four recommendationgeimons to serve on the Advisory Group will be enésd by
Belmont University and four recommendations presettty the Metro Councilmember in whose districtrBaht
University is located. The final member of the Agtbiiy group will be the president of Belmont Hillsbo
Neighbors, or his/her designee. Within six monththe passage of BL 2005-555, the Councilmember and
Belmont University will recommend appointees to ietropolitan Planning Commission for confirmation.
Members must live or operate/own a business or cential property in the vicinity of the campus, whimay
include, but is not limited to 15th Avenue Soutltkken Avenue, 14th Avenue South, 12th Avenue, Calbdw
Avenue, Ashwood Avenue, Belmont Boulevard, and ¥8tanue South.

2. The Belmont University Neighborhood Advisory @poand Belmont representatives will meet on a guigrt
basis to discuss matters of common concern. Irtiaddihe planning department staff will convenaeeting of
the Advisory Group to gather input on any projéettrequires final site plan application for pragéying within
the Belmont I-O district and on any project thatstitutes a "major modification” of the 1-O distrs that term is
defined in Section 17.40.140(e.2) of the Metro Cddee Belmont University Neighborhood Advisory Gpowill
review the proposed development in light of theeobyes of the campus Master Development Planlasiad t
amendment to the Master Development Plan. In advahfinal design/outset of construction, Belmorit w
provide the Advisory Group with information abohetdevelopment and any impact it may have on the
neighborhood such as timing, construction traffamstruction hours, construction worker parkinghting,
landscaping, and plans to communicate with the conity, etc. Belmont will, in good faith, work withe
Advisory Group to come to consensus on how to adaay aspects of the projects that are of corioean
majority of the members of the Advisory Group. Asls, the Planning Commission staff member reviewimy
request for a building permit will meet or in sog@se electronically communicate with the Advisorp@ and
the university to ensure that the Master DevelogrRéam, this amendment, and neighborhood construcdsues
have been adequately addressed.

3. To facilitate the smooth integration of univeysionstruction activities with the neighborhooa8ont will
require its general contractors and all actingteféhalf to conform to all applicable Metro ordinas regarding
noise levels, work hours, and external lightingattdition, when establishing routes for constructiehicles
entering and exiting building sites on Belmont'spas, Belmont will place a priority on keeping civastion
traffic off residential streets wherever possiblarther, Belmont commits to maintain the homesit®in
residential areas to neighborhood standards. Sgatif Belmont will not board up any windows orsigential
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

properties it acquires (unless the structure Isetoazed within one month's period of time). Iniadd, Belmont
will not store construction debris outside the petier of a construction fence on residential priypand will
attempt to keep such debris out of the sight oftimeounding residential community.

Belmont is actively acquiring residential prapes within its Master Development Plan. When Beatients
residential property to tenants in the residerttigfer area on 15th Avenue South, it will exergiseferences in
favor of Belmont's faculty, staff, and graduatedstots and will not rent to undergraduate studenilisss there is
an existing lease in place.

In an effort to recognize the unique role thiversity and the surrounding neighborhoods to thigarsity have
with one another, Belmont will establish a Commyu@utreach Scholarship program. The university award
biennially a scholarship fund equal to one halthef full time undergraduate tuition to an eligibtadent.
Eligibility requirements include the following:

Permanent address located within geographic boigsdaNatchez Trace to 1-65 and 1-440 to I-40
Academic credentials (GPA and Test Scores) at ovehniversity average

Demonstrated financial need

Preference given to public high school graduates

Commitment to community service demonstrated thincagjivities on leadership resume

Belmont will continue to communicate on a neigtitmod wide basis bi-annually or more frequentiypesded.
Communication will take the form of open meetingl/@am newsletter. Such communication should include
changes occurring on the campus, construction, meajnts, and other items of interest for the rigéghood.

For residents on 15th Avenue South in ordeugrgntee a fair price to those residents, Belmavedsity will
pay for two appraisals prior to the purchase oifr thperty. The University will select one apprisand the
property owner will select one. At the point at efhBelmont has purchased the West side of thelfiosk of
15th Avenue South and Wedgewood, Belmont will mekery reasonable attempt to purchase the homabstin t
block on the East Side of 15th Avenue South, goarmdertaking construction of the academic bugdin
designated in the Master Development Plan for ¢maer of 15th Avenue South and Wedgewood Avenue.

The architectural guidelines for developmenhgl5th Avenue and Ashwood shall extend the eldirgth of
15th Avenue, with the exception of any new buildsitgiated on the corner of 15th Avenue and Wedgewao
building on the corner of 15th Avenue and Wedgewmay be exempt from the vertical articulation regmients
of the architectural guidelines established indherlay if Belmont makes every reasonable attemputchase
the homes in the first block on the East side @i ¥venue South. The Planning Commission staffanstiltation
with the Neighborhood Advisory Group and Belmontvénsity will make the determination of whether the
"reasonable attempt" standard has been met.

There shall be no parking allowed in front ofitimgs, excluding existing parking and on-streatking, in the
Arts and Entertainment Zone.

Lighting shall be internally directed and smaihimize light trespass and pollution onto adjdeesidential
properties.

Portable buildings shall be allowed for condinn-related uses, with Planning Department revoétihe location.
Portable buildings shall be allowed for other usely with approval by the Planning Commission.

The University shall not count on-street pagkimmeeting parking requirements for new developme

When there is a change in the use of a buildirgjudy shall be conducted to determine if tieeeneed for
additional parking related to the new use. Suctiysinall consider available parking.

Access to the proposed parking structure nasnBlills shall be limited to 12th Avenue and 1%thenue.
East Belmont Circle and Belmont Boulevard shatlbe closed to motorized traffic until a Traffiapact Study is

conducted for both streets, and East Belmont Ciralst also be referred to the Planning Commissiomeview
before closing.
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16. Provide a minimum of the 5 foot wide B-5 larajse buffer to non-university owned properties aglji¢o the
new Health Sciences building and the proposed partructure at the Bruin Hills dormitory.

17. When development site 3 is redeveloped, themman building height shall not exceed that of thesgng
apartment building.

18. As new development occurs, buildings at theea of Belmont and Ashwood as well as 15th Aveamok
Ashwood shall be configured so as to create a "giogrk” with a minimum area of 1,500 square feet f
university and public use.

19. Loading and refuse areas shall not face psbigets along the perimeter of the overlay district

20. Approval of the 10 overlay does not requireitiillation of a traffic signal at 15th Ave., Sbuand Wedgewood
Avenue by Belmont University. If Belmont Universipyoposes or otherwise agrees to provide for thliation
of a traffic signal at that location, the Plannidgmmission must review the approved developmemt @il
provide a recommendation to Council as to the impadhe neighborhood and whether the 10 should be
continued.

21. In order to lessen traffic and parking issussoeiated with university growth, and to maintdie viability of the
surrounding neighborhood, Belmont University wilhfl a traffic calming/parking/streetscape/aesthetiudy to
make improvement to the streets surrounding theeusity including: 15th Avenue South, Acklen Avenue
Caldwell Avenue, Ashwood Avenue, Belmont Bouleva@th Avenue South, 19th Avenue South, and on Villa
Place from Wedgewood Avenue to Horton Avenue (wéitognition that Villa is already participatinghfetro's
Traffic Calming program). This study will be inited within two months of the date of passage oB05-555
and submitted to the Belmont University Neighborthéalvisory Group and Metro Public Works for approvg
the recommendation. Such recommendations willtified within five months of the passage of thigidlation.
Once approved by the Advisory Group, Public Wosky] if needed, the Metro Traffic and Parking Congsiois,
Belmont will implement the recommendations withirotmonths of the mandatory approvals by Metro. At a
minimum the plan will include improvements of $2800already obligated by Belmont University as aditon
of the Board of Zoning Appeals' approval of the ke&cience Center.

22. In recognition of the traffic and congestiomcerns Belmont University will collaborate with MTtA determine
the feasibility of offering incentives to employessd students to utilize mass transit.

23. To further protect the viability of the neiglmhoods surrounding the university, Belmont willateea plan for a
main entrance to the campus at Wedgewood and E#sioRt Circle, with the understanding that the ghould
seek to minimize any increased impact to Villa Blakhis may include additional turn lanes, liglotspther
recommendations for changes at the intersectiosacsred by Public Works and/or Metro Traffic anaring
Commission. At a minimum, East Belmont Circle witintinue to be open to vehicular and pedestridfidra
unless otherwise approved by Metro Planning Coniorisgmprovements will include the addition of & feirn
lane from East Belmont Circle to Wedgewood, and mmeent signs directing students, faculty, and visito the
entrance and parking garage. This plan will begartexd to the Belmont University Neighborhood Adwso
Group and to Metro Public Works. Improvements ie thtersection will be completed within one yeér o
approval from Public Works and/or the Metro Tratfied Parking Commission.

24, Upon adoption of Ordinance No. BL2005-555, rmgmrded, by the Metropolitan Council, Belmont Unsitr will
make these changes and the changes required Meth@politan Planning Commission to the Master
Development Plan. The revised Master Developmaeart Rill be posted on the university's website, vaitprinted
copy provided to the Metropolitan Planning ComnaasiMetro Public Works, the district Councilmembdetro
Codes, Belmont Hillsboro Neighbors, Sunnyside Nieagh, members of the Advisory Group, and to regi&len
streets surrounding the university at their request

METRO PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No exception taken.

FIRE MARSHAL -Approved.

METRO STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved. Exempt from grading permit.

CONDITIONS (If Approved)

1. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in Institutionat Gy
districts must be approved by the Metropolitan Rlagp Commission/Planning Department.

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permits naffiplat shall be recorded.
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3. A Mandatory Referral shall be approved by the M&auncil for the closure of the alley to the rebthe site
prior to development occurring within this alleyway

4. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marshé@lffice for emergency vehicle access and fire floater
supply during construction must be met before sseiance of any building permits.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the lgiglitan
Planning Commission.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgglbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigtrato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdiit deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.

Approved with conditions (8-0;onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-155

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 200610-002U-10 SPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in Institutionat iy
districts must be approved by the Metropolitan Riag Commission/Planning Department.

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permits,nalffiplat shall be recorded.

3. A Mandatory Referral shall be approved by the M&auncil for the closure of the alley to the rebthe site
prior to development occurring within this alleyway

4, The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and fire fleater
supply during construction must be met before skeance of any building permits.

5 Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the lgiglitan
Planning Commission.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgslbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigtrato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdint deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.”

IX.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC

HEARING
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLATS

2. 2006S-109G-06
Natchez Pointe
Map155-00 Parcel219, 224
Subared (2003)
District 35- Charlie Tygard

A request for preliminary plat approval to crea®ecluster lots located at 8729 McCrory Lane and MecZLane
(unnumbered), approximately 1,410 feet south ofisedRoad (59.48 acres), zoned RS80 and RS20, rexgliegtNatchez
Point LLC, owner, Barge, Waggoner, Sumner & Canisonyeyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST-Preliminary Plat

Request to subdivide 59.48 acres into 49 singleldots within a cluster lot subdivision located the south side of
McCrory Lane.
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ZONING
RS20 district -RS20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

RS80 district -RS80requires a minimum 80,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
.46 dwelling units per acre.

The property was rezoned to RS20 and RS80 in Oc&5. The Commission recommended approval eftfoposal in
July 2005.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - There are 49 cluster lots proposed for single-familly ranging in size from 10,000 square

feet to 80,000 square feet. Lots in the 10,00@uszfoot range are within the RS20 zoning distriad lots in the 30,000 to
80,000 square foot range are within the RS80 zonirtgere are two lots that are 80,000 sq. ft. eatgr proposed off of an
existing drive and 10’ joint access easement beivias 10 and 11.

There are no stub streets proposed due to the teteegraphy surrounding the property. Forty aamesproposed for open
space.

Deferral - The Commission deferred this request at the lastimgto allow for alternative design plans to bberitted.
Staff recommended disapproval of the subdivisioa tulots not meeting the cluster lot option pali&ixteen of the
designated lots were within 20% or greater slopesséaff recommended that these lots be removex fihe plan. The
plan has been modified, as follows:

. Proposed lots reduced from 56 to 49 proposed $&gen lots were removed to accomplish compliande tive
cluster lot option policy.

. Lots with 20% slope areas have been revised to shewninimum building envelope mostly out of theps
areas.

. The two lots near stream buffer were combined te@te30,000 sq. ft. lot size to meet the clusteojiion

policy. There are now 5 lots proposed with noettfeontage. One of these lots should be removedalthe
building envelope being mostly within 20% slopes.

Double Frontage Lots Ten double frontage lots are proposed along McClane, which requires a landscape buffer
yard. A standard “D” landscape buffer yard is fieggl along these lots since the lots are two zodisgicts below the
base zoning district (RS20 to RS10). This willehée be denoted on the plan prior to final platrappl.

Variance for Lot Frontage - Five lots are proposed with no public street frgetavhich requires a variance from the
Subdivision Regulations. There is a stream thas parallel with the proposed Natchez Pointe DriVike lots are
proposed to front the stream, which will give thtslthe appearance of public street frontage. gectethe lots is
proposed from a 20-foot joint access easement.

Section 2-4.2A of the Subdivision Regulations stag that “Each lot shall have frontage on a puslieet or, where
permitted, on a private street to enable vehicataess to be provided.”

Staff recommends approval of the variance if then@ission approves these lots with building envetopetside of the
20% or greater slopes. One of the lots has &08GsQ. ft. lot size, but the building envelopeatally within the 20% or
greater slopes. This lot should be removed.

All of the lots within this subdivision are zone@®®0 or RS80. Two proposed lots in the previousbnsitted plan did not
meet the cluster lot option because the propogesides were reduced by more than two base zotréctiis Since the lots
are zoned RS80, they are only allowed to be redta8&,000 sq. ft. These two lots have been coetbin meet the
cluster lot option regulation since the last megtin

Critical/Cluster Lots -Ten critical lots are proposed due to steep togginy. These lots are within the RS80 zoning
district and Natural Conservation policy. All diese lots have 20% or greater slopes.

Two of these lots are 80,000 square feet or greatgare using an existing driveway for accessticrg less disturbance
of the steep slopes. A retaining wall is propodeda@the frontage of these lots. These shouldratesignated as critical
lots since they are over an acre in lot size. rRddinal plat approval, this critical lot dendtat should be removed for
these two lots.

The Commission cluster lot policy requires heigktbreview of cluster lot subdivisions.
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The application does not comply with the speciatgetions contained in the Hillside Developmenn8tads. “The
development of residentially zoned property shatlimize changes in grade, cleared area, and vobfroat or fill on

those hillside portions of the property with 20%goeater natural slopes.” Metro Code, § 17.2883When the
Commission is exercising its discretion to allowlaster lot subdivision, the Commission can alsjune that a proposed
development comply with this section of the Codestaying completelput of any area with contiguous slopes of greater
than 20%. The application should be revised toptgmwith the Hillside Development Standards byisetaside all areas
with 20% or greater slopes as common open spawzrtain undisturbed.

The applicant has provided a plan that shows tlildibg envelope outside of the 20% or greater sippewever, there are
8 lots still within these areas. This excludes lisand 14 since they are proposed for 80,00Q.soy. fireater lots.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Exception Taken.

1. Any approval is subject to Public Works approvattaf construction plans. Final design and improamis may
vary based on field conditions.

2. Prior to submittal of construction plans, indictite amount of sight distance at the project engaand if
adequate site distance is provided per AASHTO &sted speed limit on McCrory Lane.

3. All roads to be one foot minimum above the 100 yeardplain.

4, Retaining or split face walls to be located outsifithe right of way and maintained by the HOA.

5. Retaining walls approximately 10 - 25 feet alondplRuRight of way. Specific design parametersdach
retaining wall shall be provided prior to submitbélconstruction plans.

6. Construct one entering and two exiting lanes withimsimum of 50' of storage to McCrory Lane.

CONDITIONS

1. All Public Works and Stormwater comments and caodg for public infrastructure and/or right of wslyall be

addressed prior to final plat approval.

2. Prior to final plat approval, show required landsing buffer for double frontage lots along McCr@xeek.

3. Prior to final plat approval, lots 21 to be remo¥exn plan.

4. Prior to final plat approval, remove “critical lotlenotation from lots with 80,000 sq. ft. lot sizes

5. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiuta, if this application receives conditional epyal from the

Planning Commission, that approval shall expireesslrevised plans showing the conditions on the dathe
plans are submitted prior to any application féinal plat, and in no event more than 30 days dfiereffective
date of the Commission's conditional approval vote.

Approved with conditions (8-0;onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-156

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commiien that 2006S-109G-06 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0)"

Conditions of Approval:
1. All Public Works and Stormwater comments and caodg for public infrastructure and/or right of wslyall be
addressed prior to final plat approval.

2. Prior to final plat approval, show required landsing buffer for double frontage lots along McCr@xeek.
3. Prior to final plat approval, lots 21 to be removexn plan.
4, Prior to final plat approval, remove “critical lotlenotation from lots with 80,000 sq. ft. lot sizes
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5. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiuha, if this application receives conditional epgal from the
Planning Commission, that approval shall expiressirevised plans showing the conditions on the dathe
plans are submitted prior to any application féinal plat, and in no event more than 30 days dftereffective
date of the Commission's conditional approval Vote.

3. 2006S-148G-14
Hermitage Creek
Map 086-0Q Parcel249
Subared 4 (2004)
District 12 - Jim Gotto

A request for preliminary plat approval to createcluster lots at Tulip Grove Road (unnumberedpraximately 2,520
feet north of Rockwood Drive (5.63 acres), zoned R$equested by Hermitage Creek Homes Il LLC, owBeil Site
Design Group, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Disapprove

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Prelminary Subdivision Plat to May 25, 2006, at the regest
of the applicant. (8-0)

X. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2005SP-170U-05
Walden Specific Plan
Map 083-06 Parcel378, 379, 413
Subared (1994)
District 6 - Mike Jameson

A request to change from R6 to SP zoning, prodersted at 1818 and 1900 Eastland Avenue and Bdsflgenue
(unnumbered), between 18th and 20th Streets (Z128) to permit the development 99 residentiaisufmcluding 17
townhome units), 18,600 square feet of retail us8H00 square feet of restaurant uses, 20,500esépet of office uses,
6,800 square feet of personal care service use®) 3guare feet of custom assembly uses, 3,000estped of furniture
store uses, and 3 single family lots, requestelliénch Egerton, applicant/owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Rezone 7.26 acres from residential single family dmplex zoning (R6) to Specific Plan
(SP) zoning properties located at 1818 and 190@deasAvenue and Eastland Avenue (unnumbered),drivi 8th and
20th Streets, to permit the development of 99 eggidl units (including 17 townhome units), 18,&@are feet of retail
uses, 18,500 square feet of restaurant uses, 26ch@0e feet of office uses, 6,800 square feeerdgmal care service uses,
3,000 square feet of custom assembly uses, 3,Q@0eteet of furniture store, and 3 single familts|

Existing Zoning
R6 district -R6requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesuat
overall density of 7.72 dwelling units per acreliming 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP district (preliminary)_-Specific Plas a zoning district category that provides foditidnal flexibility of design,
including the relationship of buildings to stredtsprovide the ability to implement the specifietails of the General Plan.

] The SP District is a base zoning district, not eerfay. It will be labeled on zoning maps as “SP.”
] The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadam design

elements are determinéa the specific developmentand are written into the zone change ordinanceghvhi
becomes law.

] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reiguia or guidelines control.

. Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater regulations.
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EAST NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Neighborhood Center (NC)-NC is intended for small, intense areas that mayaipmhultiple functions and are intended
to act as local centers of activity. Ideally, agidiorhood center is a "walk-to" area within a fimenute walk of the
surrounding neighborhood it serves. The key typeses intended within NC areas are those that dat convenience
needs and/or provide a place to gather and soeialippropriate uses include single- and multi-fsgnmesidential, public
benefit activities and small scale office and comuia uses. An accompanying Urban Design or Pldrit
Development overlay district or site plan shouldampany proposals in these policy areas, to asqppriate design
and that the type of development conforms withitient of the policy.

Neighborhood General (NG)}NG policy is intended to meet a spectrum of housieeds with a variety of housing that is
carefully arranged, not randomly located. An accanying Urban Design or Planned Unit Developmentlayalistrict or
site plan should accompany proposals in theseypalieas, to assure appropriate design and thaypbef development
conforms with the intent of the policy.

Policy Conflict -The SP district proposes a mixture of uses andcedist-integrated building typologies that are cistent
with the intent of the Neighborhood Center policgathat applies to a majority of parcel 379, &pparcel 378, and a
small portion of 413. Uses include 17 new townhsnseven mixed use buildings with retail/restacdfite uses on the
first floor, and mainly residential space on flo@rand 3 (with some very minor opportunity for off§), and 3 single
family lots. There are also small opportunitiesddurniture store, and custom assembly usesu@ig activities such as
jewelry-making and leather goods assembly). TheliStfict is not completely consistent with the ¢ldiorhood General
Policy area on the majority of parcel 413, givesa tlonresidential uses, but these uses can be ajgpedpased upon their
close proximity to the NC policy. In addition, thegjority of the NG policy area is where parkinglaownhome uses are
proposed in the SP, which is consistent with NGcgolThe SP design is also pedestrian-friendly,zgomgoal of both NC
and NG policies, as discussed in detail below.

Building HeightsThough the East Nashville Community Plan does petidically address the height of buildings witlain
Neighborhood Center policy area, it does poinhtdontext of the street and surrounding neighlmtio determining the
range of appropriate building heights within a depenent. The proposed building heights in this & nclude 2 and 3
story buildings, the latter of which are all lochtdong Eastland, to create a more intense, migsedand pedestrian-scale
environment that will be consistent with and commat the restaurant and residential buildings emtbrth side of
Eastland Avenue at this location.

Preliminary Plan Details

Overview- While the site is currently zoned R6, the applits propose the SP to allow the renovation ofxistieg one-
story nursing home building (and an addition of et@y), the new construction of five verticallytégrated mixed use
buildings, two 4-unit townhome buildings, 3 singgenily lots, and the extension of North™.8treet to be constructed to
connect with Eastland Avenue. An additional 9-tmitnhome building and another mixed use buildstpibe
constructed at the corner of the [new portion afft 18" Street and Eastland Avenue. As the site is y/fiitense
mixed use development, the only open space asdedwiithin its boundaries is the stream/ditch &neé crosses the
property from the north to the south on its westide. Water quality devices have been proposédmihis open area.

Mixed land uses The proposed SP includes six mixed use buiklimigh retail/restaurant/office (R/R/O) uses on fing
floor, and in four of these six buildings, residehtises on the second floor. The other two bngdihave either
retail/residential and office uses on the secoodrfl The three mixed use buildings to the weshefnew private access
driveway into the development will be built to thrstories, with residential uses on this third flod’he largest of the
R/R/O uses isffice (17,500 square feet of general office, and 3,2d@&e feet of medical office usefestaurantuses
rank second (11,400 square feet of take-out ar@D&Quare feet of full service restaurant useg) retail uses rank third
(10,000 square feet of convenience retail and 5s60@re feet of general retail uses). Otharor nonresidential uses that
are proposed within the six mixed use buildingsude the following:

. 6,800 square feet of personal care services
. 3,000 square feet of furniture store uses
. 3,000 square feet of custom assembly uses

Residential land uses - As discussed above, teiptdudes 99 residential units, consisting of 5ié bedroom and studio
units to be located on floors two and three ofrtibeed use buildings. Forty-two two bedroom units proposed as well,
mainly in the townhome buildings to be located gltime new portion of North 18Street (9 units), and on the southern
portion of the SP (two buildings, with 4 units eackach townhome has a garage accommodating thioles.
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The townhome buildings on the south side of theetigpment (a part of phase 5) have undergone sedesan iterations
during the review process. The applicant faileddamply with the staff's early comment to orien¢ tiownhomes to
McEwen Avenue; in addition, the applicant has rexrbable to demonstrate a defensible building tagoorientation to
the internal part of the project — as surface payks shown to surround the buildings on all sidésven the unresolved
design issues, staff recommends that the followliegjgn issues be adequately resolved prior to 8Rasite plan for phase
2 of this SP. These changes can be administratamdroved by Planning staff:

. Alley access to the 3 single family lots, to beeexted from the existing (unbuilt) alley #768 edsiley #751.
The applicant has shown a 15’ rear access eas@méhése lots, which connects to a parking lot éoethe
townhomes. This layout may be required to chanigfe tive re-design.

. The two townhome buildings in this area must besegghed to have an appropriate front facade alocgwén
Avenue, or have a building layout/facade that fabesnternal part of the SP and respects the unbture of this
development. The latter option might include ad@@ree turn and extension of the main private dovwbe
western side (with parallel parking along both ne @ide), to terminate with the surface parkingare

. In addition to the sidewalk to be constructed fidicEwen Avenue to the internal part of this develepin more
generous landscaping shall be provided on the sadéhand north sides of this pedestrian way.
. Prior to final SP site plan for phase 2, a conmectdo McEwen Avenue will be required as a parthefite-design

of the townhome building area, on the south sidiigfdevelopment. This connection must occur With
construction of phase 5 of this SP.

Vehicular Access In phase 1, the site is proposdztaccessed off of a new private driveway thiitbegin at Eastland
Avenue, extending across from Chapel Avenue td\ibigh. This private driveway will have parallelrgigng along both
sides, and will function as the main entry poirtibithe project. As mentioned above, a conditioplbase 5 is for the
applicant to add a connection to McEwen Avenudéostouth, to provide the neighborhood to the saatkess to the
project. Staff recommends that these access poéntsquired with or prior to approval of the fisée plan for phase 5.

Given the magnitude of this project, Public Worles Iincluded a condition that the right-of-way reedralong Eastland
Avenue be to U4 standard. Because this streetssification may change in the near future, Plaphis required that
Eastland’s right-of-way be teitherthe U4 dimension, or to another cross section@agga by MPW.

Building Elevations/lllustrations The plan includes rendered building illustraidar phase 1 for both building 1 (the
existing building to be renovated), as well asding) 2; there are also illustrations for phaseuwldings 3 and 5. Staff has
reviewed the illustrations and recommends approi/#iem. Staff will review and approve buildinfudtrations for the
latter phases at the final SP site plan stage.

Landscaping Plan- A concept plan for the proposed landscapingetinbtalled has not been included with this
preliminary SP. Prior to approval of this prelimig SP on third reading at Council, a concept phaist be submitted by
the applicant and approved by the Planning Depanttm& final, more detailed landscaping plan igquirement at the
final SP site plan stage(s) (including Tree Premstion details).

Pedestrian accesd he intent of this project to act as a pedestrizanlly neighborhood center and provide a relagivel
high intensity mixture of land uses. The applidaa$ shown sidewalks along the frontage of thipgny of Eastland
Avenue, as well as along both east and west sidiae mew private street within the project, anohal the east side of
North 18" Street (to be actually constructed/bonded in auctjon with phase 2). There are also internawialks that
surround buildings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, all of whigk proposed for retail/restaurant/office usesherfitst floor, and of which
at least 2, 3, and 5 will have more than one ffagade so that residents, shoppers, diners, aite efbrkers may walk
freely among uses.

This property is located across the street frorstig restaurant uses, and the pedestrian scéhésagdroject is consistent
with those buildings. Staff recommends that prioapproval of phase 1 of the final SP site plha,glan be revised to
provide a crosswalk from the east to the west gfdbe new private drive within this SP, as welimprove the crosswalk
(if necessary) from the north side of Eastlanchogouth side (to facilitate easy pedestrian adoetbgs development).

Planning staff still has some reservations abaaifaihctionality of the overall pedestrian regimgpecially within the area
slated to be re-designed, on the southern sidei©ptoject. Prior to final SP site plan approebphase 2, a finalized
parking plan that optimizes pedestrian movemertiwithe project must be submitted and approvedbyPianning
Department.

Parking A total of 292 parking spaces have beepgsed with this development:
. 20 on-street spaces on the south side of Eastlardue
. 11 on-street spaces along the east side of NiSt@et (to be constructed/bonded with phase 2)
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. 34 garage spaces (for the 17 townhome units)
. 225 surface spaces, to be shared by the retadlinesit/office and residential uses.

The proposed number of spaces meets the normahpadquirements of the Metro Zoning Ordinanceggithe proposed
intensity of land uses and location within the UrlZmning Overlay. The applicant has also cited2h@ercent parking
reduction that would normally apply to this projecider any other zone district, given the develagragroximity to
public transportation, its pedestrian-friendly dgsiand inclusion of on-street parking. These mrations have led the
applicant to argue that he has overparked by &ab&v spaces.

Stream disturbance - The Stormwater Division of fl&Vater Services has identified a 40-acre draah ¢hosses the
western side of this property from Eastland Avean¢he north to McEwen Avenue on the south. Tlelipmary SP
shows disturbance of the required stream buffex ex@hases 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Phase 1 bufferrdetce includes water
quality proposed within both sides of the bankhaf stream/conveyance. Phases 3-6 show the ligfarbed by grading
and proposed surface parking lots.

While the applicant has contested the finding thistwaterway and associated ditch is actuallyeasnt/40-acre drain,
Planning Staff had concerns about the disturbahteedouffer area, and worked with Stormwater tmifa way for the
applicant to resolve these questions and addredintiings prior to proceeding beyond preliminaB Sage. Stormwater
has agreed to approval of this preliminary SP fl#me following condition is made a part of ther@mission’s approval:

Prior toapplicationfor final SP site plan approval afyphase, no grading shall be allowed, and the apglizaist submit
a letter from TDEC on the classification of theesinand be approved for a variance from the Stormwater agament
Committee for the buffer disturbance. The outcarinthe Stormwater Management Committee heamiag require
significant changes to the SP as it is currently mposed- including the removal of grading/water qualityface parking
from within the buffer area.

Potentially historic property -Though it does nppaar on the Planning Department’s historic propgrnap, the
Historical Commission has indicated that the stirectt 1818 Eastland Avenue may be historicallgifigant. Prior to
third reading at Metro Council, the applicant sipativide opportunity for the Metro Historical Conssion to determine if
the structure at 1818 Eastland Avenue should beepred. With the submittal of the phase 2 fini@ plan, the applicant
shall provide a report from the MHC regarding stepbe taken in maintaining, relocating, or docutimgnthe historic
structure. If determined that the structure mustdbecated, the MHC shall identify the responsitéety for relocating the
structure and relocation site. In addition, no difion of the structure at 1818 Eastland Avenuallsticcur prior to phase
2 final site plan approval.

Other phasing issues -The plans show building #2 @t of phase 1, and this is a condition of eypglr Prior to approval
of any other phase’s final SP site plan, building #ust be under active construction.

Planning staff also recommends that the road eixtefimprovement of North 8Street be constructed, or bonded, prior
to the approval of phase 2, or completed priossoance of any use or occupancy permit for phase 2.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. All Public Works design standards shall be metmigcany final approvals and permit issuance. Apgroval is
subject to Public Works' approval of the constautplans. Final design and improvements may vasgdl on
field conditions.

2. Prior to the preparation of construction plans,utoent adequate sight distance at project acceasdaos.
Indicate the amount of sight distance at the pta@eatrances and if adequate site distance per AKXSHT the
posted speed limit is provided.

3. Provide plans for solid waste collection and digpho®Must be approved by the Public Works Solid Was
Division.

4. Identify mail service plan / kiosk location.

5. Show and dimension right of way along Eastland AxenLabel and dedicate right of way 30 feet from

centerline. Label and show reserve strip for faitight of way 42 feet from centerline to propdsgundary,
consistent with the approved major street plan{84' ROW).
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6. Dimension / label existing and proposed pavememtgaEastland Avenue, N. 18th Street, McEwen AveAlley
No. 751. Label and dimension existing right of w&imension right of way from roadway centerline.

7. Construct N. 18th Street per Standard Drawing SZ-250nstruct alley #751 per Standard Drawing S3-26
8. Label existing bicycle lanes on Eastland Avenue.
9. Narrowing of Eastland Avenue with the use of "ballis" will not be permitted. Proposed on-streekipg to

maintain existing street width and to be 8' widko parking within 30" of pedestrian crossingsorifstreet
parking is used to meet the required minimum parkamow one handicap space per block face.

10. Show striping plan for Eastland Avenue and N. 18tteet.

11. Per the recommendations of the TIS, provide onerengt and two exiting lanes from the site onto East
Avenue.
12. Per the findings of the TIS, left turn lanes onttasl Avenue at the site access/Chapel Avenue arented.

Construct an eastbound and westbound left turndargastland Avenue at Chapel Avenue/site accebsAbi
feet of storage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCBnstards.

13. Modify bike lanes and signage on Eastland Avenwsctmmmodate the left turn lane construction.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - There is a 40-acre drain buffer disturbancaorRo application for final SP
site plan approval of any phase, no grading skealllowed, and the applicant must submit a leteenfTDEC on the
classification of the stream and be approved faaré&ance from the Stormwater Management Committeéie buffer
disturbance. The outcome of the Stormwater Manage@ommittee hearing may require significant clesntg the SP as
it is currently proposed - including the removabo&ding/water quality/surface parking from withire buffer area.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _18 Elementary 17 Middle 13 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Ross Elementary School, BMiddle School, or Stratford High
School. All schools have been identified as hagagacity by the Metro School Board. This inforimiatis based upon
data from the school board last updated Februad$.20

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to third reading at Metro Council, the applit must provide a separate, concept landscapamtplthe
Planning Department, to be approved by Plannirff sBhases must be identified on this plan.

2. Prior to third reading at Metro Council, the apptit shall provide opportunity for the Metro Histai
Commission to determine if the structure at 1818tlead Avenue should be preserved.
. With the submittal of the phase 2 final site pldr@ applicant shall provide a report from the MHQarding steps

to be taken in maintaining, relocating, or docurimenthe historic structure. If determined that stveicture must
be relocated, the MHC shall identify the resporesitrrty for relocating the structure and relocasibe.
. No demolition of the structure at 1818 Eastland dueshall occur prior to phase 2 final site plaprapal.

3. Prior to the application for any phase of a finBl Ste plan, the SP plan shall include the appatgstream
buffer, and be labeled and dimensioned explicithtite plans.

4, Prior to application for final SP site plan appriofca any phase, no grading shall be allowed, dwedapplicant
must submit a letter from TDEC on the classificatid the onsite stream and be approved for a vegiflom the
Stormwater Management Committee for the proposéf@ibdisturbance. The outcome of the the Stormivate
Management Committee hearing may require significaanges to the SP as it is currently proposedluding
the removal of grading/water quality/surface pagkirom within the buffer area.

5. Prior to the application of any final SP site pltre applicant must provide an updated water abiditialetter
(from Metro Water Services).

6. The right-of-way to be reserved along Eastland Axeemust be to the collector street dimension (6@l
right-of-way).
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7. Building #2 is required as a part of phase 1 of 8. Prior to approval of any other phase’s fBRilsite plan,
building # 2 must be under active construction.

8. Prior to approval of the final SP site plan for pbd, the plan be revised to provide a crosswalk fthe east to
the west side of the new private drive within tBR, as well as a crosswalk from the north sideastl&nd to the
south side (to facilitate easy pedestrian accetfidalevelopment).

9. Prior to approval of the final SP site plan for pb2, the following issues must be adequately addéresolved
in a complete re-design of phase 5 of the SP, doanistratively approved by Planning staff:
. Rear alley access to the 3 single family lots,d@ktended

from the existing (unbuilt) alley #768 east of gl#751. The applicant has shown a 15’ rear aceassment on
these lots, which connects to a parking lot areshfe townhomes, but this layout may change wiéhrgrdesign.

. The two townhome buildings in phase 5 must be iigded to have an appropriate front facade alongwsk
Avenue, or have a building layout/facade that fahesnternal part of the SP and respects the unbture of this
development. The latter option might include ad@@ree turn and extension of the main private dovhe
western side (with parallel parking along both pe gide), to terminate with the parking area.

. In addition to the sidewalk to be constructed fidicEwen Avenue to the internal part of this develepin more
generous landscaping shall be provided on the sidéhand north sides of this pedestrian way.
. Prior to final development SP for phase 2, an ecédmpedestrian or vehicular connection to MCEwerrwe

will be required as a part of the re-design oftthvenhome building area, on the south side of teisetbpment.
This connection must occur with the constructiopludise 5 of this SP.

10. Prior to final SP site plan approval for phase #nalized parking plan that optimizes pedestriamvement must
be submitted and approved by the Planning Depattmen

11. The extension of North ¥8Street must be bonded prior to the approval ofeta or completed prior to issuance
of any use or occupancy permit for phase 2.

12. All Public Works design standards for public rigiitway shall be met prior to any final approvalsl @ermit
issuance. Any approval within right of way is sdijto Public Works' approval of the constructi¢eng. Final
design and improvements may vary based on fieldidons.

13. Building footprints are conceptual. Actual buildifootprints shall be approved at final SP stagesall be
consistent with the urban design parameters aedtif the adopted SP.

14. Prior to any additional development applicationstfis property, the applicant shall provide tharfling
Department with a final corrected copy of the S&hgbr filing and recording with the Davidson CopRtegister
of Deeds.

15. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/

included as a condition of Commission or Councjirapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations and requirements of &N zoning district, which must be shown on the plan.

Mr. Pereira presented and stated that staff ismewending approval with conditions.

Councilmember Jameson stated he held a commungyimgeregarding this proposal. He mentioned thatdonstituents
affected by this proposal voted on and approveditiadal conditions that they would like to seelirded in the proposal.
The conditions require connectivity of the devel@minbe located on f8Avenue and that McEwen Avenue be designated
as pedestrian access only. He stated that thalbdensity of the proposal was a concern, but &fleing a vote, the
constituents were in favor of the number of unitduded in the development. In summary, he sttitee was an overall
approval for the development.

Ms. Michelle Flynn 1904 Fatherland Street, spokepposition to the proposal.

Mr. Dan Heller, 1411 McGavock Pike, spoke in fawbthe proposal.

Mr. Ray Stewart, 415 Avondale Drive spoke in gehexgarding the proposal.

Mr. Scott Frasier-Masgill, 419 Lakehurst, expresisaedes with the proposal, however he stated hamfasor of the
proposal.
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A resident of 1807 Ordway Place, expressed issitese proposal, however stated she was in faf/thieoproposal.
Mr. Paul Reeves, a resident of Lakehurst, expreissees with the proposal.
Mr. Richie Buchanan, 530 Skyview Drive, spoke mdiaof the proposal.

A resident of 1809 Lakehurst Drive, spoke in opposito the proposal.

Ms. Lindsay Fairbanks, 1209 Holly Street, spokéwor of the proposal.

A resident of 1818 Ordway Place expressed concegeding the proposal.
Mr. Kevin Gangaware, 6040 Bresslyn Road, spokavwoif of the proposal.
Mr. Frank Holton, 1602 Eastland Avenue, spoke urofaf the proposal.

Mr. March Egerton, 4216 Brush Hill Road, spokeamdr of the proposal.
Mr. Gary Wolf, Lakehurst Drive, spoke in oppositiamnthe proposal.

Ms. Jennifer Cook, 415 Bushnell Street, spoke mosjiion to the proposal.
Mr. Gregg Boling 405 N. 1%Street, spoke in favor of the proposal.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the plan. He acknodgded the issues mentioned by the constituents hwhée traffic and
density. He stated the proposal would improverimss for the area.

Ms. Jones said the proposal was a zone changdearawas much more work before its completion. Sated that many
of the issues could be addressed prior to its cetigpl. She stated she was in favor of approviegéguest.

Ms. Nielson agreed that the request was a zongyelheamd that the plan, at this time, was conceptBhk also
acknowledged that the added conditions mentionetid¥ouncilmember would help control the developme

Ms. Cummings agreed that the request was appregdathe area.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the location of the paraetl the proposed development. He spoke in favaixed-use
development. He favored the request.

Mr. Tyler acknowledged the level of density forstiparticular site. He requested additional infdfamaon the number of
lots that could be developed on this parcel witbgular zone change and the possibilities with3Rezoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that with the specific ptaquested, the Commission would actually be adggiparticular plan
for the area and, if the added conditions suggdsgetie Councilmember and the constituents wededead in the plan,
many of the areas of concern expressed by sonte oésidents would be addressed. The additiomalitons would
prohibit vehicular access to McEwen Road, makirggpedestrian access only, and the condition tcaadatcess on to 18
Avenue, would eliminate the vehicular impact on Adale, Lakehurst, Bushnell, or McEwen.

Mr. Ponder stated the overall plan looked good.gHiestioned the number of single family and muatifly units that
were included in the plan and whether it was a gatid for the proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this concept to the Comioiss

Mr. Ponder requested additional information on saifne details included in the plan.
He commended the Councilmember for his work with¢bmmunity and the developer. He suggested ttiaea or four
way stop be reviewed in order to assist with tcagfbncerns.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that a traffic impact studys completed and it was conditioned that the Idpee would install a
traffic signal at Chapel and Eastland, if warranted

Mr. Loring questioned the possibility of an exigtibuilding being considered historic and how it Vebloie handled if the
proposal moves forward.
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Mr. Bernhardt explained that this information woblel provided to Council prior to third reading aneould be
addressed before its approval.

Mr. Clifton questioned staff on whether the conidtstissue pertaining to 1BAvenue was adequate.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the added conditiothefCouncilmember would move the connection todéneelopment to
18" Avenue which would assist in filtering the trafffroughout the area.

Mr. Ponder moved, and Ms. Jones seconded the metiinh passed unanimously to approve Specific RGOSSP-
170U-05 with the added conditions noted by thef stafvell as the conditions suggested by Councilbendamesor(8-
0)

Resolution No. RS2006-157

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commsien that 2005SP-170U-05A°PPROVED WITH
PLANNING STAFF CONDITIONS (8-0), as well as the coditions of the Councilmember, including that no
vehicular access shall be allowed to McEwen Avenuand that an additional, internal vehicular connecion shall be
included in the plan, between the main parking areand the parking area that accesses North {8Street.

The proposed SP site plan is consistent with the EaNashville Community Plan’s Neighborhood Center ad
Neighborhood General policies. Neighborhood Centés intended for a mixture of land uses that provié a variety
of opportunities for the immediate area. Neighborleod General is intended for a mixture of housing gportunities.

5. 2006Z-037G-04
Map 051-00, Parcel 057, 058
Subarea 4 (1998)
District 4 - Michael Craddock

A request to change from RM9 to OR40 district propcated at Cheron Road (unnumbered), approxinai7s feet
west of Briarville Road (5.33 acres), requestedLittjejohn Engineering Associates, applicant, f@aR Returns Ltd.,
owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDAION - Approve with the approval of the associated subarea plan amendment. Disapprove
if the subarea plan amendment is disapproved.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Request to change 5.33 acres from residentialfautiily zoning (RM9) to office/residential
zoning (ORA40) district property located at Cheraa&® (unnumbered), approximately 575 feet west @irBitle Road.

Existing Zoning

RM9 district - RM9is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubifily dwellings at a density of 9 dwelling unitsrpe
acre.

Proposed Zoning

ORA40 district - OR40s intended for office and/or multi-family residei units at up to 40 dwelling units per acre.

SUBAREA 4 PLAN POLICY

Existing policies

Residential Medium (RM) - RM policy is intendedaocommodate residential development within a dgmnaitige of four
to nine dwelling units per acre. A variety of himgstypes are appropriate. The most common typeade compact,
single-family detached units, town-homes, and wadkapartments. This policy covers the majorityhef two properties
that are requested for rezoning.

Office Concentration (OC) - The OC policy is intexdor existing and future large concentrationsftite development.
It is expected that certain types of commerciakubkat cater to office workers, such as restaurarilisalso locate in these
areas. Residential uses of at least nine to twebmgtling units per acre (RMH density) are also pprapriate secondary
use.

Proposed policy amendment

Office Concentration (OC) - The OC policy is intexdor existing and future large concentrationsftite development.
It is expected that certain types of commerciakubat cater to office workers, such as restaurarilisalso locate in these
areas. Residential uses of at least nine to twebmgtling units per acre (RMH density) are also pprapriate secondary
use.
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Policy Conflict - The proposed OR40 zoning is consistent with thegsed Office Concentration policy on this siteitas
allows office uses as well as residential develatrog to 40 units per acre.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Traffic Impact Study will be required.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District RM9

Total

Land Use Acres Densit Number of Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Units (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/Townhome | 5.33 9 48 344 29 33
(230)
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District OR40

Total . .
Land Use Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES FAR ?quare (weekday) Hour Hour

ootage
General Office | 5 33 0.184 42,720 693 95 127
(710)
Change in Traffic BetweenTypical uses in Existing and ProposedZoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- 5.33 261 54 86
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning DistrictRM9
Total . .

Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ATTEE DS Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Res.
Condo/townhome | 5.33 9 48 344 29 33
(230)
*Assumes all 1.52 acres is R6
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District OR40

Total . .
Land Use Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES FAR Equare (weekday) Hour Hour

ootage

General Office | 5 33 1.0 232,175 2,551 368 339
(710)
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum uses in Existing and Proposedoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- 2,207 339 306
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _22Elementary _15Middle 16High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Chadwell Elementary Scho;@ar Middle School, or
Maplewood High School. All three schools have bigemtified as having capacity by the Metro Schidoeard. This
information is based upon data from the school dtast updated February 2006.

Approve with the approval of the associated subpl@a amendment. Disapprove if the subarea plasndment is
disapproved(8-0) Consent Agenda
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Resolution No. RS2006-158

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006Z-037G-04 BSPPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed OR40 district is consistent with the barea 4’s Office Concentration policy, which is itended for
office development.”

6. 2006Z-064T
Council Number - BL2006-1044

A council bill to amend Section 17.04.060 "Defiaits of General Terms" and Section 17.08.030 "Ristrand Use
Tables" of the Zoning Code by creating a new lase ealled "After Hours Establishment" to be pereditby right in the
CL, CS, CF, CC, IWD, IR, and IG districts, spongbby Councilmember-at-Large Adam Dread.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Disapprove unless amendmentgper the conditions below) are made to the final
bill.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A Council bill to amend Section 17.04.060.B. ofi@it7 of the Metropolitan Zoning Code,
“Definitions of general terms” to add a new defimit “After hours establishment.”

Amend Section 17.08.030, “District Land Use Tableg’adding, under “Commercial uses,” the use “Afteurs
establishment” as permitted (P) in the CL, CS, CE, IWD, IR and IG districts.

BACKGROUND - Currently in Nashville/Davidson County, businesat a bar and nightclub permit may not serve
liqguor between 3 a.m. and noon on Sunday and bet®&eem. and 6 a.m. all other days of the weelkeyThay remain
open, but they cannot serve alcoholic beveragesanmhile, adult entertainment establishments, whiokt have a
“dance hall” permit must close at 3 a.m.

Recently, adult entertainment establishments haea Beeking bar and nightclub permits to be allotlwegdmain open
after 3 a.m. With the bar and nightclub permiyladntertainment establishments may stay opem &féem., with their
dancers clothed and patrons allowed to bring iir then alcoholic beverages.

This was not the intended use of bar and nightpkrdmits. By using bar and nightclub permits irs tlsishion, after hours
establishments exist today without appropriate lagn or the means for Metro Nashville Police Depeent (MNPD) or
Metro Codes to address health, safety and genelfdne concerns.

MNPD approached Councilmember Dread and proposeattinance to define these after hours estabksitsrand
establish in which zoning districts they will béoated.

A companion bill (BL2006-1016), amends Chapter @&1.Zitle 6 of the Metropolitan Code of Laws (Busgs Licenses
and Regulations, Dances and Dancehalls) to estaddiier hours establishments as a use, and createrstting process
for them with regulations to address the healttigtgaand welfare concerns. This bill will not beand by Metro Planning
Commission.

PROPOSED CHANGES
Definition “After hours establishment”
The bill defines “After hours establishments” as:

“After hours establishment” means a commercial bitlament open to the general public after the hafuthree o’clock
(3:00) a.m. that allows patrons to bring alcohdtieverages onto the premises (BYOB).

Councilmember Dread asked Metro Legal Departmergviw the companion bill, which includes the sateénition.

In a memo dated April 18, 2006, Metro Legal recomdesl a change to the definition of “After hoursabishments.”
Councilmember Dread has indicated that he willfperding both bills to incorporate the new defimitio

05/14/08 2:11 PM 20 of 52



“After hours establishment” means a commercial bEshment, which is not intended for long-term looi-term residential use by its
patrons, which is open to the general public (vattwithout an admission fee), and knowingly allétsspatrons to bring beer or
alcoholic beverages onto the premises (BYOB or brbagging) between the hours of three o’clock (B&én. and six o’clock (6:00)
a.m.

Zoning Districts Where “After hours establishments” Would Be Permitted
BL2006-1044 would allow “After hours establishmérds a permitted (P) use in the following zoningtdcts: CL, CS,
CF, CC, IWD, IR, and IG.

As a point of comparison, the current use “bar @igtitclub” is allowed as permitted (P) use in CIS,CF, and CC, but is
not permitted in IWD, IR or IG.

Meanwhile, adult entertainment establishments ahg @lowed within the adult entertainment overlay.

ANALYSIS -Metro Planning staff supports the definition @éffter hours establishment” offered by Metro Legal
Department and recommends that as a conditionpbagl, the bill should be amended to include tee definition.

Metro Planning staff recommends as a conditiorppiraval, that the zoning districts in which “Afteours
establishments” would be permitted be limited tode CC, prohibiting “After hours establishments'GL, CS, IWD, IR
and IG zoning districts.

The bulk of Downtown Nashville is zoned Commer€iakre (CC) with Core Frame (CF) zoning in a ringus the CC.
These zoning districts also roughly overlap with fdult Entertainment Overlay, where adult enterteént
establishments are today using bar and nightclamipeto stay open after hours.

Metro Planning staff recommendgainst permitting “After hours establishments” in Commiafdimited (CL) or
Commercial Service (CS) zoning districts, becahsee zoning districts are often located near zodistyicts that allow
residential development.

Metro Planning staff also recommeratgainst permitting “After hours establishments” in Indugtr
Warehousing/Distribution (IWD), Industrial Restiia (IR) or Industrial General (IG) zoning distdgct These zoning
districts do not currently permit bar and nightcliges. Furthermore, Industrial zoning districtsew developed, are often
more remote and have human activity that is limitediscrete shifts of work. Arguably, illegal &ty is more likely to
occur unnoticed without a more consistent presefipeople.

For these reasons, introducing a late-night, ndustrial use in Industrial zoning districts woulel il-advised.

Application of Licensing Standards- Metro Planning staff was concerned that, bytiimgi the types of zoning districts in
which after hours establishments were permittedt, ttie licensing regulations (in the companion) bibuld not be applied
to pre-existing after hours establishments in zgwiistricts not addressed in the ordinance.

When asked, Metro Legal noted that pre-existingrdfours establishments in zoning districts whieeg tare not permitted
would likely be deemed a legally nonconforming uggplying the licensing standards to pre-existfigr hours
establishments could be challenged in court anddvoe decided on the facts of the individual calgketro Legal also
noted, however, that if licensing requirementsta®ed on harmful secondary effects and are puagepecause of health
and safety concerns, then they feel confidentlibatsing requirements could reasonably be appiieadl establishments,
regardless of whether the structure was legallyeaforming.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends disapproval of 2006Z-064T unlesddllowing conditions are met:

1. That the definition of “After hours establishment® amended per the definition proposed by Metigale
Department, and

2. That the zoning districts where “After hours esttithents” would be permitted be amended to remdyedsS,
IWD, IR and IG. As amended, “After hours estabimgmts” would be permittednly in CF and CC zoning
districts. If the bill were amended to remove ngndlistricts CL and CS, but retain IWD, IR and Nigtro
Planning staff’'s recommendation would remain disapal.

With these amendments, the ordinance will allowtéAhours establishments” to be permitted largeignre adult
entertainment businesses are allowed today — awayfesidential neighborhoods and in areas thahigtdy trafficked
and thus will have more “eyes on the street” tooeinage businesses that obey the newly-establigyrdations.
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Ms. Carlat stated that staff is recommending disaygd unless amendments (per the staff conditiarese made to the
final bill.

Councilmember Crafton spoke in favor of the addeff sonditions.
Captain Andy Garrett, MNPD, spoke in favor of thikkwith the added staff conditions.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the omtiwhich passed unanimously to approve Text AmemdrR006Z-
064T with the added conditions that the definitidriAfter hours establishments” be amended pedéfinition proposed
by Metro Legal and the zoning districts where “afteurs establishments” would be permittedy in CF and CC zoning
districts.

Resolution No. RS2006-159

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commien that 2006Z-064T i8PRPROVEDWHTH-STAFF

RECOMMENBED-AMENDBMENTS- DISAPPROVE UNLESS AMENDMENTS (PER THE CONDITIONS

BELOW) ARE MADE TO THE FINAL BILL. Amended at 7/13/06 MPC Meeting

Conditions of Approval:

1. That the definition of “After hours establishmenks amended per the definition proposed by Metigale
Department, and

2. That the zoning districts where “After hours esttirhents” would be permitted be amended to remdyedS,
IWD, IR and IG. As amended, “After hours estabiigmts” would be permittednly in CF and CC zoning
districts. If the bill were amended to remove ngndlistricts CL and CS, but retain IWD, IR and Ngtro
Planning staff’'s recommendation would remain disepal.”

The Commission recessed at 5:30 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 5:40 p.m.

7. 20062-067G-06
Map 126-00, Parcel 085
Subarea 6 (2003)
District 35 - Charlie Tygard

A request to change from AR2a to RM4 zoning proplertated at 7874 McCrory Lane, approximately 1,858 south of
Highway 70 (36.2 acres), requested by John G. Jonaser
STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone approximately 36.2 acres frgricaltural and residential (AR2a) to
single-family, duplex and multi-family (RM4) distt, property located at 7874 McCory Lane.

Existing Zoning
AR2a district -Agricultural/residentiabquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intdrfde uses that generally occur in
rural areas, including single-family, two-familyndamobile homes at a density of one dwelling usitp acres.

Proposed Zoning
RM4 district - RM4is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubirfily dwellings at a density of 4 dwelling unitsrpe
acre.

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICIES

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is inteed to accommodate residential development wittderssity range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,@ltfh some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing resgpipropriate.
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Policy Conflict - No. The proposed RM4 district is consistent wita Bellevue Community Plan’s RLM policy. Thisis a
unigue site because it is separated from the aihgte-family developments in the area by the Hérpaver on the south
side of the site and an old quarry on the nortk sitthe site. Because the site is on the Hargetér, any development
will be required to limit disturbance to the flopthin and will likely be clustered. A greenway eaent will also be
required with development of the site. Due todie’s location and site specific constraints, deasity allowed with the
RM4 district is appropriate.

Staff Recommendation -Because the request is consistent with the areds frilicy, staff recommends approval.

RECENT REZONINGS - Yes. Various properties on the south side of thgoth River along McCrory lane were

rezoned to RS10 recently.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - A TIS may be required at development.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ATTEE DS Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family
Detached 36.20 0.5 18 215 23 23
(210)
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RM4

Total . .

Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) gocs DEIR IL\IJﬁirtnSber 2 (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/Townhome | 36.20 4 145 881 70 82
(230)
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum uses in Existing and ProposedZoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- +127 666 47 59
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _&Flementary _7Middle 7High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Gower Elementary School,Miilidle School, or Hillwood High
School. Hill Middle School has been identifiedoa®r capacity by the Metro School Board, but themapacity within
the cluster. This information is based upon daienfthe school board last updated February 2006.

Mr. Kleinfelter presented and stated that stafetsommending approval.

Mr. Thomas Dowling, 8457 Highway 70, spoke regagdime proposal.

Mr. John Jones, owner, spoke in favor of the prapos

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Cummings seconded théomawhich passed unanimously, to approve Zone Gha20062Z-
067G-06. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-160

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006Z-067G-06 SPPROVED. (8-0)

The requested RM4 district is consistent with the Bllevue Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium pdty,
which is for residential development with a densityage between two and four dwelling units per acré.
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8. 2006Z-069G-12
Map 174-00, Parcel 091, 194
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to change from AR2a to RS15 zoning ptygdecated at 5738 Cane Ridge Road and Cane Ridgd R
(unnumbered), approximately 325 feet south of Bid Drive (19.27 acres), requested by Dale & Asates, applicant,
for James R. Kieffer, Robert L. Kieffer, and Houste. Hill, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

Ms. Harris presented and stated that staff is recending approval.

Councilmember Coleman spoke in opposition to tbisezchange request. He stated he has not hadrawuty meeting
for this proposal nor does the proposal have angldmunit development that would explain what isuded in the
proposal. He spoke of the infrastructure deficjeincthe area as well as the overcrowded schoaldraffic concerns. He
requested that this proposal be disapproved.

Mr. Roy Dale, applicant, requested that this zdmenge be deferred indefinitely.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the omtiwhich passed unanimously, to defer indefinjtélgne Change
2006Z-069G-12.(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-161

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 2006Z-069G-12 BEFERRED INDEFINITELY.
(8-0)"

9. 2006SP-072G-13
Bella Prato Specific Plan
Map 175-00 Parcels 064, 065, 102, Part Of 76
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to change from AR2a to SP zoning prodedgted at Route 2 Maxwell Road, Maxwell Road {(umbered),
and 4154 Murfreesboro Pike, located approximat8ly fe@et east of LaVergne-Couchville Pike, (44.7&sgrto permit 110
single-family homes and 155 townhouses for a wit@65 dwelling units, requested by MEC Inc., apgtit, for Michael

L. Leon, and Salvatore Oliveri et ux, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST- A request to change 44.79 acres from agricultamdl residential (AR2a) to Specific Plan (SP)
zoning, located at Route 2 Maxwell Road, MaxwelaBgunnumbered), and 4154 Murfreesboro Pike, ldcate
approximately 630 feet west of LaVergne-Couchwlke, to permit 110 single-family homes and 155nbauses for a
total of 265 dwellings.

Existing Zoning

AR2a district - Agricultural/residential requiresranimum lot size of two acres and intended forsubt generally occur
in rural areas, including single-family, two-familgnd mobile homes at a density of one dwelling per 2 acres. The
AR2a district is intended to implement the natw@hservation or interim nonurban land use poliofethe general plan.
Under the existing zoning, a maximum of 22 lots lddue permitted.

Proposed Zoning
SP district (preliminary) - Specific Plas a zoning district category that provides fodiidnal flexibility of design,
including the relationship of buildings to stredtsprovide the ability to implement the specifietails of the General Plan.

] The SP District is a base zoning district, not aerkay. It will be labeled on zoning maps as “SP.”
] The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadam design

elements are determinéat the specific developmentind are written into the zone change ordinanceghvhi
becomes law.
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] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent retgaria or guidelines control.

] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for Sulidien Regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

ANTIOCH-PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Neighborhood General (NG)-NG is intended to meet a spectrum of housing si@éth a variety of housing that is
carefully arranged, not randomly located. An acpanying Urban Design, SP or Planned Unit Developroeerlay

district or site plan should accompany proposathése policy areas, to assure appropriate desigjithat the type of
development conforms to the intent of the policy.

Policy Conflict No. The proposed SP district,is consistent withKleighborhood General policy. The plan provides a
mixture of housing types including 110 single-fanfibmes and 155 townhouse homes with a total df &welling units
per acre.

Plan Details-The proposed plan includes attached units withaeeess alleys surrounded by several areas of Space.
The plan provides approximately 22% Open SpaciceShis site contains several environmentallysgam areas with
sinkholes, the developed portion of the plan wasgihed around these areas. The plan also pros@lesal public street
connections to the surrounding properties.

Sinkholes/Variance (Sect.2-6.2:1Although there are several sinkholes on this, $ite plan designates these areas as Open
Space. Due to the location of one of the sinkha&sf is requiring a sinkhole study to be comgdieby a registered

engineer prior to Final Site Plan approval. Thenhar of lots and units may be reduced if the sitddhare larger than

what is identified on the Preliminary SP plan. fStacommends that a “Sinkhole Investigation” reépaeeds to be

prepared by a Registered Engineer prior to finasi&Pplan approval.

Building Elevations The plan also includes architectural renderirdsv@ations) for the different building types witthre
development. As part of the Specific Plan ordiranice Council will adopt these elevations as #dwgiired building type
within the development. Staff has reviewed theaiens and finds them consistent with the propasaglopment plan.

FIRE MARSHAL

1. Fire hydrants should flow a minimum of 500 GBMt 30-35 psi residual flow at the most remoterduyd
Depending upon side set backs, construction typedfamsquare footage of the building water demamalg be
greater. Multi Family dwellings generally requirds5D GPM’s.

2. Buildings over 3 Stories or 50 ft in height sé@rade and containing intermediate stories ardoaés shall be
equipped with a standpipe system installed in atawze with provisions of NFPA 1, 7-2, and NFPA 14.

3. Turning radius for roadways shall be 25 ftiw &0 ft out.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Show professional seal.

2. All Public Works' design standards shall be mebipid any final approvals and permit issuance. Appgroval is

subject to Public Works' approval of the construtiplans. All street cross sections, geometry,raadway
improvements shall be approved by the DepartmeRubfic Works, and shall support the projecteditraf
volumes and on street parking. Final design ammtorements may vary based on field conditions.

3. Document adequate sight distance at project apuests, per AASHTO design standards for posted dfigst
prior to submitting construction plans.

4, Show parking table. ldentify proposed parking &g/ on-street, etc.?).

5. No direct access to roundabout.

6. At 'ngnhouse development south of Maxwell Roadwshdnimum roadway section per ST-252. Identify
parking.
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Traffic
1.

The statement "Visibility Triangle provision of Sien 17.20.180 is not required” is not acceptatteorder to
safely accommodate vehicular movements to and froblic streets, the sight distance and visibilitgypsions
shall be required.

Provide plans for solid waste collection and digpho®ust be approved by the Public Works Solid Was
Division.

Identify sinkholes. If the placement of fill mai@rinto sinkholes/depressions is required, thdieapt must
comply with the rules, regulations, and specifimasi of this department and other governmental agenc

Per the recommendations of the TIS, constmi&astbound right turn lane on Old Hickory Boulgvat Maxwell
Road with 100 ft of storage and transitions per MA® standards.

Per the recommendations of the TIS, all acmmsds onto Maxwell Road shall be constructed with entering
and two exiting lanes (LT and RT) each with 106ffstorage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD staxddar

Per the recommendations of the TIS, sight degtdimitations at the eastern most access roauMakwell Road
shall be corrected by the developer at the timgesElopment.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Land Use Acres Density per L?Jtrilber of Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Acre Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached(210) 44.79 0.5 22 259 25 28
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres Density Per -I{I?Jtrilber of Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Acre Units (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential

Condo/Townhome( 44.79 n/a 187 1,093 86 101
*number of units proposed in SP

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres Density Per -ll\—l(L)Jtrilber of Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Acre Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached (210) 44.79 n/a 114 1173 90 121

*number of lots proposed in SP

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- +279 914 65 93

RECENT REZONINGS - None in the immediate area.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - A 40 acre drain traverses the property. Delinshtaving drainage area is
less than 40 acres or provide buffer (or appedigturb buffer). Add buffer note to plans: “Thefter along waterways
will be an area where the surface is left in a radtstate, and is not disturbed by constructioiviigt This is in
accordance with the Stormwater Management Manuhlr® 1 — Regulations.”

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation 37 Elementary 33 Middle 29 High
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Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Mt. View Elementary School,
Antioch Middle School, and Antioch High School.| Athools have been identified as being over caphgithe Metro
School Board. This information is based upon @@t the school board last updated February 2006.

Fiscal Liability - The Metro School Board reports that due to the@wesvded condition of the school(s) impacted by this
proposed rezoning and the lack of capacity of oftementary schools within the cluster, approvahefrezoning and the
development permitted by the rezoning will geneeatapital need liability of approximately $481,d00 additional

school capacity in this cluster. This estimatbased on maintaining current school zone boundaries

CONDITIONS
1. All off-site traffic conditions, as recommended Byblic Works, must be bonded or completed pridimal SP
development plan approval, or final plat approwalapplicable.

2. Any approval within public right of way is subjeict Public Works' approval of the construction plaidl public
street cross sections, geometry, and roadway ingpments shall be approved by the Department of @Wtirks,
and shall support the projected traffic volumes andtreet parking. Final design and improvemerdyg vary
based on field conditions.

3. Prior to final site plan approval, the plan mustument adequate sight distance at project accésts pper
AASHTO design standards for posted speed limitis Titust be included on the final site plan and troetion
plans.

4, The Final Site Plan must show parking table andtndesitify all proposed parking locations (garage-street,
etc.).

5. There shall be no direct vehicular access to rooodtafrom the surrounding units/lots.

6. In order to safely accommodate vehicular movemengnd from public streets, the sight distance\asithility

provisions of the Zoning Code shall be required.

7. Provide plans for solid waste collection and digppas any final site plan. The plan must be appdoby the
Public Works Solid Waste Division.

8. Identify sinkholes on any final site plan. If thxcement of fill material into sinkholes/depressids required,
the applicant must comply with the rules, regulagicand specifications of the Public Works Depantnaad
other governmental agencies.

9. Per the recommendations of the TIS, construct atbeand right turn lane on Old Hickory Boulevardviixwell
Road with 100 ft of storage and transitions per MA® standards.

10. Per the recommendations of the TIS, all accesssroath Maxwell Road shall be constructed with omereng
and two exiting lanes (LT and RT) each with 106ffstorage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD staxddar

11. Per the recommendations of the TIS, sight distéind&ations at the easternmost access road ontoNdBRoad
shall be corrected by the developer at the tindegElopment.

12. Prior to final site plan approval by the Planningn@nission, the Tennessee Department of Environeaht
Conservation, or applicable agency, shall provideyriting, the approval for development of theesiind any
necessary mitigation measures for potential endadggpecies.

13. Prior to any additional development applicationstfis property, the applicant shall provide tharPling
Department with a final corrected copy of the S&hbr filing and recording with the Davidson CouRtegister
of Deeds.

14. For any development standards, regulations andrezgants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/

included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedsla
regulations and requirements of the REkéing district, which must be shown on the plan.

05/14/08 2:11 PM 27 of 52



15. All Fire Marshal requirements must be met prioFioal Site Plan approval. The requirements of the
Metropolitan Fire Marshal’s Office for emergencyhige access and adequate water supply for firteption
must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiegmts. If any cul-de-sac is required to be lathan the
dimensions specified by the Metropolitan SubdivisiRegulations, such cul-de-sac must include a
median in the middle of the turn-around, includiregs. The required turnaround may be up to 180diameter.

16. A sinkhole study/geotechnical study is to be conealdy a Registered Engineer prior to Final SisnRipproval.
The report should specifically address the low aexr the main road and roundabout and provide
recommendations for structural fills, grading, legucapacities, etc. This report must be submiptéal to or in
conjunction with the submittal of the final SP gitan. Should the geotechnical report indicaté¢ tie sinkholes
are larger than identified on the preliminary S#tritit plan, the number of units and layout of tbhads may be
reduced and relocated.

Mr. Leeman presented and stated that staff is resamding approval with conditions.
Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in favortbé proposal.

Ms. Donna Crawford, Maxwell Road, spoke in oppositio the proposal. She submitted a copy of aréttthe
commission.

Councilmember Coleman submitted 60 petitions ofogjtfpn to the Commission for the record. He altsated that there
has not been a community meeting to discuss tobiggzal. He reiterated his position on the infragtire deficiency and
the over-crowded schools in his district. He fartbxplained problems of density and traffic fae #rea. He requested
that this item be deferred until the community had a chance to meet with the developer on thigsgzal.

Mr. Ponder stated that the development meets dfled§tandards and requirements necessary andilid e difficult to
disapprove. He acknowledged the concerns exprdgstt Councilmember.

Mr. Tyler stated that the proposed plan was gddd.also spoke of the overcrowded schools, traffit iafrastructure
deficiency that is in this district.

Mr. Clifton stated that the role of the Commissistio determine how the plan measures up to tharsatplan and
regretfully, he feels that it should be approved.

Ms. Cummings acknowledged the petitions submitiethb Councilmember and that he was there to reptédss
constituents. She spoke of the crisis in Antiodttthe over-crowded schools, traffic and deficirftastructure.
However, she stated that as planners, the plansysstese and it would probably be approved, butvstmed to go on
record as stating that she thinks the plan is taomfor the area.

Ms. Nielson stated it is a good plan however ttigsgtructure is not there. She stated that anplanthere are rules that
need to be followed.

Ms. Jones acknowledged the issues mentioned reggttte schools in the Antioch area. She questiavhether a re-
alignment would take place in the future. She thaoke of the process and how this zone changeed/od reach the
Commission for approval. She stated that the pmbeen recommended for approval by staff, amd@Gsmmissioner, it
would warrant this approval.

Mr. Loring stated the plan was a great plan. Hamended the Councilmember for his work in his distrHe stated that
the plan has been presented in a manner that winake it difficult to disapprove.

Mr. Ponder moved and Ms. Jones seconded the metiunh passed unanimously to approve Specific RGOESP-072G-
13 with conditions (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-162

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comien that 2006SP-072G-13A?PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. All off-site traffic conditions, as recommended Byblic Works, must be bonded or completed pridmal SP
development plan approval, or final plat approealapplicable.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Any approval within public right of way is subjeict Public Works' approval of the construction plaidl public
street cross sections, geometry, and roadway ingpments shall be approved by the Department of @Wtirks,
and shall support the projected traffic volumes andtreet parking. Final design and improvemerdg vary
based on field conditions.

Prior to final site plan approval, the plan mustuiment adequate sight distance at project accésts pper
AASHTO design standards for posted speed limitis fitust be included on the final site plan and trotion
plans.

The Final Site Plan must show parking table andtndesitify all proposed parking locations (garage-street,
etc.).

There shall be no direct vehicular access to rooodtafrom the surrounding units/lots.

In order to safely accommodate vehicular movemengnd from public streets, the sight distance\asithility
provisions of the Zoning Code shall be required.

Provide plans for solid waste collection and digppas any final site plan. The plan must be appdoby the
Public Works Solid Waste Division.

Identify sinkholes on any final site plan. If thiecement of fill material into sinkholes/depressids required,
the applicant must comply with the rules, regulagicand specifications of the Public Works Depantnaad
other governmental agencies.

Per the recommendations of the TIS, construct atbeand right turn lane on Old Hickory Boulevardvixwell
Road with 100 ft of storage and transitions per AA® standards.

Per the recommendations of the TIS, all accesssroath Maxwell Road shall be constructed with omeeng
and two exiting lanes (LT and RT) each with 106ffstorage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD staxdar

Per the recommendations of the TIS, sight distéind&ations at the easternmost access road ontoAdibRoad
shall be corrected by the developer at the tim#esElopment.

Prior to final site plan approval by the Planningn@nission, the Tennessee Department of Environenaht
Conservation, or applicable agency, shall provideyriting, the approval for development of theesitnd any
necessary mitigation measures for potential endadgspecies.

Prior to any additional development applicationstfis property, the applicant shall provide thari?ling
Department with a final corrected copy of the S&hbr filing and recording with the Davidson CouRtegister
of Deeds.

For any development standards, regulations andreegants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the steisla
regulations and requirements of the Rk&hing district, which must be shown on the plan.

All Fire Marshal requirements must be met prioFioeal Site Plan approval. The requirements of the
Metropolitan Fire Marshal’s Office for emergencyhige access and adequate water supply for firteption
must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiagmts. If any cul-de-sac is required to be lahan the
dimensions specified by the Metropolitan SubdivisiRegulations, such cul-de-sac must include a Eapkd
median in the middle of the turn-around, includiregs. The required turnaround may be up to 180di@ameter.

A sinkhole study/geotechnical study is to be conguldy a Registered Engineer prior to Final SisnRipproval.
The report should specifically address the low aesr the main road and roundabout and provide
recommendations for structural fills, grading, legucapacities, etc. This report must be submiptéak to or in
conjunction with the submittal of the final SP gitan. Should the geotechnical report indicaté i sinkholes
are larger than identified on the preliminary S&triit plan, the number of units and layout of thads may be
reduced and relocated.

The proposed SP site plan is consistent with the Ainch — Priest Lake Community Plan’s Neighborhood @neral
policy, which is intended for a variety of residenial opportunities.”
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10. 2006Z-074U-12
Map 133-15, Parcel 106
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 26 - Greg Adkins

A request to change from RM20 to OR20 zoning prigpecated at 326 Travis Drive, at the northeashepof Welch
Road and Travis Drive, (1.1 acres) requested by TEntrekin and White, applicant, for BellSouth,nam
STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Request to change 1.1 acres from residential rfautiity zoning (RM20) to office/residential
zoning (OR20) district property located at 326 Tsabrive, on the north side of Welch Road.

Existing Zoning

RM20 district - RM20is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubiriily dwellings at a density of 20 dwelling units
per acre.

Proposed Zoning

ORZ20 district - OR20s intended for office and/or multi-family residei units at up to 20 dwelling units per acre.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium -RLM policy is intended to accommodate resident@lelopment within a density range of
two to four dwelling units per acre. The predomindevelopment type is single-family homes, alttoagme townhomes
and other attached housing may be appropriate.

Policy Conflict - The proposed OR20 zoning is only partially consisteéith the Residential Low Medium policy on this
site, as it allows residential development up tagids per acre (similar to the existing RM20 zapin

The Commission may recall a rezoning request angtoperty in June 2005 for Commercial Limited (@bjing.
Because the range of commercial uses allowed bgdding directly conflicted with the RLM policy, agell as the
potential negative impact of CL uses on the adjacaritifamily development to the rear of this pragethe Commission
disapproved the request.

The mixed office and residential uses as allowethkyOR20 district are closer to the intent of RieéM policy than the
previously proposed CL zoning. There is an exisBellSouth call center currently occupying the sihich is a
nonconforming use. A change to OR20 would betidrtbe existing development on the site, and waldt provide a
better transition in the zoning pattern from thenagercial uses along the Nolensville Road/Hardindl lsleea to the
adjacent residential area (and zoning pattern)ayearthe east.

RECENT REZONINGS - The Planning Commission unanimously disapproveddhaest for CL zoning on this
property at the June 23, 2005, Planning Commissieeting.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RM20

Total : .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ATTEE DS Erlljigber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Res.
Condo/townhome | 1.1 20 22 178 16 18
(230)
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District OR20

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) NS DL Dlrl:igber 2l (weekday) Hour Hour
Res. Condo/
townhome(230) 1.1 20 22 178 16 18

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum uses in Existing and ProposedZoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- 0 0 0 0
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METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _4Elementary _2Middle 1High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Paragon Mills Elementary 8khright Middle School, or
Glencliff High School. All three schools have beéentified as having capacity by the Metro SchBoérd. This
information is based upon data from the school dtast updated February 2006.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-163

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2006Z-074U-12 SPPROVED. (8-0)

While the proposed OR20 district is only partiallyconsistent with the intent of the Southeast Commuty Plan’s
Residential Low Medium policy, which is for residetial development with a density range between tworal four
units per acre, its location makes the request apppriate.”

11. 20062-076G-12
Map 173-00, Parcel 079
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from RS10 to AR2a zoning pitypecated east of Blake Drive between Blake Dawel Mill Creek
(7.19 acres), requested by Councilmember Parkar Tapplicant, for Raymond A. Clayton et ux, owners
STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Request to change 7.19 acres from residentialesifaghily zoning (RS10) to
agricultural/residential zoning (AR2a), on propddgated east of Blake Drive between Blake Drive kfill Creek.

Existing Zoning
RS10 district - RS10requires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anihended for single-family dwellings at a density
of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
AR2a district - AR2arequires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and interfde uses that generally occur in rural areas,
including single-family, two-family, and mobile h@® at a density of one dwelling unit per 2 acres.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Natural Conservation (NCO) -NCO policy is intended for undeveloped areas withghesence of steep terrain, unstable
soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low intensity coranity facility development and very low densityidential
development (not exceeding one dwelling unit per &sres) may be appropriate land uses.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intended to accommodate residential bigaraent within a density
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Timredominant development type is single-family hona¢thiough some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing reagpipropriate.

Policy Conflict -No. This property is approximately 60 percent floodvaayg 40 percent floodplain, as it is crossed by
Mill Creek and its associated floodplain area. YOmry low intensity residential development adezhfor by the NCO
policy is appropriate on this site (the NCO is ginedominant policy, with a minimal amount of RLMligy on the
westernmost corner of the site). AR2a is an apjatgpzoning district for implementing the interit\iCO policy of
preserving floodway areas from development. Theaewould like the AR2a zoning to keep a horsehengroperty.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken.

05/14/08 2:11 PM 31 of 52



Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS10

Total : .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) aeles DETE ll\cl)ltjsmber o (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family
Detached(210) 7.19 3.7 5 48 4 6
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District AR2a

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (Bl D=L ll\cl)gnber 2l (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family
Detached(210) 7.19 0.5 3 29 3 4
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum uses in Existing and ProposedZoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- -2 -19 -1 -2

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation As this property represents a downzoning to aitlgsssive district, the number of
students to be generated is negligible.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-164

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commien that 2006Z-076G-12 APPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed AR2a district is consistent with the &itheast Community Plan’s Natural Conservation, and
Residential Low Medium policies. Natural Conservabn policy is intended for undeveloped areas thatra
environmentally sensitive and unsuitable for densdevelopment, and Residential Low Medium policy isdr
residential development with a density range betweetwo and four units per acre.”

12. 20062-078U-10
Map 130-11, Parcel Various
Map 130-07, Parcel Various
Map 130-15, Parcel Various
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request to rezone various properties from R4R$d0 located on Lynnwood Boulevard, Harpeth Hilts/®, Wayland
Drive, Beacon Drive, Wayland Court and HemingwajwBibetween Harding Place and Tyne Boulevard (3ad&es),
requested by Councilmember Lynn Williams.

STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Request to change 131.56 acres from residentiglesfamily and duplex zoning (R40) to
residential single-family (RS40) zoning, on varigueperties located on Lynnwood Boulevard, Harptitts Drive,
Wayland Drive, Beacon Drive, Wayland Court and Hagaiay Drive, between Harding Place and Tyne Boubkva

Existing Zoning
R40 district - R40requires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 1.16 dwelling units per aicrduding 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS40 district - RS40requires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
.93 dwelling units per acre.

05/14/08 2:11 PM 32 of 52



GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY
Residential Low (RL) - RL policy is RL policy is intended to conserve laggeas of established, low density (one to two
dwelling units per acre) residential developmeFhe predominant development type is single-famdynies.

Policy Conflict - No. The residential density as permitted withia fnoposed RS40 zoning district (0.93 homes/asre) i
largely consistent with the range called for by Residential Low policy (1-2 homes/acre). Them H23 properties in this
request.

There are approximately 30 properties in this regtheat will not meet the minimum lot size of RSzhing (40,000
square feet minimum), but the staff notes thatehets currently do not meet the minimum lot sig&®40 zoning, so the
degree of nonconformity will not increase with thézoning. Staff suggested to the Councilmembarghe may want to
modify the zoning application to request RS20 andimaller lots. The Councilmember decided to kbepequest for
RS40 on all properties because RS40 zoning wougjdine larger setbacks and less lot coverage (iiddihg area) than the
RS20 district.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation As this request to change to single family distrépresents a downzoning, the number of
expected students to be generated is minimal.

Approved, (8-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-165

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006Z-078U-10 APPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed RS40 district is consistent with the @en Hills/Midtown Community Plan’s Residential Low policy,
which is intended for residential development witha density range between one and two dwelling unifger acre.”

Xl.  PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLATS

13. 2006S-121U-13
Park at Priest Lake, The
Map 150, Parcel 017, 246
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 29 - Vivian Wilhoite

A request for preliminary plat approval to creaBecBuster lots on the west side of Anderson Roatithe end of Louise
Russell Drive, approximately 275 feet south of Wispndre Drive (30.04 acres), zoned R10 and RS10.astqd by Han
and Hye Kook, Phillip Stinson, owners, Dale & Assbes, engineer/surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

Mr. Kleinfelter announced that Councilmember Wilkegiwho arrived late to the meeting, requestedttiiatitem be
deferred one meeting. He further explained thatgbplicant, Mr. Roy Dale, accepted the requedefer this item for one
meeting, however, he wanted it noted that it washimrequest.

Councilmember Wilhoite stated she received seeld of concern from constituents who would beetéd by the
proposal. She stated their concerns pertainddadihg and stormwater issues as well as the aahditiblasting that would
take place in the area. She stated that she #meproperty was already zoned for the developnieritshe wanted to
hold a community meeting in order to have the issred concerns expressed by the residents addisssieel developer.

Mr. Lawson reiterated that this deferral requess fram the Councilmember and not the applicant.

Mr. Kleinfelter suggested that the Commission kéepPublic Hearing open on this item until it islgon May 25, 2006.
This would eliminate the applicant having to sentlasecond set of notices.

Councilmember Wilhoite stated she would assistotifying concerned constituents of this notice atmb to make them
aware of the community meeting she would host ¥ this proposal with the developer.
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Mr. Bernhardt explained that it will be necessamythe Commission to act on this proposal at thg REacommission
meeting. Otherwise, it would be approved autoradificlue to time constraints.

Mr. Loring moved, and Mr. Clifton seconded the matiwhich passed unanimously to keep the Publigirgapen and
defer Preliminary Subdivision Plat 2006S-121U-131® May 25, 2006 meeting(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-166

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commien that 2006S-121U-13 BEFERRED to the May 25,
2006 Planning Commission meeting (8-0); no new noés are required.”

Ms. Cummings left the meeting at 6:20 p.m.

Xll. FINAL PLATS

14. 2006S-127U-10
Henry Compton Lands
Map 116-12 Parcel103
Subared 0 (2005)
District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lat8700 Estes Road with a sidewalk variance al@tigsERoad frontage,
approximately 330 feet north of Elder Place (1.68), zoned R20, requested by Robert S. Baldwingg, Campbell
McRae & Assoc., surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create threts located at 3700 Estes Road, including a vagifiroen sidewalk
requirements (1.56 acres) zoned R20.

Zoning
R20 district - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 2.31 dwelling units per aicrduding 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - As proposed, three new lots will be created owraf parcel. The lots will have
approximately the following area and frontage:

1. 22,199 sq. ft. (.51 acres), 113 ft.
2. 22,013 sq. ft. (.51 acres), 103 ft.
3. 21,883 sq. ft. (.50 acres), 102 ft.

Lot comparability- Section 2-4.7 of the Subdivision Regulationsestdhat new lots in areas that are predominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with tiidrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougdotis. A lot
comparability exception can be granted by the Cassion if the lot fails the lot comparability anadbygis smaller in lot
frontage and/or size) if the new lots would be éstest with the General Plan. The Planning Comimisis not required
to grant the exception if they do not feel it ipegpriate.

The lot comparability analysis yielded a minimurhdeea of 15,355 sq. ft., and a minimum lot froetad 97.46 linear
feet. Both lots pass for area and frontage.

Sidewalks The request is within the Urban Services Distiind a sidewalk is required along the propertptiige on
Estes. The subdivision regulations require thatsidewalk be constructed, or that the applicaaysiqto the sidewalk
improvement fund, or apply for a variance.

Sidewalk Variance The applicants have requested a variance frastidde2-6.1 of the Subdivision Regulations that
requires sidewalks. For a variance to be granfeatticular physical surrounding, shape or topoli@a condition must
exist that is unique to the property in questiorg that would create a hardship, if the striceletif the sidewalk
requirement was enforced.
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The property is approximately three to four fedbleEstes, and would require a significant amodrtilaf a sidewalk
was to be constructed at the same elevation as.EBtause of the amount of flood plain on theerty, any fill along
Estes is not encouraged by planning staff. If thedévision is approved, staff recommends that éawnae to the sidewalk
requirement be approved.

Environmental IssuesA majority of the property is covered by floodpand flood plain. According to Metro GIS, the
elevation of each lot is approximately 490 feehe Tninimum building elevation is 497.3 feet, andl wequire fill for an
elevated slab, or other design to bring the fimtrfto the required elevation.

One of the applicant’s arguments for a sidewalkarare is the negative impact that any fill assedatith the
construction of the sidewalk could have on thedlptain. Staff agrees with this argument but alstes that any fill
associated with the construction of additional hemél have the same negative impact.

Setbacks Established setbacks along the east side of Betedeep. As proposed, any new residence oméwould be
well in front of the established setbacks and wdnddut of character with the existing street.ff$&commends that
setbacks along Estes should be consistent withirexisetbacks along the east side of that road.

Frontage/Access The subdivision regulations ordinarily requiraanlots to have frontage along a public streettiSe@-
4.2.A). Private streets are allowed only in Plahbait Developments or in areas with Natural Counaton Policy
(Section 2-6.2.1.K). This request is not withiR@D or within a Natural Conservation Policy areaas@riance from the
required frontage along a public street is requirBden if a variance were approved by the Commisddecause access is
proposed along an existing private drive, the ajaplis must furnish documentation demonstratingttiegt can legally
access the private drive.

The applicants were informed that a variance wasl@@, but no variance application has been sulimiff®cumentation
demonstrating the ability to legally access thegig drive also has not been submitted.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends that the request for three lotigspproved due to environmental, setback,
frontage, and access issues.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
1. Add the standard Metro Stormwater Access Note.

2. The drainage easement for the ditch traversing,land a small portion of lot 2 should be extendBgecifically,
the drainage easement should originate from th@@OE on Lot 1 and terminate at the Sugartree cdegkage
easement portion on lot 2.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Dedicate ROW along Estes Road a minimum of 25ffeet roadway centerline.
2. Construction plans for sidewalk (if required) aldbstes must be approved by Public Works.
3. No access will be allowed onto Estes.

CONDITIONS (If approved) - Comply with Stormwater and Public Works conditidisged above.
Mr. Kleinfelter presented and stated that stafeisommending disapproval.

Mr. Walter Hardcastle, 3704B Estes Road, spokeposition to the proposal and submitted a petitibapposition to the
proposal.

Councilmember Crafton spoke in favor of the prohoste stated that the proposed homes would ntadsged in the
floodplain area. He stated that the subarea ptadrallow six homes and the proposal is only retjng three homes that
would actually improve the characteristics of tleégghborhood. He spoke of the proposed setbackstatetl that these
also would not be a detriment to the neighborhoéte mentioned the private road included in theppsal and submitted
information pertaining to this road to the Comnussi

Mr. David Henley, 4224 Jamesborough Place, spokavior of the proposal

Ms. Nielson stated she agreed with staff recommi@nddue to outstanding issues associated witli¢velopment.
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Mr. Clifton spoke of the easement issue mentiometivehether the Commission could make a recommeordatith its
being included in the proposal.

Mr. Fox stated that if there was a private easenmefided in a development, there could not bebalisision on it unless
it were a planning development or a conservatidityo

Mr. Ponder expressed issues with the developmethiedfiomes located near a floodplain. He statecktivere too many
issues left uncertain and he stated he agreedstétfis recommendation.

Mr. Jones spoke of the history of this particulaaa She spoke of the issues associated withrtipegal and the request
of an additional subdivision.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal. He gdne explanations of approving the development.sptake of the
setbacks, floodplain, easement issue and the nuofilbmits being proposed. He stated he was inrfaffapproving the
request.

Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification dmetlegal aspect of the easement issue includdatiproposal.

Mr. Kleinfelter clarified that the public road frtage requires a variance and staff is recommerdisgpproval of this
variance. The other issues associated with theggad weigh in on this recommendation. He gaveflexxplanations,
from the subdivision regulations, for this recomiahation.

Mr. Fox stated that if this proposal was a planaeid development, the results may have been diifere

Mr. Kleinfelter stated that if it were a plannedtuevelopment, the Commission would have the tgtiti consider the
variance for the lack of public street frontage.

A brief discussion ensued among the Commissiomgyarding the proposal.

Mr. Ponder moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the matiodisapprove Preliminary Subdivision Plat 200&3U-10 due
to environmental, setback, frontage and accessss$t-1) No Vote — Loring

Resolution No. RS2006-167

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssin that 2006S-127U-10 BISAPPROVED. (6-1)"

15. 2006S-160U-10
Abbott Martin Estates, Resub. Lot 1
Map 117-13, Parcel 121
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 2307 Warfield Lane betweayl@ Drive and Cross
Creek Road (.94 acres), zoned RS20, requested by Mdustad and Joanne C. Sandberg, owners, SarithSurveying,
surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
Request to create two lots from one lot on 0.94sdocated at 2307 Warfield Lane, between CaytireDand Cross
Creek Road (classified within the RS20 district).

ZONING
RS20 district- RS20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtiesrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - This subdivision proposes the creation of two foisn one lot within the Abbott Martin Estates

subdivision, on the south side of Warfield Lanat L is proposed for single family uses, and l& @roposed for duplex
or single family uses. There is a residence orexigting lot, which is to be demolished.

05/14/08 2:11 PM 36 of 52



Sidewalk requirement- This property falls within the Urban ServicesBict, and because one or two new development
right(s) will be created with this subdivision,idewalk is required to be constructed along thatfige of either lot 1 or lot
2, both which front on Warfield Lane. Because ¢hierno existing sidewalk along this lane, the iapit has qualified for
the financial contribution to the sidewalk funddaras included this note on the face of the plat.

Lot comparability - Section 2-4.7 of the Subdivision Regulationsestéhat new lots in areas that are predominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with tiérbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduots.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltiee following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:

Minimum | Minimum
lot size |lot frontage
(sq.ft): (linear ft.):

Warfield Lane 29,838.6 141.8

As proposed, the two new lots have the followingaarand street frontages:

. Lot 1: 20,699 Sq. Ft., (0.47 Acres), with 85 ftfiadhtage on Warfield Lane
. Lot 2: 20,699 Sq. Ft., (0.47 Acres), and 85 ftfrofitage on Warfield Lane

Both Lots 1 and2 fail the minimum lot area for Warfield Lane by appimately 9,139 square feet, and fail minimum lot
frontage requirements by roughly 56 feet.

Exception to lot comparability - A lot comparabjligxception can be granted if the lot fails thedotmparability analysis
(is smaller in lot frontage and/or size) if the niets would be consistent with the General Plahe Planning Commission
has discretion whether or not to grant a lot comipidity exception.

Though both lots fail the lot comparability for Vilaetd Lane (the street upon which both lots withfit), the proposed lots
do meetthree of the qualifying criteria of the exception to mamparability. Specifically, the lots fall withan half mile
(2,640 feet) of a Regional Activity Center (1,5&@f by way of Cross Creek Road). Secondly, thpgeed subdivision
falls within a quarter mile (or 1,320 feet) of aieathat is designated with an Office land usecgoliThirdly, the plat
restricts lot 1 to a single family home only, anti2 to a single family or duplex home, on 0.94eacor 3 units/0.94 acres
~ 3.19 units per acre. This density clearly fatlshe middle of the range of 2-4 homes/acre agddtir in the Residential
Low Medium land use policy on the site.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval of this subdivision, Hamethree of the qualifying criteria for the lot
comparability exception.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.

CONDITIONS - Prior to any final plat recordation, the plat mbstrevised to add parcel numbers.

Mr. Pereira presented and stated that staff ismeoending approval based on the three exceptioled tmmparability as
well as the condition that both lots be restridiedingle-family uses only.

A resident of 3932 Cross Creek Road spoke in fafitihe proposal due to the applicant agreeingrigleifamily use only
for both lots.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motihich passed unanimously to approve with coowlition Final
Plat 2006S-160U-10(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-168

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comien that 2006S-160U-10 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), including the condition that both lots be restricted to single family use ONLY.

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to any final plat recordation, the plat mbstrevised to add parcel numbers.”
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16. 2006S-162G-06
Paul A. Justice Subdivision, Rev. 1
Map 156-0Q Parcel043, 116
Subared (2003)
District 35- Charlie Tygard

A request to amend the final plat to remove a damiapplying to lots 2 and 3 which states thatithees must be
oriented towards the Harpeth River (3.89 acres)eddrS40, requested by Sharon Lampley, applicanddanne J. King,
owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
Request to amend the final plat to remove a camdiipplying to lots 2 and 3, which stipulates theathomes must be
oriented towards the Harpeth River.

Zoning
RS40 - RS40equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density @3
dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS

History - A three lot subdivision was approved with coiwdis on this property by the Commission on Septer@Be
2005. The request proposed three lots with twagéag lots. Flag lots are not typically encowwd@nd require a
variance. A lot comparability analysis was alsguieed for the request and all three of the loiledefor area and the two
flag lots also failed for frontage.

While the request failed lot comparability it didajify for an exception, so staff worked with thgplicant to address the
flag lot scenario. Typically flag lots do not wdnkcause they create back yards in front yardgh We river being at the
rear of the lots, staff required that the homeshenflag lots be oriented towards the river. Téguirement adequately
addresses the orientation issue, while giving tiieants three lots.

Request - The applicants are requesting that the orientatguirement be removed.

Site Plan -To better evaluate this request staff requestedhieaapplicants submit a site plan. A site plaswubmitted
which adequately addressed the orientation issues.

Recommendation -Staff recommends that the request be approved.

Original Staff Report - As proposed three new lots will be created ditvo individual parcels of land. The lots will V&
the following area(s), and frontage(s):

. Lot 1: 65,684 sq. ft. (1.51 ac.), and 83.85 ftfrohtage;
. Lot 2: 40,041 sq. ft. (.02 ac.), and 150.55 ftfrohtage;
. Lot 3: 63,560 sq. ft. (1.46 ac.), and 65.61 ftfrohtage.

Lot Comparability -Although all three lots meet the RS40 lot area ireguent, Section 2-4.7 of the Subdivision
Regulations states that new lots in areas thgtrdominantly developed are to be “generally inpkeg with the lot
frontage and lot size of the existing surroundistg.I’ An exception can be granted if the lot féile lot comparability
analysis (is smaller in lot frontage and sizehd hew lots would be consistent with the GenerahPlI

The lot comparability analysis for this area codeld that the minimum lot area is 87,555 square &t the minimum
allowable lot frontage is 141 linear feet. Allé¢lerproposed lots fail for area, and lot 1 and I¥daifrontage.

The land use policy for the area is Residential iMadium. Metro’s Land Use Policy Application (LUPAecommends a
density of two to four homes per acre for RLM pwlicThis proposal is consistent with the RLM poliayth an overall
density of about 1 dwelling unit per acre.
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Greenway -There is an identified greenway that crosses tbpgrty along the Harpeth River.

Staff RecommendatiorBecause the proposed lots are consistent withrdesapolicy, staff recommends that the request
be approved. Homes on lots one and three shoulgherally oriented towards the Harpeth River.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken
CONDITIONS
1. Correct the 50’ floodway buffer along Harpeth Rivathe 50’ buffer should begin at the edge of tbedway line

and run north.

2. Correct the identified 25’ Greenway/Conservatiortégs and Trail Area Easement. This should beditiad to
the 50’ floodway buffer.

3. Homes on lots one and three must be oriented t@thelHarpeth Rive(Note: This condition will be removed
by the Commission’s approval of this request to reige the plat)

4, Correct Finished Floor Elevations (FFE’s) priorégordation.
5. Identify appropriate width drainage easement ferkfarpeth River on the plat prior to recordation.

Approved with conditions,8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-169

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-162G-06 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Correct the 50’ floodway buffer along Harpeth Riv@he 50" buffer should begin at the edge of tbedway line
and run north.

2. Correct the identified 25’ Greenway/Conservatiorcégs and Trail Area Easement. This should beditiad to
the 50’ floodway buffer.

3. Homes on lots one and three must be oriented t@ithelHarpeth Rive(Note: This condition will be removed
by the Commission’s approval of this request to reige the plat)

4, Correct Finished Floor Elevations (FFE’s) priorégordation.

5. Identify appropriate width drainage easement ferlfarpeth River on the plat prior to recordation.”

Xlll.  PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (revisions)

17. 8-65-G-03
Family Dollar
Map 59, Parcel 154
Subarea 3 (2003)
District 2 - Jamie D. Isabel, Sr.

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faefiapproval for a portion of a Planned Unit Depahent located at
Whites Creek Pike at Moorman's Arm Road, zoned S8N9 acres), to permit the development of a 9sktare foot
retail use, requested by Dale and Associates, fimkNnd Patricia Williams et al, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

Mr. Kleinfelter announced that the applicant fasthroposal requested that it be deferred one nmgetie further
explained that Councilmember Isabel was also infa¥ deferring this item for one meeting.
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Mr. Bernhardt explained that Councilmember Isab&s wpposed to this revised Planned Unit Developmairequested
that it be deferred one meeting.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Loring seconded the mmtighich passed unanimously, to defer Planned Dentelopment
8-65-G-03 until May 25, 2006(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-170

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 8-65-G-03 iDEFERRED TO THE MAY 25, 2006,
PLANNING COMMISSION meeting. (8-0)"

18. 53-84-U-12
Swiss Ridge Apartments
Map 161, Parcel 284
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to revise a portion of the preliminarg &or final approval for a portion of the Residahtlanned Unit
Development district located along the east sid8vaits Avenue, classified RM15, (8.25 acres), tonitethe addition of
32 multi-family units, requested by Michael Brathg, for Swiss Ridge, LP, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Revision to Preliminary (a portion) and Final PUD
Request to revise a portion of the preliminary tordinal approval a phase of a Planned Unit Depsient district on
17.96 acres, located on the east side of Swissue/eriassified RM15, to permit the addition of 3@ltiafamily units.

PLAN DETAILS

History - The original Hickory Heights Villas preliminary PURpproved by the Metro Council in 1985, includeid t
property designated as open space for its fifttsphd he PUD was later revised in 2001 to allow m2&ifamily units in
this area to the southeast of Swiss Avenue, witBibuildings. In 2003, the final PUD for the figgtase included 84 of
the 128 units, as well as revised the 2001 PUDugfrom 16 buildings to 6 buildings. This currgmbposal is a revision
to preliminary and final PUD, as it modifies theotwemaining apartment buildings (of six total) smlbcated on the
southern side, with parking to the north. As thia revision, only current parking and landscapéguirements apply.

Site Design, Access, & Parking The submitted final PUD plans propose 32 mutifg units off of a new private
driveway, with access to Swiss Avenue to the wastere are 16 two-bedroom units, and 16 three-lmednanits, equally
divided among the two buildings, with 72 stripediiag spaces located off of the private drive (rreethe requirement).
A sidewalk is included in between the parking aaed multifamily buildings. A large open space aaaounds the
buildings and parking area.

Open Space & Tree Preservation The applicant proposes to preserve a portionefdhested area as open space. The
preservation of mature trees will serve severattions: 1) maintain an aesthetically gratifyingarg) buffer the units
from the road, and 3) serve as a tool in slopeltation.

Topography - There is a large portion of the site that hapes over 20 and 25 percent. The hillside devedotm
standards of the Metro Zoning Ordinance include eservation requirements for multifamily devehgmts on/near
hillsides. Section 17.28.030, subsection A stdtas

“the portion of a multifamily development site caining large contiguous areas of natural slopesvadnty-five percent or
greater should be permanently maintained in a redtatate. The clearing of trees exceeding eightésdn diameter from
those natural slopes shall be minimized by sems@onstruction techniques.”

The area proposed to be partially graded has skapegng from 10 to over 25 percent. Neverthelbesause the Council-

approved preliminary PUD digermitmultifamily development on slopes over 20 and 2% @at, a certain degree of
grading is imminent. The plans will minimize exsie grading beyond the area to be disturbed feeldpment.
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Slope stabilization- As a general standard, any slopes greater greent are considered unsafe for lawn mowing (to
steep). Given these slopes, normal grass sodslingtiacceptable. The groundcover proposed feethteep areas
includes “natural deep rooting trees and shrubsgaibe banks of the slopes.” No retaining walks @oposed for slope
stabilization. If retaining walls are used, thépal not exceed 4 feet in height. In addition,riperap rock shall be used to
stabilize any slope.

Sidewalks- A condition of approval of the revised prelimipdand final PUD for phase one) was that a sidevgalk
required to be constructed on Swiss Avenue fromehklille Pike to the property on both sides of Swigenue. Public
Works has stated that this sidewalk was bonded ptittse 1. Prior to the issuance of any buildirmgne for this second
phase of the PUD, these sidewalks must be consttuct

STORMWATER DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION - Approved 4/28/06.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken.

1. A revised TIS will be required prior to future development withthis PUD.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - Approved
1. Fire hydrants should flow at least 1,250 GP&t'40 psi residual at the most remote hydrant.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to final PUD approval, all conditions of thevised preliminary PUD, as listed above, shalirss.
2. If retaining walls are used, they shall not excédeet in height. In addition, no rip-rap rock Bl used to

stabilize any slope.

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatidfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweaddo the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Section of the Metropolitan Department of Public o

5. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by thiedgdolitan Department of Codes Administration gxde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councigclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.

6. If this final approval includes conditions whichgrare correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglll to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.

7. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the lgiglitan
Planning Commission.

8. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigtrato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdiit deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.

9. Approvals within public right of way are subjectRablic Works’ review and approval of constructfgans.

10. Fire hydrants should flow at least 1,250 GPM’'s@p4i.

11. No part of any building shall be more than 500 featn a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfazar (Metro
Ordinance 095-1541 Sec: 1568.020 B).

Approved with conditions(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-171
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“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiizn that 53-84-U-12 iSsPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final PUD approval, all conditions of thevised preliminary PUD, as listed above, shalirizs.

2. If retaining walls are used, they shall not excédeet in height. In addition, no rip-rap rock Bl used to
stabilize any slope.

3. The developer shall construct a sidewalk alongtiréh side of Swiss Avenue, from the end of theting sidewalk proceeding from
Nolensville Rd. approximately 820 feet to the em¢eaof the existing multifamily complex as showntbe attached image. This sidewalk is
to replace all previous sidewalk requirements aBwniss Avenue and shall be completed by Novemb20a8. Amended by MPC on May
8, 2008, see Agenda ltem #11.

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Section of the Metropolitan Department of Public o

5 This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by theddolitan Department of Codes Administration gtde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councitclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.

6. If this final approval includes conditions whichgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglll to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.

7. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies tbfe approved plans have been submitted to the aitan
Planning Commission.

8. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgslbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigtrato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdiit deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.

9. Approvals within public right of way are subjectRablic Works’ review and approval of constructfans.

10. Fire hydrants should flow at least 1,250 GPM’s@p4i.

11. No part of any building shall be more than 500 featn a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfazar (Metro
Ordinance 095-1541 Sec: 1568.020 B).”

19. 98-73-G-02
Hickory Hills PUD
Map 41, Parcels 130, 131
Subarea 2 (1995)
District 3 - Carolyn Baldwin Tucker

A request to revise a portion of the preliminargrpfor the Commercial Planned Unit Developmentidisiocated at Hickory Hills Court, north of Old
Hickory Boulevard, classified OR20, (5.53 acres)pérmit a 51,702 square foot addition to an exis§i2,289 square foot warehouse/light manufacturing
building for a total of 103,991 square feet, rege@dy TLP Architects, for CRT Custom Products, imener.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary PUD

Revise a 5.53 acre portion of the preliminary gtarthe Commercial Planned Unit Development distdcated at Hickory Hills Court, north of Old
Hickory Boulevard, to permit a 51,702 square faddiion to the existing 52,289 square foot lighthmtacturing building.

Zoning
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ORZ20 District - Office/Residentials intended for office and/or multi-family reside units at up to 20 dwelling units per
acre.

SUBAREA 2 PLAN

Commercial Mixed Concentration (CMC) - CMC poligyintended to include medium high to high denssidential, all
types of retail trade (except regional shoppinglshahighway-oriented commercial services, officasd research
activities and other appropriate uses with thesatlonal characteristics.

Policy Conflict - No, the associated PUD plan proposed for this ptge consistent with the area’s policy which
recognized the distribution and light manufactunirsgs already existing within this PUD.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan/History - As proposed, the plan callsafdotal of 103,075 square feet of light manufentyand office uses.
The existing plan for this portion of the PUD igpagpved for 52,289, while the entire PUD was origiinapproved for over
579,000 square feet in 1973. Although the additibs1,702 square feet is a significant increassgunare footage, it does
not exceed 10% of the square footage originallyeygd by the Metro Council, including several rétis to the PUD
over the years that have increased and decreasatedgotages. Two existing lots will be combiig® one lot in order
for this expansion to occur.

Access - Access will remain at the end of HickoiyHCourt. The existing cul-de-sac at HickoryIdiCourt is proposed
to be shortened by approximately 190 feet in otdeiccommodate the proposed additions. A Mand&efgrral will be
required to close the existing right of way foratjpn of this plan. This Mandatory Referral mhstapproved by the
Metro Council prior to final plat recordation torabine the two existing lots into one existing latgprior to the issuance
of any building permits.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. Show professional seal on site plan.

2. Any approval is subject to Public Works approvatte construction plans. Final design and improsets may
vary based on field conditions.

3. Mandatory referral will be required for closingmiblic right of way. Approval required prior toetlsubmission
of construction plans.

4, Remove center landscape island from turnaround.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
1. Provide FEMA note.

2. Add 78-840 note stating: Any excavation, fill astdirbance of the existing ground elevation mustidee in
accordance with stormwater management ordinancé&840 and approved by Metro Water Services.

3. Add Preliminary note stating: This drawing is fitustration purposes to indicate the basic preroisihe
development. The final lot count and details &f ptan shall be governed by the appropriate reigulsiat the
time of final application.

4. Show existing topo.

5. Show water quality concept

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded to

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéuigision of Water Services and the Traffic Engiriag
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, a final ptall be recorded combining the two existing lots.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, a MandatafeRal closing the 190 foot long portion of Hickddills Court
must be approved by the Metro Council.

4. Final PUD must show dumpster pad locations.
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5. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by theddolitan Department of Codes Administration @tde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councibclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprauch
signs.

6. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to teguance of any building permits. If any cul-@e-$s required
to be larger than the dimensions specified by tle¢rdpolitan Subdivision Regulations, such cul-de sast
include a landscaped median in the middle of the-&ound.

7. Any approval within public right of way is subjeict Public Works approval of the construction plaiihin
public right of way. Final design and improvememigy vary based on field conditions.

8. A landscape island is required in the turnaroulfidPublic Works will not permit a landscape islarnidhin public
right of way, then the island shall be platted safgdy as open space. If including a landscapadsivill interfere
with required truck turning radius for this turnanal, then a larger turnaround must be designedthtliinal
plat, and in any event prior to issuance of anyding permits.

9. If this final approval includes conditions whickgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglll to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.

Approved with conditions(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-172

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssiisn that 98-73-G-02 iSPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded to
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéuigision of Water Services and the Traffic Engiriag
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiori.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, a final plall be recorded combining the two existing lots.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, a MandatafeRal closing the 190 foot long portion of Hickddills Court
must be approved by the Metro Council.

4, Final PUD must show dumpster pad locations.

5 This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial

planned unit developments must be approved by thieddolitan Department of Codes Administration gxde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councibclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.

6. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marshé@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to teguance of any building permits. If any cul-@de-& required
to be larger than the dimensions specified by tle¢rdpolitan Subdivision Regulations, such cul-de sast
include a landscaped median in the middle of the-&ound.

7. Any approval within public right of way is subjeict Public Works approval of the construction plarihin
public right of way. Final design and improvememigy vary based on field conditions.

8. A landscape island is required in the turnaroulfidRublic Works will not permit a landscape islanidhin public
right of way, then the island shall be platted safedy as open space. If including a landscapadsivill interfere
with required truck turning radius for this turnanal, then a larger turnaround must be designedthgliinal
plat, and in any event prior to issuance of anyding permits.
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9. If this final approval includes conditions whickgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitigiol to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.”

20. 2005P-033U-14
Whitland Crossing PUD-Pinnacle Bank
Map 96-13, Parcel Part of 20, Part Of 97
Subarea 14 (2004)
District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request for final approval for a portion of a fl@d Unit Development district located along thetside of Donelson
Pike, north of Wellman Drive, classified CL, (1.82res), to permit a 3,918 square foot bank, reqddst Civil Site
Design Group, for various property owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final PUD
A request for final approval for a portion of a iftl@d Unit Development district, to permit a 3,9fi8are foot bank,
located along the west side of Donelson Pike, nafffiWellman Drive, classified CL, (1.32 acres).

Plan Details -This plan is consistent with the Council approveeliminary, although it reduces the proposed square
footage of the bank from 5,500 square feet to 3gtfLeare feet. The entrance drive to be sharedthétiother lots in the
development will be constructed with the bank. Af@& wide “C” type buffer yard is shown along thest and the south
perimeters where the site abuts residential dewnedop.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve with conditions. The following items must &ddressed before a

grading permit can be issued:

1. Provide a stormwater detention agreement for thmel por our e-mail dated 4/20/06 stated that agreéisen
pending sale of property.

2. Correlate the benchmark to a vertical datum (NG\@DENAVD 88).

3. Provide a copy of the NPDES NOC letter. Also plsizndard note on plans stating NPDES permit nuriber
signature. You can leave number blank at this.time

4. The detention pond outlet structure detail caltsitiside of the structure 48" x 48” square in orewand 30" x
30" in the other view.

5. Resolve the following inconsistencies between tigdreflow report and the Drainage Area Map:

a) The runoff coefficient for inlet A2.

b) The incremental flows for the inlets in Line A.

c) The drainage area, C value and Incremental Q fet B#.

d) The upstream invert elevation for line B4 to B3.

e) The drainage area, C value and Incremental Q fer €3.

6. In the pond report Weir Structure A should haversgth of 16’ or 10’ depending on which view of fhend outlet

structure is correct.

7. Provide information for the next two downstreanustures from your project.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Any approval is subject to Public Works approvaltbé construction plans. Final design and improvemeray
vary based on field conditions.

2. Increase deceleration taper on Donelson Pike ta ASHTO standards.

3. Existing sidewalks to be brought to current ADArstards.

FIRE MARSHAL - Approve
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CONDITIONS

1.

Comply with Public Works conditions for approvéthin public right of way as listed above. Incsea
deceleration taper on Donelson Pike to meet AASKT@Ddards. Existing sidewalks to be brought toemntrr
ADA standards.

Comply with Stormwater conditions listed above.

If this final approval includes conditions whichgrare correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr copies
of the corrected/revised plans have been subntittedd approved by staff of the Metropolitan Plagni
Commission.

This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by theddolitan Department of Codes Administration @tde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councitclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to teguance of any building permits. If any cul-@e-ss required
to be larger than the dimensions specified by tleérdpolitan Subdivision Regulations, such cul-desast
include a landscaped median in the middle of the-&wound, including trees. The required turnacbomay be up
to 100 feet diameter.

If this final approval includes conditions whictgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglll to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the lgiglitan
Planning Commission.

These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigtrato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdiit deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.

Approved with conditions(8-0) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2006-173

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2005P-033U-14 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Comply with Public Works conditions for approvéthin public right of way as listed above. Incsea
deceleration taper on Donelson Pike to meet AASKT@Ddards. Existing sidewalks to be brought toemntrr
ADA standards.

Comply with Stormwater conditions listed above.

If this final approval includes conditions whichgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration ubtilr copies
of the corrected/revised plans have been subniittedd approved by staff of the Metropolitan Plagni
Commission.

This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercialaustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by tbeddolitan Department of Codes Administration gtde
specific instances when the Metropolitan Councibclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.
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5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to teguance of any building permits. If any cul-@e-$s required
to be larger than the dimensions specified by tie¢rdpolitan Subdivision Regulations, such cul-desast
include a landscaped median in the middle of the-&wound, including trees. The required turnatbomay be up
to 100 feet diameter.

6. If this final approval includes conditions whickgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration untilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitigiol to and approved by staff of the MetropoliRlanning
Commission.

7. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the lgiglitan
Planning Commission.

8. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgglbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigirato
determine compliance, both in the issuance of gerfar construction and field inspection. Sigrdint deviation
from these plans will require reapproval by thenRlag Commission.”

21. 2004UD-001U-10
31st Avenue and Long Boulevard
Map 104-02, Parcel
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 21 - Edward Whitmore

A request for a recommendation of approval fromNHRC to the BZA for variance to the landscape hyted
requirement, section 17.24.230 of the Metropol#Zaning Ordinance.
STAFF RECOMMENDTION - Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for recommendation of approval from the@to the BZA for a variance to the
landscape buffer yard requirement, section 17.24d3he Metropolitan Zoning Ordinance.

BACKGROUND

31 Avenue/Long BoulevardUrban Design Overlahe31® Avenue/Long Boulevard Urban Desi@verlaywas adopted
by Metro Council in March of 2004. The overlay wes the landscape buffering and screening standéaridicle 1V of
the Zoning Code alonigternal base zone district boundaries within the UDO. [Emelscape buffering and screening
standards of Article 1V of the Zoning Code do apigwever, alongxternal base zone district boundaries.

Chapter 17.24, Article IV- The landscape bufferdyegquirements of the Zoning Code are intendeddtept the value and
integrity of property from the potential adverséeefs of noncompatible land uses. The propertyuestion is zoned
RM20, which is designed for moderately high intgnsiulti-family structures. The adjacent propdgyoned IWD,

which provides opportunities for wholesaling, waresing, and bulk distribution uses. The Code reuihis RM20-
zoned property to provide a standard “C” bufferdyalong its boundary with the IWD property. Theligation of the “C”
buffer yard along this zoning line, would requine tinstallation of a 6-feet masonry wall, 3 cantegs, 2 understory
trees, and 10 shrubs.

Approved Permit - Staff reviews all permit applicat within Urban Design Overlays to insure thatelepment complies
with the adopted standards. While staff does exdewv plans for Zoning Code compliance, the pléas were reviewed
and stamped for this development on January 215,Z¥bw a 6-feet tall, 90-feet long wall along #oaing district
boundary comprised of masonry posts and wooderirfgmsaterials.

ANALYSIS
Existing Conditions -This residential developmenturrently constructed and occupied. It is pdedimat the tenants
bought into this development with the understandivay a buffer would be installed along the propérte in question.

There is an abrupt change in grade of approximdtglieet from this property line down to a paveesaon the Metro
Parks property. The existing slope is heavily vatga with relatively mature, native vegetatiorhelextreme change in
topography along the property line, as well aspitesence of existing, mature vegetation will maldifficult to install a
continuous footing for a 6-feet tall wall; and thstallation of such a footing could damage thdtheaf the existing
vegetation.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends disapproval of the buffer yardarere request to eliminate the
buffer since existing property owners likely boutfreir units based upon approved permit drawingsghow the buffer.
Staff believes, however, that the installation @batinuous concrete footing in this location witimpromise the health of
the existing vegetation, and will be extremelyidifft to install along the steep grade change ff &8aommends that the
buffer be installed as previously approved undeOU®@mpliance review, with a 6-feet wooden fence magdonry posts.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained that this item could beged back on the Consent Agenda. He statedibdit. Jones spoke
with the developer and the constituents who hatessvith the proposal, and there were no longecexms that would
warrant its removal for the agenda.

Ms. Nielson moved, and Mr. Clifton seconded theiomgtwhich passed unanimously to approve Urbandpe®iverlay
2004UD-001U-10 with the condition that it be apprdwvith a “c” Landscape buffer conditions to inkéasix foot tall
wooden fence with masonry column@&-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-174

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2004UD-001U-10 SPPROVED WITH A
CONDITION TO INSTALL A “C” LANDSCAPE BUFFER WITH A  SIX FOOT TALL WOODEN FENCE WITH
MASONRY COLUMNS. (8-0)"

22. 2005UD-003G-12
Carothers Crossing Phase 2
Map 188, Parcels 004, 011, Part Of 005, 008,034
Map 190, Parcels 001
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 31 — Parker Toler

A request for final approval of an Urban Design Q& located at 7107, 7211 7244 Carothers RoadCandthers Road
(unnumbered), and Battle Road (unnumbered), claddtM9 and MUL (34.86 acres), to permit the depeient of 58
detached single family lots, 58 attached singleiffatats, 32 multi-family units and 17,000 squaszf of commercial
space, requested by Wood Ridge Investment LLC jeoglfor Wood Ridge Development, LLC, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions if S tormwater conditions are met prior to the
Commission Meeting.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED UrbanDesign Overlay 2005UD-003G-12 to May 25, 2006 at
the request of the applicant. (8-0)

XIV. OTHER BUSINESS

23. 2005S-330U-13
Ron Cherry Property - Sidewalk Variance
Map 120-13 Parcel
Subared 3 (2003)
District 28 - Jason Alexander

A request for a sidewalk variance for lot 2 of gpproved final plat located at 1207 Currey Roadtlseest corner of
Currey Road and McGavock Pike (0.59 acres), classifithin the R10 District, requested by Ron Chieowner, Smith
Land Surveying, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Reuvision to final plat
A variance from sidewalk construction along thenfeme of lot 2 of McGavock Pike at 1207 Currey Ratdhe southwest
corner of Currey Road and McGavock Pike.

ZONING
R10 district - R10equires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andterided for single-family dwellings and duplexesmat
overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acreliming 25% duplex lots.
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VARIANCE DETAILS

Sidewalk requirement - This property falls withiretUrban Services District, and lot 2 creates newetbpment rights
because duplexes can be built on both lots. Ansatlenormally would be required on the frontagdéodf2 on McGavock
Pike. Though the subdivision was approved withdétons at the December 8, 2005, Planning Comnmmissieeting, this
required sidewalk was not shown on the plat (Alékrely, given that there is no sidewalk on stréethie immediate
vicinity, a contribution to the sidewalk fund isalacceptable in lieu of actually constructingrieguired sidewalk). If the
applicant chooses to pay the financial contributimtead of constructing the required sidewalkote must be added to
the plat, prior to final plat approval: "Applicargquired to make a financial contribution to tidesvalk fund prior to the
issuance of building permits.”

Variance request - This variance requests relgghfthe sidewalk requirement on lot 2 along thetfiga of McGavock
Pike, citing topographical conditions that wouldk@ahe construction of a sidewalk “prohibitivelyp@nsive.” According
to the applicant’s assessment, “to lay sidewatkatproperty line would require pipes and therfgliof a drainage area...
starting at 2 feet deep, going to 4 feet deep.”

Sidewalk constructability report - According to tRablic Works sidewalk constructability report, i@ntly the centerline
of a wet weather conveyance is located approxipateifeet from the edge of the McGavock Pike paver{the drainage
area as referenced by the applicant). The wetheeabnveyance flows in a northerly direction aldimg lot 1 eastern
property boundary, and a 9 foot by 4 foot box crileeosses Currey Road at the Currey Road / McGaRdce
intersection (see Figure 1).

Fig. 1. Northerly view of existing 9° by 4’ box ert '(P'hoto taken by J. Honeycutt, MPW)

Fig. 2. Souterly view of western margin of McGaMike (Photo taken by J. Honeycutt, MPW)

If a sidewalk is constructed along tbasternmargin of lot 1 (the area shown in figures 1 anda2)ox culvert may be
required along the eastern margin. Approvals abgest to review by the Stormwater Division of Metater Services.

If a sidewalk is required along tleasternmargin of lot 2 (see figure 3), fill material mbhg required to construct sidewalk
to roadway centerline grade. There is a potehitare connectivity issues with sidewalk constroitalong the eastern
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boundary of lot 1 to the McGavock Pike / Curreyw@rintersection.

Fig. 3. Sotherlyview of astern margin of pragmbot 2 (Photo taken by J. Honeycutt, MPW)

If a sidewalk is constructed along therthern boundary of lot 1 (see figure 4), storm drainagectures may be required,
with the sidewalk ending at the Currey Drive / Me@ek Pike curb ramp.

W 1 Tt P e e ¢ e e iR ol o
Fig. 4. Westerly view of northern margin of propds
lot 1 (Photo taken by J. Honeycutt, MPW)

Staff analysis and recommendation As shown andiséssl above, there is a large, yet gently slogleyation difference
starting at the southeastern-most corner of lang, terminating at the northeastern-most cornéotdf (where the 9’ by 4’
box culvert is located). The sidewalk requiremegmplies to lot 2 (figure 3). The grade differebetween McGavock
Pike and the lots (due to the drainage area) getimorth of lot 2 along lot 1. The constructidn a sidewalk
along lot 2 would require fill material and resiita fragmented pedestrian way that would end dlyrapthe lot 2/lot 1
boundary, likely never to be extended across htid to the large grade difference. In additiochsa sidewalk could
potentially obstruct an important drainage aredtierneighborhood, and also be a hazard for peaestnfamiliar with
the area.

The Public Works and Planning Department staff telse reviewed the frontage of lot 1 along Curr@atkas an
alternative location for a sidewalk. As shownigufe 4, there are no major topographical problaere, and therefore a
sidewalk at this location would be an acceptalikeriahtive to constructing the sidewalk along I§MEGavock Pike).
Staff recommends a variance from the required sidlean McGavock Pike, with the condition that aesidilk be
constructed along the southern margin of CurreydRwoalot 1.

CONDITION - Prior to final plat recordation, the plat must keised to show the sidewalk to be constructed atbag
frontage of lot 1 of Currey Road, or alternativelgd a note to the final plat that states thagfs@icant is required to
make a financial contribution to the sidewalk fuypribr to the issuance of building permits.

Mr. Pereira presented and stated that staff ismeoending approval on the sidewalk variance onibetédge of lot 2 of
McGavock Pike, with the condition that a sidewatkdonstructed along the frontage of Currey Roatatri.
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Mr. Ron Cherry, spoke in favor of the proposal.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motihich passed unanimously, to adopt staff recongagons on
2005S-330U-13(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-175

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiizn that 2005S-330U-13 APPROVED SIDEWALK
VARIANCE ON LOT 2, WITH THE CONDITION THAT A SIDEWA LK BE CONSTRUCTED ON LOT 1
ALONG THE FRONTAGE OF CURREY ROAD. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to final plat recordation, the plat must beised to show the sidewalk to be constructed albedrontage of
lot 1 of Currey Road, or alternatively, add a notéhe final plat that states that the applicameguired to make a
financial contribution to the sidewalk fund priarthe issuance of building permits.”

24. Amended employee contracts for Lee Jones, Randgafoand Hilary Kahnle.
Approved(8-0), Consent Agenda
25. Executive Director Reports

26. Legislative Update

XIV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Equal Employment Opportunity Employer

The Planning Department does not discriminate on the basis of age, race, sex, color, national origin,
religion or disability in access to, or operation of its programs, services, activities or in its hiring or
employment practices. ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department

ADA Compliance Coordinator, 730 Second Avenue South, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-7150. Title VI
inquires should be forwarded to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 Third Avenue North, Suite
200, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-6170. All employment related inquiries should be forwarded to Metro
Human Resources: Delaine Linville at (615)862-6640.
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