METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Lindsley Hall

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37z

Minutes
Of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
June 22, 2006
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4:00 PM
Howard School Auditorium, 700 Second Ave., South

Staff Present:

PLANNING COMMISSION: Richard Bernhardt, Executive Director
James Lawson, Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Brooks Fox, Legal Counsel

Stewart Cllft_on David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il

Judy Cummings Bob Leeman, Planner Il

Tonya Jones Kathryn Withers, Planner IlI

Victor Tyler Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs. Officer 3
James McLean ) Jason Swaggart, Planner |
Councilmember J.B. Loring Adriane Harris, Planner I

Jennifer Carlat, Communications Officer
Dennis Corrieri, Planning Tech |
Joni Priest, Planne

Commission Members Absent:
Ann Nielson

l. CALL TO ORDER

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

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Ms. Hammond announced there was one correctidmetagenda. Item #12, 2006S-200G-14, River Lan(dorgerly
Windstar Estates) should read: “A request for ephplan approval to cread® lotson property located at 805 Swinging
Bridge Road”, not 92 lots.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Loring seconded the mqtishich passed unanimously, to adopt the agendanasnded.(7-
0)

.  APPROVAL OF JUNE 8, 2006 MINUTES

Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Jones seconded the motitich passed unanimously to approve the minutdsioé 8, 2006.
(7-0)

Mr. Lawson presented a plaque to Mr. Doug Smafidonor him for his years of service with the Plagn@ommission.

He explained that Mr. Small served eight years withCommission and of the eight years, he sergsada Chairman for
seven. He stated that the Commission was honoregitk with Mr. Small and that Nashville should\®ry proud of his
service to the City.

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Shulman spoke in favor of Item #105328P-119U-10, Castelman Drive SP. He briefly erpld the
history of this zone change request and statechthand the neighbors will continue to work throitghprocess. He stated
that the proposal will be heard at the July 6, 200fblic Hearing and requested that the Commissiove for its approval.
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He acknowledged that Iltem #6, 2006SP-007U-10 wab®Deferred Agenda due to additional technicéakre.
Councilmember Shulman then spoke in favor of Itel®,#2006S-206U-10, Seven Hills Subdivision. Herasidedged
that it was staff’'s recommendation was to disapprtmowever, due to the favorable support of thesghiors affected by
the plan, he requested that it be approved. Hiaimqu that the developer has worked with the comityand has agreed
to subdivide the land to place two single-familyrtes on the parcels which would better suit the canity.

Councilmember Coleman acknowledged that Item #843®-090G-12 was on the Deferred Agenda and briefly

mentioned its progress. He then wished CommissiBnall the best in his future endeavors, andttieiked him for his
service to Nashville.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR WITHDRAWN

5. 2004SP-090G-12 Request to change from AR2a to SP property locaitt&d48 Pettus Road,
on the west side of Preston Road, (41.44 acrg®rit 74 single-family
lots — deferred to July 27, 2006 at the requeth®fapplicant

6. 2006SP-007U-10 Glen Echo - Request for final development plarrapgl for property
located at 1737, 1741 and 1745 Glen Echo Roadpajpately 140 feet
east of Hillmont Drive (3.07 acres), to permit 12gée-family lots —
deferred to July 13, 2006 at the request of théicap

11. 2006Z2-098G-12 Request to change from AR2a to RS15 zoning propecgted at 5954 Mt.
Pisgah Road — deferred indefinitely at the reqaé#te applicant

20. 2005P-030G-14 Ravenwood Community, Phase hu&& for final approval for a phase of
a residential Planned Unit Development locatethemorth side of Stones
River Road (unnumbered), to permit the developrébb single-family
lots — deferred to July 13, 2006 at the requeth®fapplicant

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the mptidwich passed unanimously to approve the Defeanet
Withdrawn Items. (7-0)

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

VII. A REQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA 13 PLAN: 2003 UPDATE TO GO - Approve
FROM RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM HIGH DENSITY (RMH) POLICYT O
COMMUNITY CENTER (CC) POLICY FOR APPROXIMATELY 17 A CRES
OF PROPERTY LOCATED ALONG BELL ROAD AND RICE ROAD,
REQUESTED BY THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING DEPARTMENT.
(Deferred from June 8, 2006)

VIIL. A REQUEST TO AMEND THE DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN - Approve
(SUBAREA 9) TO ADD LANGUAGE BUILDING FORMS AND BUIL DING
RELATIONSHIP TO THE STREET IN THE GULCH AREA (MINOR
AMENDMENT)

PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC HEARI NG

2. 2006SP-079U-13 Rural Hill Road SP - Request to change from R1SRo - Approve w/conditions
zoning property located directly north of Rice Reaudl Bell
Road at Rural Hill Road (33.25 acres), to permmtaximum
of 570 residential units and 430,000 square feeffafe and
commercial uses

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

7. 2006SP-010G-06 Request for final development approval to constiict - Approve w/conditions
cottages and 19 townhouses, located at 6949 Highi@ay
South and Highway 70 South (unnumbered)

CONCEPT PLANS

14. 2006S-209G-02 Hidden Springs, Phase Il - Request for concept plagproval - Approve w/conditions
to create 18 lots on a portion of property locaed045
Dickerson Pike
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (revisions)
16. 135-78-G-14 Sullivan Commercial Center, Section 4 - Requestfor - Approve w/conditions
revision to the preliminary and for final appro¥at a portion
of the undeveloped Commercial Planned Unit Develampm
located on the east side of Andrew Jackson Parkmayh of
Old Hickory Boulevard, to permit the developmentof,160
square foot medical and office use

18. 97P-027G-06 Woodbury, Phase 2 - Request for final approvabfportion - Approve w/conditions
of the Residential Planned Unit Development distacated
along the west side of Old Hickory Boulevard, torpie 11
single-family lots

19. 2004P-028G-13 Old Hickory Commons (Formerlyigtan Property Pud) - - Approve w/conditions
Request for final approval for a Planned Unit Depahent
district located on the west side of Old HickoryuBevard, to
permit 343 multi-family units and 19 single-famibts

OTHER BUSINESS
21. A new employee contract for Russell Scott Adamd an amended contract for - Approve
Matt Meservy.

Mr. Clifton arrived at 4:10 p.m.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the mptidrich passed unanimously to approve the Consgahda. (8-
0)

VII.  AREQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA 13 PLAN: 2003 UPDATE TO GO FROM
RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM HIGH DENSITY (RMH) POLICY TO COM  MUNITY
CENTER (CC) POLICY FOR APPROXIMATELY 17 ACRES OF PR OPERTY
LOCATED ALONG BELL ROAD AND RICE ROAD, REQUESTED BY THE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING DEPARTMENT. (Deferred from June 8, 2006)

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the Subarea 13 Plan: 2003 Upnlgtefrom Residential Medium High
Density (RMH) policy to Community Center (CC) pglifor approximately 17 acres of property locatezhgl Bell Road
and Rice Road, requested by the Metropolitan Phahbiepartment.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION - Staff held a community meeting on April 13, 200éieh was attended by approximately
25 people. Some of those present at the meetingssgd some concern about the uses that may beraged by the
proposed CC policy. Staff met again with the comityuon May 23° to present an SP zoning to approximately 18 people
that prescribed uses within the proposed CC palieg. Virtually all of the people present at theetimg expressed
agreement with the amendment and uses allowednatitiei proposed SP area.

Land Use Policies

Residential Medium High (RMH) - RMH policy is intended for existing and future dsitial areas characterized by
densities of nine to twenty dwelling units per ad&evariety of multi-family housing types are appriate, including
attached townhouses and walk-up apartments.

Community Center (CC) - CC is intended for dense, predominantly commeasuies at the edge of a neighborhood,
which either sits at the intersection of two mdfwroughfares or extends along a major thoroughféres area tends to
mirror the commercial edge of another neighborhf@oching and serving as a “town center” of actividy a group of
neighborhoods. Appropriate uses within CC aredsidtacsingle- and multi-family residential, officemmmercial retail
and services, and public benefit uses.

ANALYSIS - Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendasefuilows.

Policy categories are typically mirrored acrossaamcorridor such as Bell Road. In this case, ha@reRMH policy has
been applied to undeveloped property directly actbs street from commercially-zoned and policiszpprties. While
higher-density residential and commercial developenay be compatible across a major arterialaitas more sense to
allow similar uses and intensities along both sifehis portion of the corridor to achieve a catiesand balanced
development pattern.
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The area in question is well suited for the mixtofeses encouraged by CC policy, with good acte#ise major street
and freeway systems. The property is highly visiid lacks environmental constraints. The surroyndésidential
neighborhoods are healthy and diverse. The propBBegrovides a transition from mixed-use develograkmg Bell
Road to strictly residential development that impatible with adjacent neighborhoods.

Approved, (8-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-206

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commis sion that A REQUEST TO AMEND THE SUBAREA
13 PLAN: 2003 UPDATE TO GO FROM RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM HIGH DENSITY (RMH) POLICY TO
COMMUNITY CENTER (CC) POLICY FOR APPROXIMATELY 17 A CRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED
ALONG BELL ROAD AND RICE ROAD, REQUESTED BY THE MET ROPOLITAN PLANNING
DEPARTMENT is APPROVED. (7-1)”

VIIl. A REQUEST TO AMEND THE DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN (SUB AREA 9)
TO ADD LANGUAGE BUILDING FORMS AND BUILDING RELATIO NSHIP TO
THE STREET IN THE GULCH AREA (MINOR AMENDMENT)

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend the Subarea 9 Masterplan: 1997 Update byhngddinguage regarding street hierarchy,
parking structure street frontage, maximum and mim heights at the street, and maximum overallttéigthe portion

of SubArea 9 bounded on the north and east ByAlenue South, Gleaves Street and the railroad liaed bounded on

the south and west by the alley between BroadwdyMoGavock Street and Interstates 40 and 65 —rége @mmonly
referred to as The Guich.

Existing Land Use Policies

Core Frame (CF) - The Core Frame zoning (CF) disiintended to implement the General Plan’s 2¢Business
District land use policies for support servicese BF district is designed primarily for a diversgigty of business service
functions along with retail trade and consumer iserestablishments and large parking structuresréoguire locations in
proximity to the central business district.

ANALYSIS - The Design Studio has completed a study to shageMeolicy on the appropriate form of development
between the downtown railroad lines and the weststate loop, the area known as “the Gulch.” thdysarea is
bounded on the north and east b{ Benue South, Gleaves Street and the railroad limed bounded on the south and
west the alley between Broadway and McGavock Stmeeétinterstates 40 and 65 (See Figure 1). The stuasidered
existing plans and policies, zoning entitlementsl physical conditions as well as recently-approdedelopment and
examples from other cities. Three development saenhaere produced to represent typical propentigsin the study
area.

The railroad gulch has long been a prominent fexinrDowntown Nashville’s landscape. The low-lyerga west of
downtown was the center of transportation for guwsnAs the city became more auto-centric, theet of the Gulch
neighborhood have evolved into primary connectioetsveen Downtown and Midtown.

Several plans have envisioned the future of thelguhcluding the Subarea 9 Center City Plan (1998 Gulch
Redevelopment Plan (2003), and the Plan of Nagh{@D05). All are in agreement that the Gulch éslihk between
Midtown and Downtown. The neighborhood is envistbas a unique mid-rise, mixed-use and pedestriandty
neighborhood with an industrial and modern aesthétie Gulch Plan advises that “new buildings stiouit exceed five
stories in height except at key locations.” The Dabreun Street corridor is identified as the méjoc between
Downtown and Music Row. Also, f2and & Avenues South connect Downtown to neighborhoodsemorth and south.
These documents also anticipate a return to eaiktr and expect the Gulch to be a vibrant neighiad, once again
centered on mass-transit.

The results of the Design Studio’s study and tleemanendations made by other formal and informalistuare the basis
for the minor text amendment to the SubArea 9 Mpkta: Update 1997. In order to clarify the intentiof the SubArea 9
Masterplan: 1997 Update, regarding the nature eéld@ment in this area, the new text establishédetjnes for
activating streets, appropriate locations for higdteuctures at the street, neighborhood focaltppirrban fabric buildings,
and the character of potential development aloegafiroad lines for the portion of SubArea 9 boeshan the north and
east by 11 Avenue South, Gleaves Street and the railroad liaed bounded on the south and west by the adisyeen
Broadway and McGavock Street and Interstates 40B&ndthe area commonly referred to as The Gulch.
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NOTE: A complete copy of the study is enclosed thithe Commissioners’ copies of this staff report.

The proposed amendment consists of changin§tibarea 9 Masterplan: 1997 Upddig adding the Gulch Study
document — text, drawings and images — as an append

P —
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A

The Gulch Srady Area
Figure 1

Approved (8-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-207

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that A REQUEST TO AMEND THE DOWNTOWN
COMMUNITY PLAN (SUBAREA 9) TO ADD LANGUAGE BUILDING FORMS AND BUILDING RELATIONSHIP
TO THE STREET IN THE GULCH AREA (MINOR AMENDMENT)SAPPROVED. (8-0)"

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

HEARING
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

1. 2005SP-119U-10
Castelman Drive SP
Map 131-02, 131-06, and 131-07, Various Parcels
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 25 (Shulman)

A request to change acres from RS7.5, R15 and & 3@ tdistrict, properties along the south side idddhd Avenue, and
both sides of Farrar Avenue, Hood Avenue, and €asth Drive between Hillsboro Pike and Lone Oak R&4d66
acres), to prohibit new duplexes and permit prgpanners with 45,000 square feet lots or parcethatime of adoption
of the SP to subdivide into up to three lots eacit, apply basic development standards, requestE€dbycilmember Jim
Shulman for various owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 51.66 acres fesitential single-family and duplex (R15
and R20) and residential single-family (RS7.5) pe&fic Plan (SP) district properties along thetkeast side of Kirtland
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Avenue, both sides of Farrar Avenue and Hood Aveand both sides of Castleman Drive between Hilisitike and
Lone Oak Road. The Castleman SP would prohibit dxgmlexes, permit property owners with 45,000 sdofs or parcels
at the time of adoption of the SP to subdivide apply basic development standards as describewbelo

Existing Zoning
RS7.5 District- RS7.5requires a minimum 7, 500 square foot lot anditierided for single-family dwellings at a density
of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.

R15 District - R15requires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 3.09 dwelling units per aicr@duding 25 percent duplex lots.

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 percent duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP district (preliminary) - Specific Plasa 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 gerfay. 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.

] 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 sukidien regulation and/or stormwater regulations.

SUBAREA 10 PLAN Policy

Residential-Low Medium RLM policy is intended tocammmodate residential development within a densitge of two
to four dwelling units per acre. The predominag¥elopment type is single-family homes, althougmedown homes and
other forms of attached housing may be appropriate.

Policy Conflict - No. The area encompassed by the Castleman SPchazatdensity of 1.68 dwelling units per acre,
below the recommended residential density of twimtw dwelling units per acre. The Castleman Sippses that no new
duplexes be permitted, but does allow for six éxisproperties to be subdivided. Even if all aisbh properties subdivide,
in accordance with Metro Nashville Subdivision Riatjons, the net effect of new single-family homeél not exceed the
two to four dwelling units per acre recommendedi policy.

In addition to the RLM land use policy applied b tGreen Hills/Midtown Community Plan, the Castlemaighborhood
is also highlighted under Goal 2, “Preserve andeutcestablished residential areas.” The Castlemnaais today
primarily single-family in nature, a context thabwd be preserved with the Castleman SP sincefqgses to prohibit
future duplexes. The Castleman SP also propoaedatds for setbacks, massing, and building mégertgach of these
standards was drafted to preserve the existingactarof the neighborhood.

Other Issues- Staff has received request from property owneaosemove their property from the request. Thmeirzg
application was filed by the district Councilmempeowever, so as the applicant, only the Councilbemecan remove
properties from this zoning request.

Preliminary Plan Details Overview - The Castleman SP is intended to create a comprdratseeen Castleman-area
neighbors interested in downzoning to prohibit #ddal duplexes and other neighbors intereste@taiming some
development entitlements.

Land uses- Single-family residential use is permitted. 8ther uses shall be as permitted in RS15 zoningdublexes
shall be permitted.

Subdividing Lots - Only lots or parcels 45,000 sq. ft. or largethet adoption of the original Castleman SP may be
subdivided. Exhibit A of the Castleman SP indisatich lots are eligible to be subdivided.

Within the Castleman SP, lots or parcels may belisided subject to the Subdivision Regulations atMpolitan
Nashville/Davidson County and the following start$ar
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1. Lot area. Using a modified assessment of |ot coaiplity from Section 3.5 of the Subdivision Redidas, 75
percent of the average lot area in the Castlemas f&fand to be 19,163 sq. ft. This will be cormsi if
exceptions to lot area comparability are requestidd future subdivision applications.

2. Lot frontage. Using a modified assessment of dohgarability from Section 3.5 of the SubdivisiongBktions,
90 percent of the average lot frontage in the €asih SP is found to be 109 ft. This will be coastdl if
exceptions to lot frontage comparability are retggbsvith future subdivision applications.
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Castleman 5P - Exhibir A 4 195 A% a0 1470 1,584

Building types and related development standards Single-family structures
Maximum height - The maximum height of homes shall be 24 feet fratural grade to the bottom of the eave measured
at the property’s front setback line; habitablecgpshall be permitted in an attic.

Maximum floor area - The maximum total floor area, including garage flatea, but excluding basements shall be 25
percent of the lot area or 6,500 sq. ft., whichésdess.

Setbacks, front
For lots fronting onto Castleman Drive on the saitle of the street, the minimum front setbackldiethe
average of the street setback of the lots immdgliatautting on either side of the lot or 100 fthishever is less,
but in no case shall it be less than 85 ft.;
For lots fronting onto Castleman Drive on the ngaitte of the street, the minimum front setbackl|dhathe
average of the street setback of the lots immdgliatautting on either side of the lot or 75 ft.,ielever is less,
but in no case shall it be less than 70 ft.;
For lots fronting onto Kirtland Road on the eadesof the street, the minimum front setback shal90 ft.;
For lots fronting onto Farrar Avenue on the eade sif the street, the minimum front setback shai8o ft.;
For lots fronting onto Farrar Avenue on the wedéesif the street, the minimum front setback shailft4
For lots fronting onto Hood Avenue on the east sifféne street, the minimum front setback shaldbét.;
For lots fronting onto Hood Avenue on the west sifithe street, the minimum front setback shal8bédt.;
For lots fronting onto Overhill Drive, the minimufront setback shall be 40 ft.

©No Ok~

The exhibit to the left diagrams which propertiemt onto which streets to determine setback requénts.
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Setbacks, rear -The rear setback shall be 20 ft. Section 17.1204QPermitted Setback Obstructions, Accessory
buildings) shall not apply.

Setbacks, side The side setback shall be 10 ft.; Section 17.1204Q0Permitted Setback Obstructions, Accessory
buildings) shall not apply;

Spacing between structuresl|f subdivision of a lot results in lots where stiures are built in tandem (one behind the
other), the minimum spacing between structured blead0 ft.

Home orientation - All homes shall be oriented to the street as requiin Section 16.04.240 of Metropolitan Code.

Landscape preservation Existing landscaping on a lot shall be preservetsinatural state insofar as practical by
minimizing any grade changes, vegetation removadlsail removal, except as needed for stormwaterlatign
compliance. A landscape plan shall accompany tkeldpment plan per the provisions of Section 1D2@ to fulfill the
requirements of that chapter.

Building materials - No vinyl or aluminum siding shall be allowed.
Fences- Chain link fences shall only be permitted behimel rear most point of the principal structure.

Garages- If detached, the garage shall be placed belhiagtimary structure. If attached, any front-logdgarage shall
be recessed from the front facade of the primanctire by a minimum of 15 ft.; If attached, angreor side-loading
garage may, at most, be flush with the front fagafdée principle structure, excluding porches atwbps.

Driveways -When subdivision of parcels occurs and additiomahés are added, shared driveways are encouraged to
reduce curb cuts and impervious surface.

All other development standards -All other development standards not addressedsraR district shall be as listed for
the RS zoning district where the minimum lot sizestrclosely resembles the lot size of the parcektdeveloped.

Building types and related development standards Fwo-family structures

Two-family structures - A structure containing a legal two-family usithin the Castleman SP district upon adoption of
the original Castleman SP district (see Exhibit#gy be restored within one year of damage or detstrusubject to the
regulations listed under “Single-family homes” witte exception of maximum floor area regulationeiwe Where fifty
(50) percent or more of the floor area of the bagdor structure is damaged or destroyed, themebired or rebuilt
structure shall conform to the regulations listedwe under “Single-family homes” with the followirgceptions:

04/18/08 8:12 AM, 8 of 48 June 11, 2006 MPC Minutes



Maximum floor area - The maximum total floor area for a two-family strwre including garage floor area, but excluding
basements shall be 8,000 sq. ft.;

Detached -The two-family structure shall be rebuilt as twaabded dwelling units separated by at least tef) peevided
that the distance can be less than ten feet iflattiag walls on both units are rated accordingh$tandard Building Code
as adopted by the Metropolitan Government pursiea@hapter 16.08 of the Metropolitan Code of Laws.

RECENT REZONINGS - Yes. The property at 4211-A Farrar Avenue (.4&scwas rezoned from R15 to RS7.5in
January, 2006.

TRAFFIC - No Exceptions Taken
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT - The creation of new students is negligible.

Ms. Carlat presented and stated that staff is revemding approval.

Ms. Mary Ann Johnson, 4206 Farrar Avenue, spolk@pjposition to the proposal.

Mr. Jim Armstrong, 2013 Castleman Drive, spokeppasition to the proposal.

Ms. Ann Dale, 4207 Hood Avenue, spoke in oppositathe proposal.

Ms. Becky Sharp, 2024 Castleman Drive, mentionegraperty and asked how the zone change may affect
Ms. Ann Morris, 4206 Kirkland Avenue, spoke in soppof the proposal.

Mr. Ponder requested clarification on future remgsithat could take place on the six lots locate@astleman Drive, as
well as the two duplex lots if the request was aped.

Ms. Carlat explained this concept to the Commission

Mr. McLean acknowledged that the information jueed by Ms. Carlat should answer the questioregdsy the
constituent regarding her lot.
Mr. McLean then requested additional informationspecifications, if a potential rebuilding was resay.

Ms. Carlat explained this concept to the Commission

Mr. McLean commented that property owners shoulgehhe right to opt out of a rezoning if they diat mant to be
included.

Mr. Clifton spoke of the valiant efforts made b tGouncilmember to protect overall character oesswneighborhoods.

He stated that the SP zoning was a good planniigatal could make sense for this area. Howeveackaowledged that
due to the various types of homeowners within tenpeter, and their specific needs, the requedtdmai difficult to enact
for the entire area.

Ms. Cummings stated she would like to see thosstitaents be given the opportunity opt out of teeoning if they did
not want to participate.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on the SP zonamgl whether it was similar to the R to RS zone geaequests made in
this area.

Ms. Carlat explained that the SP zoning was venjlai. She stated that it was a down zoning wittligonal
development standards that address massing aratkstlbuilding materials, etc.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that last year the Comnais$ieard an application to rezone this same aoga R to RS and that
this application was deferred at Council. He theted that the Councilmember refined his requestibzing the SP
zoning which contains additional development staasléor this particular area, which are not inclidte the blanket R to
RS rezoning.

Mr. Tyler then requested additional informationtba potential developments for these propertigsef were not subject
to SP zoning.
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Ms. Carlat explained this concept to the Commission

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the plan. He statedill deliver protection to the neighborhood ncamd over time. He
offered that, he was sure that the Councilmemberddvoontinue to work with those who did not wanpgrticipate in the
rezoning.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the matioapprove 2005SP-119U-10.

Mr. McLean suggested that the motion include a timiethe Commission heard from residents wantingpt out of the
rezoning and that the Commission encourages thisrop
Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motiempprove 2005SP-119U-1(7-1); No Vote — Tyler

The Metro Planning Commission heard from sevemaperty owners that requested they be deleted frenptoposed
rezoning.

Resolution No. RS2006-208

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2005SP-119U-10APPROVED. (7-1)

The proposed SP district is consistent with the Gen Hills Midtown Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium
policy, which is intended for residential developmet with a density of between two and four units peacre.”

2. 2006SP-079U-13
Rural Hill Road SP
Map 149-00, Parcels 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 224126, 128, 128.01, 131, 132, 133
Map 149-00, Parcels 179, 180, 185, 190, 196, 232,
Map 149-00, Part of Parcel 200
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 33 - David Briley

A request to change from R15 to SP zoning prodedated directly north of Rice Road and Bell Roa&aral Hill Road
(33.25 acres), to permit a maximum of 570 resiééntnits and 430,000 square feet of office and cenaial uses,
requested by the Metro Planning Department, folouarproperty owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change 33.25 acres from Residentb) B Specific Plan (SP) zoning, located
within the property bounded by Bell Road, Rice Raatl Rural Hill Road, to the south of an existitigp commercial
development along Murfreesboro Pike, to permit aimam of 570 residential units and 430,000 squaet 6f office and
commercial uses.

Existing Zoning

R15 district - R15requires a minimum lot size of 15,000 square &eet is intended for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 3.09 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots. Under thistarg zoning, a
maximum of 102 units would be permitted.

Proposed Zoning
SP district (preliminary) - Specific Plaris 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 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 determined for the specific developed are written into the zone change ordinanceghvhi
becomes law.

] Use of SP_does notlieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent retguria or guidelines control.

] Use of SP_does notlieve the applicant of responsibility for Sulidion Regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.
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ANTIOCH-PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Medium High (RMH) - RMH policy is intended for existing and future imtial areas characterized by
densities of nine to twenty dwelling units per ackevariety of multi-family housing types are appriate, including
attached townhouses and walk-up apartments.

Policy Conflict - Yes. While the residential portion of this SP @unis to the existing policy, office and commercisés
that are in conflict with RMH are also proposedeaBe see associated case 2006CP-09-13 for proplasedmendment
details.

Preliminary Plan Details

Overall Site Plan -This SP is being placed on 21 individually-ownedparties in the Antioch area. The plan has been
designed with an understanding of existing paioekl, but multiple parcels will likely need to bensolidated at a time in
order to realize the vision established by the plahe plan promotes incremental growth that resaltoordinated and
compatible design features, as if all of the propemwere to develop under a single ownership.

Goals and Objectives Staff met with the property owners at the requésti® Councilmember during the week of
February 20 to determine their vision for the developmenttaf area. Balancing the property owners’ visiorin
understanding of the existing policy and conditionthe area, staff developed Goals and Objectivaisguided the
development of the lllustrative Concept Plan.

Illustrative Concept Plan -The lllustrative Concept Plan illustrates the desigent of the SP. Development is intended
to transition from commercial/mixed-use along Bedlad, to a mixture of office and residential wittle interior of the
property, to all residential across from residdmte&velopment along Rural Hill and Rice Roads.ffStdl review all final

SP submittals against the plan for adherence sootrerall concept. Final submittals that vary fribva design intent of the
Illustrative Concept Plan must be approved by M&woaincil.

Streets and Access Two new streets will be constructed with the depeient of this SP. One street will be the extansio
of Morris Gentry Blvd. from the signalized intersiea at Bell Road, through the property, to thesérg intersection of
Rice Road and Rice Hill Road.

The second street will be constructed along thgerithat runs north and south through the middbeproperty. This
street will allow developers to take full advantadehe existing depth of properties within thel@Rindary, and will
provide maximum visibility and exposure for new dmpment.

Street trees are required along all streets. Cutdwill be kept to a minimum, and access poirilish& consolidated and
shared. Alleys, service lanes, and consolidatekinmpareas will be located to the rears of buidinallowing porches,
awnings, and pedestrian entries along the streets.

Open Space and Stormwater The proposed plan requires developers to dedi€®edf the site area for residential
development as useable common open space. Opemwiplabe considered useable when fronted by inglsland made
accessible to pedestrians. All parking, utilitizsgd mechanical equipment must be screened froticpuew. Standards
are provided to require that detention and watetityuareas are designed to provide for public arse aesthetic enjoyment
rather than being unsightly and not useable.

Signage -Standards have been created for signage withérStRithat require signs to be appropriately scaleded, and
illuminated for a pedestrian environment. Polesigre not permitted, however, monument signslimeed along Bell
Road to guide motorists to commercial establishment

Building Regulating Plan - A Building Regulating Plan has been provided tstablishes three sub-districts that create a
transition from commercial/mixed-use along Bell Bo@ a mixture of office and residential withiretmterior of the
property, to all residential across from residdrt&velopment along Rural Hill and Rice Roads. nfited uses, building
types, and intensities of development are all $igekcfor individual sub-districts. The following@vides a general
description of each sub-district.

Sub-district 1
Uses: Commercial, Office, and Multi-family;
Minimum of 50% retail development;
Maximum establishment size of 20,000 sq. ft.
Building Types:
Mixed Use/Commercial,
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Live/Work,

Stacked Flats, and

Courtyard Flats

Maximum Building Height: 3 stories

Sub-district 2
Uses: Office and Multi-family,
Minimum of 50% residential development
Building Types:
Mixed Use/Office,
Live/Work,
Stacked Flats, and
Courtyard Flats
Maximum Building Height: 3 stories

Sub-district 3
Uses: Multi-family and Single family,
Building Types:
Mansion House,
Townhouse Court,
Cottage Court, and
Townhouse
Maximum Building Height: 2 and ¥ stories to 3 stari

Architectural Standards  Architectural Standards pél applied to all new development within the Sie standards
specify permitted materials for exterior wallsaatiments (chimneys, porches, decks, etc.), rootgsdand windows, as
well as configuration options and techniques faheaf these elements.

FIRE MARSHALL RECOMMENDATION

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 typefansquare footage of the building water demamalg be
greater. Multi Family dwellings generally require5D GPM’s.

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

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

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - All Public Works' design standards shall be mediptd any final approvals
and permit issuance. Any approval is subject tolieWorks' approval of the construction plans. gtteet cross sections,
geometry, and roadway improvements shall be apprbyeghe Department of Public Works, and shall supghe
projected traffic volumes and on street parkingnaFdesign and improvements may vary based od fiehditions.

Traffic In lieu of an approved phasing plan:

] The proposed collector street is to be construictehtirety with the first phase of any construntio
] All improvements to Rice Road south of the proposatector and all improvements to Bell Road arbéo
constructed with the first phase of development.
] The proposed residential street is to be constiuatentirety with the first residential phase ofstruction.
] All improvements north of the proposed collectdong Rice Road, and Rural Hill Road are to be aqoiestd
with the first phase of residential construction.
] Phasing of off-site improvements to be based upoapproved TIS and the Department of Public Works.
Typical Uses in Existing Zoning District: R15
Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) EIES DEEL Tgtrgber e (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family .
detached (210) 33.25 3.09 102 1,059 81 110

*includes 25% duplex

Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: SP
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Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) aeles DI Uﬁ&ber € (weekday) Hour Hour
Res
Condo/townhome | 33.25 n/a 570 2,819 208 251
(230)
Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: SP
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet (weekday) Hour Hour
General Office | 33 55 N/A 200,400 2,279 328 304
(710)
Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: SP
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square feet (weekday) Hour Hour
Shopping
Center (320) 33.25 N/A 232,600 11,756 260 1,093
Change in Traffic Between Typical Uses in Existingignd Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- 33.25
RECENT REZONINGS None in the immediate area.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION -Approve
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation 42 Elementary 25 Middle 23 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity-Students would attend J. E. Moss Elementary Schoo

Apollo Middle School, or Antioch High School. J. Boss Elementary School has been identified byMe&o School
Board as not having capacity. The fiscal liabitfy42 new elementary students is $504,000 (42estisdX $12,000 per
student). In addition, Antioch High School hasré&entified as not having capacity, but the adjctuster of Glencliff
does have capacity.

This information is based upon data from the schoalrd last updated February 2006.
*The projected student generation is based upoaxamum residential unit count of 570.

CONDITIONS

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

2. 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 the MUL zoningriisfor Sub-district 1, the OR20 zoning distriot fSub-
district 2, and the RM15 zoning district for Sulstdict 3.

3. All Fire Marshal requirements must be met prioFioal Site Plan approval. The requirements of thegrbpolitan
Fire Marshal’s Office for emergency vehicle accaisd adequate water supply for fire protection nivesinet
prior to the issuance of any building permits.

Approved with conditions, (8-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-209

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commien that 2006SP-079U-13A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)
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Conditions of Approval:

1. Any approval within public right of way is subjetct 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.

2. 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 stedsla
regulations and requirements of the MUL zoningriisfor Sub-district 1, the OR20 zoning distriot fSub-
district 2, and the RM15 zoning district for Sulstdict 3.

3. All Fire Marshal requirements must be met prioFioal Site Plan approval. The requirements of thegrbpolitan
Fire Marshal’s Office for emergency vehicle accaisd adequate water supply for fire protection nesiet
prior to the issuance of any building permits.

The proposed SP district is consistent with the Ambch Priest Lake Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium,
and Community Center policies. Residential Low Metlm is intended for residential development with adensity of
between two and four units per acre, and CommunityCenter is intended for dense, predominantly commeral
areas at the edge of a neighborhood, which eitheits at the intersection of two major thoroughfaresor extends
along a major thoroughfare. This area tends to miror the commercial edge of another neighborhood foring and
serving as a “town center” of activity for a groupof neighborhoods. Appropriate uses within CC areagclude
single- and multi-family residential, offices, comrercial retail and services, and public benefit uses

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLATS

3. 2006S-187G-06
Spring Valley, Sec. 2
Map 128, Parcel 108
Subarea 6 (2003)
District 22 - Eric Crafton

A request for preliminary plat approval to createt® on property located at 7719 Sawyer Brown Raagroximately
3,500 feet north of Hicks Road (3.02 acres), zdR2d, requested by Mizgeen Zebari et ux, ownersg@ueE. Daniels,
surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST
Preliminary Plat -Subdivide 3.02 acres into two single-family lotspoperty located at 7719 Sawyer Brown Road,
approximately 3,500 feet north of Hicks Road.

ZONING
R20 district - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and duplexes a
an overall density of 1.85 dwelling units per aicrduding 25% duplex lots.

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium Policy-RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerd@lelopment within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,@lth some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing resgpipropriate.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - This plat proposes to subdivide one parcel intolst®. There is currently one single-family
house on the existing parcel.

The lots will have the following areas and frontsige

Lot 1: 80,250 square feet, 50 feet
Lot 2: 45,200 square feet, 113 feet

Lot Comparability - Section 2-4.7 of the prior Subdivision Regulatidtiiss case was reviewed under the prior
Subdivision Regulations since it was submitted teefgpril 27, 2006), states that new lots in ardwt are predominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with titdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougdots. A lot
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comparability exception may be granted by the Cossian if the lot fails the lot comparability andky¢is smaller in lot
frontage and/or lot size) if the new lots are cstesit with the General Plan. The Planning Commiisi not required to
grant the exception if they do not feel it is agpiate.

The lot comparability analysis yielded a minimurhdecea of 26,381 square feet, and a minimum lottérge of 117 feet.

The proposed plat meets the requirement for minirtairarea, bufails for the minimum lot frontage. While 117 feet of
frontage is required, the plat proposes 50 feetldrddfeet of frontage for the two lots. Becausrdhare numerous vacant
parcels in this area along the west side of SaByewn Road (6 other vacant parcels), staff recontselisapproval since
it would set a precedent that is inconsistent Withsurrounding lots in the area.

Flag Lot - This request was reviewed under the previous SididivRegulations, which state: “Flag lots gengrahall

not be permitted. In the event the Planning Comaimisfinds that due to unusual topographic condtjairect lot

frontage on a street is precluded, it may waivergggiirement.” (Chapter 2-4.2 A). The proposed plaates a flag shaped
lot due, in large part, to the existing house anghrcel.

The applicant is proposing to create two lots siheeexisting parcel has enough square footageldide it into two
lots. Although it meets the Zoning Code requiretadar square footage, it does not meet the remérg of the
Subdivision Regulations prohibiting flag-shapedloThere are no unusual topographic conditionthisrsite to warrant
approval of a flag lot..

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

Mr. Leeman presented and stated that staff is reeemding disapproval.

Mr. Greg Daniels, Surveyor, spoke in favor of thegmsal.

Mr. David Elliott, 1528 Towne Park Lane, spoke @avdr of the proposal.

Ms. Susan Harris, 242 Polk Place, spoke in favdheforoposal.

Mr. McLean requested additional information oniatths versus lot depths and their maximums.

Mr. Leeman explained that the lot depth can nadXmmeeded by the lot width by four times. He furtbeplained that this
proposal does not meet lot comparability, and éhetriance would have to be granted to approvéageshaped nature of
the lot.

Mr. McLean stated that the main issue of the prapass the depth of the lot. He also commentelbblocated on the
north side of the property which was similar inuratbut approved under the zero lot line ordinance.

Mr. Leeman stated that he was unable to obtairrimdition on the zero lot line ordinance mentionedvisyMcLean.

Ms. Cummings requested additional clarificatiortlom proposed lot frontages.

Mr. Leeman explained that the minimum lot frontélggt would be required under the lot comparabsiitgndards was 117
feet. They are proposing 50 feet of frontage omlohand 113 feet on the second lot.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal. He sththat the neighbors are in favor of the propasalyell as the
Councilmember and moved for its approval.

There was no second to Mr. Loring’s motion.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether there were alteraautions to this request as he was not in fafapproving it as it
was submitted.

Mr. Ponder moved and Ms. Jones seconded the miatiadopt staff recommendation to disapprove Prefamyi Plat
2006S-187G-06(7-1) No Vote - Loring

Resolution No. RS2006-210

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiizn that 2006S-187G-06 BISAPPROVED. (7-1)”
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FINAL PLATS

4, 2006S-191U-08
North Nashville Real-Estate Company, Resub.
Lots 418, 420, & 422
Map 081-08, Parcel 196
Subarea 8 (2002)
District 19 - Ludye N. Wallace

A request for final plat approval to create 3 latsproperty located at 1811 7th Avenue North, axipnately 330 feet
north of Buchanan Street (0.43 acres), zoned Riested by Alpha Development Co., owner, CampbeRdt &
Associates Inc., surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST
Final Plat -Request to create three lots from one parcel o &cdes, located at 1811 7th Avenue North, appratéin
330 feet north of Buchanan Street (classified withie R6 district).

ZONING
R6 district -R6 requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesat
overall density of 7.72 dwelling units per acrelinting 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - This subdivision proposes the creation of threg fimim one parcel within the North Nashville Real
Estate Company subdivision, on the south sidé"@fvenue North. Lot 1 has an existing single fandilyelling, which

will remain on the property, while lots 2 and 3 preposed for either single family or duplex uséscording to the
recorded plat, three lots once existed on thisgdafdiere is an existing sidewalk alorfyAve. North. No other sidewalks
are required to be constructed.

Lot comparability -Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations st#tes new lots in areas that are predominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with tiidrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduts.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltiee following information:
Lot Comparability Analysis

Street: Requirements:

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

7th Ave. N. 6,000 43.0

As proposed, the three new lots have the folloveireas and street frontages:
. Lot 1: 6,015.7 Sq. Ft., (0.14 Acres), with 39.81of frontage

. Lot 2: 6,048.95 Sq. Ft., (0.14 Acres), and 36.36fffrontage

. Lot 3: 6,000 Sqg. Ft., (0.14 Acres), and 37.44fifrontage

All three lots pass the minimum lot area f8rAvenue North, but fail the minimum lot frontagejuérements by 3.7, 6.6,
and 5.6 feet, respectively.

Lot Comparability Exception -A lot comparability exception can be granted if kbefails the lot comparability 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 combpitity exception.

Though all three lots fail the lot comparability f8" Avenue North, the proposed lots dieet one of the qualifying criteria
of the exception to lot comparability. Specifigalihe lots fall within a quarter mile (or 1,32@fgof an area that is
designated with a Mixed Use land use policy.

As the plat will result in one single family home Imt 1, and the potential for duplexes on botk Btand 3, on 0.43 acres,

the density could range up to 5 units/0.43 asr&%.6 units per acre (or 6.9 units/acre, if theeotivo lots are developed
with single family homes). Either density arguatals within the range as called for, howeverstpioperty is located in
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the Single Family Detached land use policy on ttee dn order to comply with the land use polieynote needs to be
added to the plat specifying that the lots willdiegle-family only.

Staff Recommendation-Staff recommends approval of this subdivision golasn one of the qualifying criteria for the lot
comparability exception.

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

CONDITIONS - Prior to final plat recordation, the plat must speeach lot is for single-family.

Ms. Withers presented and stated that staff isseeending approval with the condition that eachiddor single-family
use only.

Ms. Kathy Leslie, 1802 Apple Valley Circle, spokefavor of approving the proposal without the addedf condition.
She submitted a photo to the Commission for theiremw.

Mr. McLean requested clarification on staff's recoendation.

Ms. Withers explained that staff is recommendirag the Commission place a condition on the plattthastructures be
single-family, detached in order to meet the comityypian policy for the area.

Mr. Clifton questioned the differences in policiegelation to the duplex located across from thigject property.

It was explained that the lot across from the prigpsas created prior to the current policy for Hrea.

Ms. Cummings spoke of the issues complicatingrénggiest such as original zoning and policy changes.

Ms. Withers explained there was an exception tddheomparability that the Commission would hawetant if the lots
were approved as submitted, due to lot frontagetapes. She further explained that the qualifocatifor granting this
exception is that it would be necessary for the fotmeet the community plan policy. The commuplan policy for this
area is single-family, detached.

Ms. Cummings spoke of density issues related to@hieus types of duplexes.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the staff recommendatiothwégard to implementing policy, and not issudatirey to density.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on the parceldliinied in the applicant’s request.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal withobhetrecommended staff condition. He spoke of atgwndividual
neighborhoods the ability to amend their own comityysian.

Mr. Clifton inquired as to whether it was writtemthe subdivision regulations for the Commissioadbere to, that prior
to approving a lot comparability exception, thahitist conform with policy.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission camigaa exception, but with the added condition, thatexception
meets the community plan. He also gave a bri¢bhif this particular neighborhood plan that wiaseloped
approximately three years ago.

Mr. Clifton stated that if this proposal was apprdythe Commission would be ignoring the existinlgdivision
regulations that have been adopted.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained that the regulations stliat the Commission may grant the exceptiongfpfoposal meets one
or more of the criteria listed for approval.

Ms. Withers stated that the plan does meet onleeoftiteria, in that it is located a quarter milenfi a mixed-use policy
area.

Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Cummings seconded the onatd approve the request and the exception orl PFlaa2006S-
191U-08, without the added condition that a noténlbkided on the plat restricting each lot to siafgmily only. (5-3) No
Votes — Tyler, Ponder, Lawson
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Resolution No. RS2006-211

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-191U-08 A°PROVED WITH NO
CONDITIONS. LOTS ARE ALLOWED TO HAVE DUPLEXES AS PE R ZONING CODE. (5-3)"

X. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

5. 2004SP-090G-12
Map174-00, Part of Parcel 006
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to change from AR2a to SP property latats748 Pettus Road, on the west side of Préxtaul, (41.44 acres)
to permit 74 single-family lots, requested by EbBxs Alley & Associates, Inc., applicant for MatB. Wisener, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2004SP-090G-12 to July 27, 2006, at the regt
of the applicant. (7-0)

6. 2006SP-007U-10
Glen Echo
Map 117-15, Parcels 061, 062, 063
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request for final development plan approval fosperty located at 1737, 1741 and 1745 Glen EcladRapproximately
140 feet east of Hillmont Drive (3.07 acres), tomi¢ 12 single-family lots, requested by Bob Halapgplicant, for Cindy
Lockhart, Delores Dennard, Jon Sheridan, Michellerislan, and C. Dennard, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Defer until Technical Review has been completed by Stormwater

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2006SP-007U-10 to July 13, 2006, at the regt
of the applicant. (7-0)

7. 2006SP-010G-06
Map 143-00, Parcel 011, 030
Subarea 6 (2003)
District 35 - Charlie Tygard

A request for final development approval to constii6 cottages and 19 townhouses, located at 68gt8ndy 70 South
and Highway 70 South (unnumbered), approximate39@ feet east of Old Hickory Boulevard (19.8 acresjuested by
Gresham-Smith & Partners, applicant, for CharlescBr

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Defer until Technical Review has been completed by Stormwater

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final site plan approval to constrigtcottages and 19 townhouses, located at
6949 Highway 70 South and Highway 70 South (unnuede approximately 2,300 feet east of Old HickBoulevard
(19.8 acres).

Existing Zoning
R15 district -R15equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesamt
overall density of 3.09 dwelling units per acrelinting 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP district (final) - Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides foditidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of Beneral 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. Insteadan design
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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 retguria or guidelines control.

. Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater regulations.

Final Plan Details -The SP proposes a total of 35 multifamily unitg)ualing 16 three-bedroom cottages at@two-
bedroom townhomes located on private drives, asoapd in the preliminary plan. As the portion bétsite that is
developable (i.e. between 0-10 percent slope) alsthere is only minimal useable open space pleithroughout the
5.33-acre area to be disturbed by developmentddeaping is also provided along parking areas atitedronts of the
units.

Vehicular Access -The site is accessed via onaaridriveway that crosses a stream and a smallcdifdoodplain that
runs parallel to the stream. A bridge is propasedss the stream, which must be approved by threntater Division of
Metro Water Services.

Landscaping Plan -Landscaping will be providedtighout the 5.33 acres that are being developedsatetailed on the
plan. The remaining approximately 13 acres th#itnei be developed will be left in its naturalteta

Pedestrian acces¥/hile the applicant did not initially agree to pide a sidewalk along Highway 70, the condition was
adopted as part of the Council bill, and the apwlichas complied by showing the sidewalk on thaglaAn internal
sidewalk network is also shown along the privateedy, and will allow for adequate pedestrian movetne

The Council Bill also included a condition thatedpstrian trail be provided from this developmerthe adjacent
developments to the east and west, and is showimegplan.

Retaining walls -Because of grade difference thhoudg the site two retaining walls are shown ongla@. One of the
walls runs along the north side of the private elriand ranges from six to nine feet in height (actldes a pedestrian
guardrail). The second retaining wall is to tharrde units on the southern side of the privaiteedand ranges from seven
to ten feet in height. In no way shall rip-rapkde used to stabilize any slopes on the site.

RECENT REZONINGS -Yes. An SP zoning district was approved for thigperty by the Metro Council on third
reading on March 21, 2006.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Previous comments remain:

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

2. Construct right turn deceleration lane on Highw@ywith 50 feet of storage and transition per AASHTO
standards.

3. Submit construction plans for roadway improvemeritighway 70 S. Design per AASHTO/MUTCD standards.
Curb & gutter to be located at back of paved shewuld

4, Provide proof of adequate sight distance at praattance.

5. Private street per Public Works standards.

6. Parking appears inadequate. Provide parking table.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - The following comments were received on Jul2@)6:
1. Need ARAP for stream crossing. They have igex ARAP #NR0604.114, but have provided no docuat&m.

2. No impact flood study for crossing. Draindigesin is less than 1 sq mi., but no impact study pravided to
determine if crossing impacts backwater conditions.

3. No culvert/bridge plans or details were prodid®lans indicate a 2 barrel bottomless culvebgtaised.
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No rise" in the downstream water surface elewads a result of the new double bottomless cubesign. We
would need this information prior to Constructioral¥ing approval.

Fire Marshal Recommendation - Not Approved.
Fire hydrants should flow at least 1,250 GPM’s@p4i at the most remote hydrant.

CONDITIONS (if approved)

1.

2.

No rip-rap rock shall be used to stabilize any slop

Prior to final SP approval, the 12 foot turn lateng Highway 70 South and the frontage of this #peklan
must be clearly distinguished on the plan fromrdwiired sidewalk that is to be constructed.

Prior to final SP approval, a parking table muspb®vided on the plans, showing compliance with84eequired
parking spaces, as approved on the preliminary SP.

Prior to final SP approval, the 13.64-acre arehéorear (south) of the area that is to be distlifboedevelopment
must be explicitly labeled as “open space areaetetipn and slopes to be preserved in their nastiaté.”

All off-site traffic conditions, as recommended Byblic Works, must be bonded or completed pridgh&
recordation of the final plat. All other Public Ws conditions, as indicated above, with the exoeptf #5, must
be addressed prior to the recordation of the fiel

All Stormwater conditions as indicated above mustllequately addressed prior to, or with the f8Rlapproval.
All Fire Marshal’'s Office conditions must be metqorto, or with, this final SP approval.

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

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

included as a condition of Commission approval,gfaperty shall be subject to the standards, réignlaand
requirements of thBM4 zoning district, which must be shown on the plan.

Approved with conditions(8-0) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2006-212

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commin that 2006SP-010G-06A?PROVED WITH
STORMWATER CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

2.

No rip-rap rock shall be used to stabilize any slop

Prior to final SP approval, the 12 foot turn laheng Highway 70 South and the frontage of this Speklan
must be clearly distinguished on the plan fromrdwiired sidewalk that is to be constructed.

Prior to final SP approval, a parking table muspb®vided on the plans, showing compliance with8Aeequired
parking spaces, as approved on the preliminary SP.

Prior to final SP approval, the 13.64-acre arethéorear (south) of the area that is to be distlifboedevelopment
must be explicitly labeled as “open space areaetatipn and slopes to be preserved in their nastade.”

All off-site traffic conditions, as recommended Byblic Works, must be bonded or completed prigh&
recordation of the final plat. All other Public Ws conditions, as indicated above, with the exoeptf #5, must
be addressed prior to the recordation of the fiel

All Stormwater conditions as indicated above mustltlequately addressed prior to, or with the f8Rlapproval.

All Fire Marshal’'s Office conditions must be metqorto, or with, this final SP approval.

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

9. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission approval,gfaperty shall be subject to the standards, réignlaand
requirements of thRM4 zoning district, which must be shown on the plan.

8. 2006SP-070G-13
Map164-00, Parcel 192
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 33 - David Briley

A request to change from R15 to SP zoning progedated at Hamilton Church Road (unnumbered), apprately 900
feet east of Mt. View Road (9.0 acres), to perimit development of 26 single-family lots, 5 cottégs, and 11 townhouse
units, requested by MEC Inc., applicant, for Galdr®evelopment Inc., owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 9 acres fromeifagnily and two-family residential
(R15) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning, property lodate the south side of Hamilton Church Road, apprately 900 feet
east of Mt. View Road (unnumbered), to permit 2&k-family lots, 5 cottage lots, and 11 townhousis.

Existing Zoning
R15 district -R15requires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisnded for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 3.09 dwelling units per aicrduding 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP district - Specific Plaris a zoning district category that provides fodiidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #hbility to implement the specific details of Beneral 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 determined for the specific developiuash are written into the zone change ordinanceghvhi
becomes law.

] Use of SP_does notlieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent retgaria or guidelines control.

] Use of SP_does notlieve the applicant of responsibility for sukidien regulation and/or stormwater regulations.

ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Structure Plan Category Neighborhood General (NG)NG is intended to meet a spectrum of housing negttisa
variety of housing that is carefully arranged, rastdomly located. An accompanying Urban Designlanied Unit
Development overlay district or site plan shouldanpany proposals in these policy areas, to asqppriate design
and that the type of development conforms withitibent of the policy.

Policy Conflict -No. The proposed SP plan, which is detailed befmaposes a mixture of housing types that arenged
in a way that is consistent with the intent of Neighborhood General Policy. As proposed this 8Palgo provide road
connections that are in keeping with the areaspamation plan, as well as a greenway and consenveasement, which
is proposed in the community plan.

PLAN DETAILS - The site plan calls for a mixture of housing typéth a total of 42 units, and an overall density of
approximately 4.3 units per acre. Housing typdbaghsist of 26 house lots, 5 cottage lots, andoidnhomes.

Access While the property fronts Hamilton Church Road,awcess to Hamilton Church is proposed, but wilplmvided
from an adjacent subdivision, the Moss Propertyhéowest. Access is not being provided to Hamif@tnurch due to the
location of Savage Creek, which runs under Hamibmirch and across the front of this property.oiPio final plat
approval the adjacent property must be plattedchvhiill allow for street access to this site.

House lots will have street access, while the tavamds and cottages will have access from the reargrivate alley.
Some townhomes will have front access from sharegways. Although the alley does not meet thé pasperty line, an
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access easement is shown to allow for future adomssthe eastern adjacent property. The easeimbeing used in
order to protect existing trees, but will also allfor connectivity if and when the adjacent propekévelops.

Connectivity - As proposed this development will provide 4 conioed, with 2 to the east and 2 to the west. Theyal
and easement will also allow for connectivity te #ast (see above).

Bulk Standards House Lots

. 5,000 Sqg. Ft. minimum lots

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuieh Zufrt. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback frormifro
walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshwigiguire 5 Ft. minimum.

. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units witarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F

. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Cottage Lots

. 3,750 Sq. Ft. minimum lots

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuh &ft. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback fronmfro
walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshwieiguire 5 Ft. minimum.

. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units witarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F

. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Townhomes

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuna, % Ft. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback froomfr
walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshadeiguire 5 Ft. minimum.

. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units witarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F

. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Additional Standards

. Minimum raised foundation: 1.5 Ft.
. Maximum units per building: 6.
. Minimum units per building: 3.

Environmental/Open Space/Conservation Easement/Graeray -A total of 3.10 acres, 32 percent of the site l
open space. Small areas of open space will bggmposed roadways, and will allow for easy residese. The majority
of the open space will be along Hamilton Churchdralwng Savage Creek. The Antioch/Priest Laken@anity Plan
identifies a greenway along Savage Creek, andl#reigentifies a greenway and conservation easefoeany future
greenway. An adequate pedestrian connection staupdovided to the open space along Hamilton CGhto@llow for
access to the open space, as well as any futueewges from within the development.

Landscape/Buffer Yards -The landscape plan shows numerous trees alongabesed streets. Prior to the final
development plan being approved, a specific natae or trees should be named on the final devetopplan. The
spacing must also be stipulated on the final dgrekmnt plan. While a landscape buffer yard isproposed along the
western property line, the approved preliminarnngdiar the adjacent development has a 10 foot “Gfdswyard, and will
provide the necessary buffer between the diffdaat Also, because this area is in a Neighborh®ederal policy, it is
likely that the adjacent properties will develogaisimilar manner and therefore, buffer yards atenecessary.

Parking -The plan stipulates two parking spaces per uhlitparking will be located at the rear, and onrarlots the
garage will be six feet from the property line.

Sidewalks Sidewalks are shown along all proposed public ttree
Staff Recommendation Staff has no major concerns with the proposed pfnor concerns deal with access to the
greenway and conservation easement and open dpageHamilton Church Road, which can be addressied {o the

final development plan being approved.

Because the proposed SP site plan is consistemthdgtintent of the area’s Neighborhood GenerakR ostaff
recommends that the request be approved with ¢onslit
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Public Works' design standards, including crossi@es, geometry, and off-site improvements, shalhiet prior
to approval of roadway or site construction plaRgal design and improvements may vary basedeid fi
conditions.

2. Off-site improvements to be determined with condtan plan review.

3. Proposed development plan does not appear to hélie pccess. Final plat not to be recorded ymiillic access

is accepted, or bonded on either end of the prapdseelopment.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

Approved except as noted:

1. Add Access Note: Metro Water Services shall beipledd sufficient and unencumbered access in oaler t
maintain and repair utilities in this site.

2.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - The Fire Marshals’ office must approve the finalelepment plan.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation* _ Efementary _6Middle 5High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Edison Elementary Schtahnedy Middle School, and Antioch
High School. All thee schools have been identifisdbver capacity, but there is capacity in thaat Glencliff cluster.
This information is based upon data from the schoalrd last updated January 2006.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to final plat approval and the issuance of grading permits for this development, a finaltpraust be
recorded on the adjacent property to the west dédig public right-of-way for access to this prdger

2. Prior to the final development plan being approgedpecific native tree or trees must be namedhefinal
document. The spacing must also be stipulateti@firial.

3. For any development standards, regulations andrezgants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission approval dfamdard Zoning Code requirements of the RM6idisthall
apply.

4. 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 Publior®é for all Public Roadways.

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

6. All signage must be approved by the Planning Comimisprior to final SP site plan approval.

7. 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.

[Note: Items #8 and Item #9 were discussed by Téteddolitan Planning Commission together. See #é@nfior actions
and resolutions.]

9. 2006SP-077G-13
Map164-00, Parcel 062
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 33 - David Briley

A request to change from R15 to SP zoning prodedated at 3485 Hamilton Church Road, approximated@0 feet west
of Hobson Pike, (11.93 acres) to permit the develaqt of 27 single-family lots, 18 cottage lots, &tbwnhome units,
requested by MEC Inc., applicant, for Jack Willia@mnstruction Co. Inc., owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -A request to change approximately 11.93 acs ingle-family and two family residential
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(R15) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning, property lode2¢85 Hamilton Church Road to permit the develapinoé 27 single-
family lots, 18 cottage lots, and 8 townhomes.

Existing Zoning
R15 district -R15equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesrat
overall density of 3.09 dwelling units per acrelinting 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP district -Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides fodiidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of Beneral 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 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 retgaria or guidelines control.

. Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater regulations.

ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Structure Plan Category

Neighborhood General (NG) -NG is intended to megtectrum of housing needs with a variety of hogidirat 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 thaypkef development
conforms to the intent of the policy.

Policy Conflict - No. The proposed SP plan, which is detailed befpaposes a mixture of housing types that are
arranged in a way that is consistent with the intéthe Neighborhood General Policy. As proposked, SP will also
provide road connections that are in keeping withareas transportation plan.

PLAN DETAILS - The site plan calls for a mixture of housing typéth a total of 53 units, and an overall density of
approximately 4.4 units per acre. Housing typdbaensist of 27 house lots, 18 cottage lots, atnovWhomes. Some
units will have street frontage, while others Miriint open space.

Access to the development will be provided from Hieom Church Road. Access to units will be providezin new public
streets, as well as private alleys.

This development will provide 7 connections, wittbZhe east, 2 to the west, 2 to the south amcdtiiet north. A
temporary turnaround is required at the east erRbafd “A”, and is shown on the plan.

Bulk Standards - House Lots

. 5,000 Sqg. Ft. minimum lots

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuieh &ft. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback fronmffro
walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshadeiguire 5 Ft. minimum.

. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units witarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F

. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Cottage Lots

. 3,750 Sqg. Ft. minimum lots

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuieh Zufrt. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback frormifro
walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshwigiguire 5 Ft. minimum.

. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units wiarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F

. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Townhomes

. Front Setback: 10 Ft. minimum and 15 Ft. maximuna % Ft. minimum and 10 Ft. maximum setback froomfr
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walk when fronting open space.

. Side Setback: Zero except corner and end unitshadeiguire 5 Ft. minimum.
. Rear Setback: 6 Ft. minimum except for units witarrgarages on alleys, which require a minimumtl7 F
. Maximum Height: 3 at setback line

Additional Standards

. Minimum raised foundation: 1.5 Ft.
. Maximum units per building: 6.
. Minimum units per building: 3.

Environmental/Open Space - A total of 2.68 acr@gy@-cent of the total site will be open spacemdority of the open
space is along proposed public streets and wildsily accessible for resident use.

Landscape/Buffer Yards - Landscape buffer yardsiatg@roposed, and because this is an SP theyéareduired. Since
this area is in a Neighborhood General policys itkely that the adjacent properties will develo@ similar manner and
therefore, buffer yards are not being required.

Parking - The plan stipulates 2 parking spacesipier All parking will be located at the rear, aoil corner lots the garage
will be 6 ft. from the property line.

Sidewalks - Sidewalks are shown along all propgaédlic streets.

Staff Recommendation -Because the proposed SP site plan is consistemtingtintent of the areas Neighborhood
General Policy, staff recommends that the requestaproved with conditions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Public Works' design standards, including crossises, geometry, and off-site improvements, shalhiet prior
to approval of roadway or site construction plaRgial design and improvements may vary basedeaid fi
conditions.

2. Off-site improvements to be determined with condtan plan review.

3. Prior to submittal of construction plans, providmtechnical report as to the suitability of roadwagation in

proximity to sinkholes. ldentify any mitigatiorf,required. If the placement of fill material into
sinkholes/depressions is required, the applicarst mamply with the rules, regulations, and speatfans of this
department and other governmental agencies.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve except as noted:

1. Add Preliminary Note: This drawing is for illustiat purposes to indicate the basic premise of tweldpment.
The final lot count and details of the plan shallgoverned by the appropriate regulations at the 6f final
application.

2. Add C/D Note: Size driveway culverts per the degigteria set forth by the Metro Stormwater Managem

Manual (Minimum driveway culvert in Metro ROW is"16MP).
FIRE MARSHAL - The Fire Marshals’ office must approve the finatelepment plan.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation* _9Elementary 8 Middle 7 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Edison Elementary Schoolnkkdp Middle School, and Antioch
High School. All thee schools have been identifisdbver capacity, but there is capacity in thaat Glencliff cluster.
This information is based upon data from the schoalrd last updated January 2006.

CONDITIONS

1. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission approval dfamdard Zoning Code requirements of the RM6idisthall
apply.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded to

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managewtigision of Water Services and the Traffic Engiriag
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Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publior®é for all public roadways.

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

4, All signage must be approved by the Planning Comimisprior to final SP site plan approval.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw

supply for fire protection must be met prior to tegeuance of any building permits.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmerending approval with conditions on Zone Char@@ssP-070G-12
and Zone Change 2006SP-077G-13.

Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in favoragproving the proposal.
Mr. Dean Allen, 3461 Hamilton Church Road, spokepposition to the proposal.
Mr. Albert Bender, 5980 Mt. View Road, spoke in opjpion to the proposal.

Mr. Ponder suggested deferring due to the proxiwiityhe requests and the affect that it would havether property
owners in the area.

Mr. McLean acknowledged that if the proposals waremitted individually, they would most likely bpproved by the
Commission. He was not in favor of deferring.

Mr. Clifton stated that he was not in favor of deifeg a rezoning that has met all the requiremantswas fully supported
by the staff.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motmapprove with conditions Zone Change 2006SP-018G
Brookridge Hamlet; as well as approve with condisi@one Change 2006SP-077G-13, Rolling Mill Villagé-1) No
Vote — Ponder

Resolution No. RS2006-213

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comien that 2006SP-070G-13A?PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-1)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final plat approval and the issuance of @rading permits for this development, a finalt praust be
recorded on the adjacent property to the west dédig public right-of-way for access to this prager

2. Prior to the final development plan being approesdpecific native tree or trees must be namedefinal
document. The spacing must also be stipulateti@firial.

3. For any development standards, regulations andreegants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission approval dfamdard Zoning Code requirements of the RM6idisthall
apply.

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded to

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéuligision of Water Services and the Traffic Engiriag
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publior¥ for all Public Roadways.

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

6. All sighage must be approved by the Planning Corsimrisprior to final SP site plan approval.

7. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw

supply for fire protection must be met prior to teeuance of any building permits.
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The proposed SP district is consistent with the Ambch Priest Lake Community Plan’s Neighborhood Geneal
Policy, which is intended for a variety of resideriil development types that are carefully arrangednot randomly
located.”

Resolution No. RS2006-214

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comien that 2006SP-077G-13A?PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-1)

Conditions of Approval:

1. For any development standards, regulations andreegants not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission approval dfamdard Zoning Code requirements of the RM6idisthall
apply.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded to

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwtigision of Water Services and the Traffic Engiring
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publior¥ for all public roadways.

3. 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.

4, All sighage must be approved by the Planning Corsimrisprior to final SP site plan approval.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lfice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw

supply for fire protection must be met prior to teeuance of any building permits.

The proposed SP district is consistent with the Ambch Priest Lake Community Plan’s Neighborhood Genel
Policy, which is intended for a variety of residerill development types that are carefully arrangednot randomly
located.”

The Commission recessed at 5:30 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 5:45 p.m.

10. 2006Z-084T

A council bill to amend Chapters 17.04, 17.12, 4nc0 of the Metro Zoning Code pertaining to thérdtgon, setback
and parking requirements for "Mobile Vendors", agrsed new land use, proposed by Councilmemben Jed.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Disapprove and request re-referral with clarified definition of “maobile vendors ”

Ms. Carlat presented and stated that staff is resemding disapproval and re-referral.
REQUEST -Amend Zoning Code section 17.04.060 “Definitiongeheral terms” to add a new definition, “Mobile
vendor.”

Amend Zoning Code section 17.12.040 “District BRi&gulations — Other setbacks” to add a new seestablishing
setback and spacing requirements for mobile vendors

Amend Zoning Code section 17.20 “Parking, Loadind Access” by amending table 17.20.030 “Parkingiiregnents
established” to include parking requirements fobitevendors and adding section 17.20.135, estabfisadditional
parking requirements for mobile vendors.

ANALYSIS
Existing Law -Currently, Metro Zoning Code (Title 17) does natlude a separate definition of the land use “mobile
vendors,” nor does it provide any specific guidaooeheir placement or parking.

Mobile vendors ompublic propertyare regulated by Title 13 of Metro Code, “Stre&islewalks and Public Places.” Title
13 establishes the regulations surrounding a ‘strexedor’'s permit” which can be issued to vendorsdll wares on
“public ways” including alleys, roadways, sidewatksd streetsTitle 13 does not regulate the sale of wares avepe
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property.
Mobile vendors orprivate propertyare regulated in one of two ways.

1. Mobile food vendors are regulated indirectly through a usecdipancy permit that is granted by Metro Codes
to a property owner to host the mobile food vermotheir property. Metro Codes may also issuerenjpéor
water/sewer and electric to the mobile food vendarecessary for their operations. Then Metrolthea
Department regulates the mobile food vendor, prigmér ensure basic health and safety standards.

2. Mobile non-foodvendors may seek a use and occupancy permit froshesCfor their sales. Codes reports that not
all mobile non-food vendors secure a Use and Octmppermit and enforcement to ensure that mobitefood
vendors have a permit is difficult.

The proposed ordinancimes notregulate mobile vendors on public rights of wiétydeals solely with mobile vendors on
private property and attempts to grandfather pistiex), legal mobile vendors on private property.

PROPOSED TEXT

“Mobile Vendors” Definition -The ordinance amends Zoning Code Section 17.04Défnitions of general terms” to
add the definition for a new land use, “mobile versd” Metro Council office, at the request of tBeuncil sponsor,
provided an amended definition on June 15:

"Mobile vendor” means a person who peddles, veselts, displays or offers for sale goods, waresmerchandise out of
a motor vehicle, cart, trailer, tent, table, or ethtemporary structure that is capable of beinggetind taken down in one
day and is readily moveable. Notwithstanding tiredoing, street vendors licensed pursuant to eectB.08.040 of the
metropolitan code of laws shall not be considerstbbile vendors”.

Setback Requirement§ he ordinance amends Zoning Code Section 17.04Diéfrict Bulk Regulations — Other
setbacks” to apply the following setback requiretadar “mobile vendors”:

1. All mobile vendor displays and/or activity shall imz@in a minimum twenty (20) foot setback from tight-of-
way, and not be located within a required landseape or buffer yard.

2. No mobile vendor may be located within one hundddi®) feet of an intersection of two arterial stse@ an
intersection of an arterial and a collector street.

3. Mobile vendors shall not locate within one thousfine hundred (1,500) feet of another mobile vendor

4, The foregoing provisions of this section shall apply to mobile vendors in possession of a valig arsd
occupancy permit to conduct business as a vendopatticular location at the time of the enactnuérihis
ordinance.

The Commissioners will note that subsection (4¢nrefo mobile non-food vendors with a valid use aocupancy permit
at the enactment of the ordinance, thereby “grahdfang” them.

Parking RequirementsFhe ordinance amends Zoning Code Section 17.20kitiRa Loading and Access” to establish
parking requirements and standards for “mobile vesid

1. Mobile vendors shall provide a minimum of six (&rking spaces adjacent to the vending area foexbkisive
use of the mobile vendor.

2. These mobile vendor spaces shall not occupy minimaguired parking spaces for any other use onitee s

3. These requirements shall not apply to mobile vem@dopossession of a valid use and occupancy p&omit
conduct business as a vendor at a particular wtati the time of the enactment of this ordinance.

The Commissioners will note that subsection (3nrefo mobile non-food vendors with a valid use aocupancy permit
at the enactment of the ordinance, thereby “grahdfang” them.

Analysis Metro Planning staff cannot adequately review thidinance at this time, because the amended definitas

received too late for sufficient review and becaiseordinance does not indicate in which way tée fand use “mobile
vendors” will be permitted, nor does it indicatenthich zoning districts the land use will be petstt
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In Metro Zoning Code, land uses can be PermittednRted with Conditions (PC), etc. The ordinapceposes a new
land use, mobile vendors, but does not indicatehiich way it will be permitted.

More importantly, the ordinance does not indicatevhich zoning districts the mobile vendor land wéleébe permitted.

Until the ordinance addresses the method of pengithe land use and the zoning districts in wliichill be permitted,
the staff cannot adequately review the ordinance.

Recommendation-Disapprove and request re-referral with inclusidnadhich zoning districts “mobile vendor” will be
permitted in, and whether it will be Permitted, Pétted with Conditions, etc.

Ms. Cummings moved and Mr. McLean seconded theanptihich passed unanimously, to disapprove ZorenGé
2006Z-084T with the request for re-referral witle thclusion of which zoning districts “mobile ventiavill be permitted
in and whether it will be Permitted, Permitted wittmditions, etc(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-215

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commis sion that 2006Z-084T iDISAPPROVED AND
RE-REFER WITH DIRECTION ON HOW THE USE WILL BE PERM ITTED AND IN
WHICH ZONING DISTRICTS .” (8-0)

11. 2006Z-098G-12
Mapl72, Parcel 044
Subarea 12 (2004)
District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from AR2a to RS15 zoning ptydecated at 5954 Mt. Pisgah Road, approximatepQ feet east of
Edmondson Pike (4.65 acres), requested by Doudpamah Schenkel, owners.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2006Z-098G-12 indefinitely at the request diie
applicant. (7-0)

Xl.  CONCEPT PLANS

12. 2006S-200G-14
River Landing (Formerly Windstar Estates)
Map 043-00 Parcels 007, 008
Subared 4 (2004)
District 11- Feller Brown

A request for concept plan approval to create 82do property located at 805 Swinging Bridge Raatgrsection of
Warren Drive and Keeton Avenue (76.52 acres), zd&tiHdland R15, requested by Lakewood Partners Lisx@eg Barge
Waggoner Sumner and Cannon, engineer/surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST
Concept Plan -Request to subdivide 76.52 acres into 85 singleldots located on property located at 805 Swimggin
Bridge Road, and the intersection of Warren Avesmog Keeton Avenue (76.52 acres), zoned R10 and R15

ZONING
R10 district - R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per aic@uding 25% duplex lots.

R15 district -R15requires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes at
an overall density of 3.09 dwelling units per ac@uding 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - The proposed preliminary plan proposes 85 singtgifdots ranging in size from 7,400 sq.
ft. to 16,000 sq. ft. There are two phases proghoBlee applicant is proposing to use the clusteopdion.
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Access is proposed from Warren Drive. Two lotspposed along Swing Bridge Road.

Much of the property is within floodplain, howev@t% of the floodplain is remaining undisturbed.isTis over the 50%
requirement of the Metro Zoning Ordinance.

The proposed plan is consistent with the prelimjindan that expired in December 2005. Since thgration of the plan,
the cluster lot option policy has been updatedctpuire additional open space. Staff recommenddhieaapplicant provide
a trail system within the property to allow for theodplain to be used as useable open space ambssible pedestrian
access to the riverfront.

There is a note within the floodplain area thatestdReserved for Future Development.” Staff recmnds that this note
be removed from the plan and that any temporargetdacs to the open space be made permanent-sakde

FIRE MARSHAL'S RECOMMENDATION - No part of any building shall be more than 500dii a fire hydrant via
an approved hard surface rodetro Ordinance 095-1541 Sec: 1568.020 B

Fire hydrants should flow a minimum of 500 GPM’'s38t35 psi residual flow at the most remote hydrBepending
upon side set backs, construction type and theredaatage of the building water demands may batgre

All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requad©O0 ft. diameter turnaround, or other turningiagements approved by
the Fire Marshal’s OfficeThis includes temporary turnarounds, that lastnooe than one year.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
Approved except as noted.

1. Add panel 0143 F to plat note #5. Panel (B4&s published on 4/20/2001.
2. The buffer around the blue-line pond is naveh correctly. The buffer must be 25' from topbahk.
Appropriate correction is required.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Any approval is subject to Public Works approefithe construction plans.
Final design and improvements may vary based ¢ dienditions.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to final plat approval, a revised plan id®submitted that shows a trail system that prevjpElestrian
access to the riverfront and possible access tartevelopable floodplain area.

2. Prior to final plat approval, the “Reserved for limgt Development” note is to be removed and the ¢eary cul-
de-sacs proposed toward the open space areaesperimanent cul-de-sacs.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retijuta, 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.

Ms. Harris explained that this item could be plabadk on the Consent Agenda and approved with tiondi She met
with the developer and there was no oppositiohitglan.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. McLean seconded the mqtighich passed unanimously to place Concept PIa62200G-
14 back on the Consent Agenda and approve withittonsl (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-216

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-200G-14 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final plat approval, a revised plan id®submitted that shows a trail system that prevpesestrian
access to the riverfront and possible access tartevelopable floodplain area.

2. Prior to final plat approval, the “Reserved for gt Development” note is to be removed and the ¢earg cul-

de-sacs proposed toward the open space areaesp@erimanent cul-de-sacs.
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3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiiia, if this application receives conditional epyal 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.

13. 2006S-206U-10
Seven Hills Subdivision, Section 1, Resub. Lot 1
Map131-11, Parcel 008
Subarea 10 (2005)
District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request for concept plan approval to create 2 ¢ot property located at 4516 Shys Hill Road, axprately 210 feet
south of Lone Oak Circle (1.21 acres), zoned R&2fjjested by Camp Properties LLC, owner, PBJ Eeging Design
Development LLC, surveyor/engineer.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST -Concept Plan
Request to subdivide 1.21 acres into 2 lots located portion of property located at 4615 ShyssHibad, approximately
210 feet south of Lone Oak Circle.

ZONING
RS20 district -RS2@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtended for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - As proposed the request will create 2 new lots@tbe east side of Shys Hill Road with the
following area(s), and street frontage(s):

. Lot 61A: 24,986 Sq. Ft., (0.57 Acres), and 128.11oFfrontage;
. Lot 61B: 24,871 Sq. Ft., (0.57Acres), and 128.11offrontage;

Section 2-4.7 of the Subdivision Regulations

states that new lots in areas that are predomindatieloped are to be generally in keeping withithérontage and lot
size of the existing surrounding lots. An exceptio lot comparability can be granted if the Idtsfahe lot comparability
analysis (is smaller in lot frontage and/or siéhé new lots would be consistent with the GenBfah. The Planning
Commission has the discretion to approve or disagpan exception to the lot comparability requiratae

The lot comparability analysis yielded a minimurhdoea of 41,327.5 sq. ft., and a minimum lot fexyet of 143 linear
feet. Neither of the two lots passes for lot arefrontage.

1. Staff recommends that the Commissiai approve an exception to the lot comparability refraents. The
Subarea 10 plan calls for Residential Low (RL) lasé policy, which is intended for residential depenent
within a density range of one to two units’/homesgmee. Staff recommends that the Commission reottgn
exception for comparability, however, because tt& fiail comparability by such a large amount. GbA is
16,345.55 square feet smaller than the size redjbiydot comparability and lot 61B fails by 16,456.square
feet. In addition both lots fail comparability &yeis for lot frontage by 16 feet.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
Approved except as noted.

1. Add the subdivision number, i.e., 2006S-209G-02htoplat.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken.

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

CONDITIONS (if approved)
1. Add a note that states, “Sidewalks to be constduatieh the issuance of any building permits” on thee of the
plat and not within the general notes.
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2. Add a note that states that “The existing 70’ stse¢gback will remain” on the face of the plat arud within the
general notes. Remove the 40’ M.B.S.L. notationtloéfplat.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retijuta, if this application receives conditional epyal 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 dfiereffective
date of the Commission's conditional approval vote.

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

Mr. Russell Pitzer, engineer, spoke in favor ofpheposal. He submitted information to the Cominiss

Mr. Patrick Gilbert, 4500 Shys Hill Road, spokéanor of the proposal.

Mr. Mike Ayers, 4515 Shys Hill Road, spoke in fawdithe proposal.

Ms. Jones spoke of the difficulty of this case.e §hestioned whether a precedent would be setpoihkible future
rezonings that could take place in this area.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that if the subdivision e@pproved, the lots created would be the twousesl for future lot
comparability studies. So, in affect, the Comnaissiould begin to see a pattern of change forai@éga, not necessarily
with duplexes, but with two single-family homessrbdivided lots.

Mr. Lawson suggested that the Commission rememtl@ypand individual character of various neighbmyts while
deliberating this proposal.

Mr. McLean stated that due to the Councilmembarfsert and the support of the neighbors, he woalthblined to vote
in favor of this proposal.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged that this request couldgbanted due to the fact that it meets one of theria for approval
which was the land use policy.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the recommendation madsthyf. He stated that the Commission should kmiogubstance
over form, and how the neighborhood is moving uriderCouncilmember’s leadership.

Ms. Cummings requested further clarification onrbguest.
Mr. Tyler questioned the number of rezonings thé&adas had in the past.
Mr. Loring mentioned the neighborhood support aatesi he was in favor of approving.

Mr. Lawson suggested that the Commissioners basedéecisions on policy and not solely on the retjoé the
Councilmember.

Mr. Loring stated he did not agree with Mr. Lawsoetatement.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the statement made by Mmvson regarding policy. However, Mr. Clifton miemted that
approval could be granted due to the fact thapthposal meets the land use policy for the ardegstno opposition from
the neighborhood; and that it would not set a ptentein the area due to the recent down zoningthferarea and moved
for its approval.

Mr. Lawson acknowledged that the motion made wagdan the Commission’s regulations.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously to approve Concept Z286S-
206U-10 with staff noted condition&-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-217

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-206U-10 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIOSN. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
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1. Add a note that states, “Sidewalks to be constd.umiith the issuance of any building permits” on thee of the
plat and not within the general notes.

2. Add a note that states that “The existing 70’ stsegback will remain” on the face of the plat arud within the
general notes. Remove the 40’ M.B.S.L. notationttodf plat.

3. 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.

14. 2006S-209G-02
Hidden Springs, Phase llI
Map 033-00, Part of Parcel 089
Subarea 2 (1995)
District 4 - Michael Craddock

A request for concept plan approval to create 18do a portion of property located at 4045 DickarRike, at the north
end of Curtis Drive (10.0 acres), zoned RS20, retpaeby Jesse B. Cobb, owner, Batson & Associstegeyor/engineer.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Concept Plan
Request to subdivide 10 acres into 18 single-fatoily located on a portion of property located@t%Dickerson Pike, at
the north end of Curtis Drive.

ZONING
RS20 district -RS2@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtended for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - The plan proposes 18 single-family lots rangingie from 11,000 sq. ft. to 15,000 sq. ft.
The application is proposing to use the clusteofiton which allows lots to be reduced in sizéwo base zoning
districts. Since the zoning is RS20, 10,000 sdof$ are appropriate if the plan meets all rezgmients of the cluster lot
option policy.

Access - Access is proposed from the existing €tive, with a permanent cul-de-sac at each ik portion of Curtis
Drive that access is proposed from for this sulsitivi has not been platted, but has preliminaryamdr The final plat for
this addition cannot be recorded until the finatgbr Hidden Springs, Phase Il has been recorded.

This subdivision does not propose any future cotimedor future development. Staff recommends thatub street be
provided to the other portion of the parcel towest for future connectivity to Dickerson Pike.

Open Space -There is 37% open space proposed, istogkr the 15% requirement for cluster lot optoaticy. The
Commission’s cluster lot policy requires commonroppace to have “use and enjoyment” value to thideats —
recreational value, scenic value, or passive ukev&esidual land with no “use or enjoyment” valitt not be counted.

The proposed subdivision proposes a walking toathe rear of the lots. The access to the walldaigis on each end of
the cul-de-sac. If a stub street is not approtlezh additional open space shall be provided plysiséiween lots 7 and 8
for another point of access to the walking traiinfr Curtis Drive.

Landscape buffer yards (Standard “C"—20 feet) atpiired and proposed along the perimeter of theguty since the
lots are under the base zoning and the adjacemg@mCS.

Critical Lots -There are two critical lots proposeith slopes under 20%. Staff recommends thagedigg plan be
submitted with the final plat to make sure thatpheposed buildings conform to the slopes.

Lot 18 -Lot 18 proposes to use area from an adfdoem Phase Il of the Hidden Springs Subdivisidrot 18 cannot be
platted until Phase Il has been recorded with deemfigured buffer and lot 37 in that subdivisiorcorrespond to this
concept plan.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION- Returned for Correction.
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1. Add the subdivision number, i.e., 2006S-209G-02htoplat.
2. Add a bearings reference.

3. Correct the FEMA note. Specifically, the cited esrare incorrect. Cite panels 0136F and 0138t tlaa
associated publication date of April 20, 2001.

4. The boundaries of the plat are not clear. Appedprcorrection is required.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Any approval is subject to Public Works approvatha construction plans.
Final design and improvements may vary based dah ¢ienditions. Conduit is required for future stréighting.

Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to approve the

design and construction. The developer is to doatd the location of all underground utilitiesor@uit required for

street lighting in GSD.

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to final plat recordation, Hidden SpringsaBé Il must be recorded with reconfigured bufferddo 37 of
that subdivision (allowing for additional area of L8 of this subdivision).

2. Prior to final plat recordation, a stub streebidé provided to the west to connect with the offeetion of the
parcel for access to Dickerson Pike in the future.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiuta, if this application receives conditional epyal 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 dfiereffective
date of the Commission's conditional approval vote.

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

Mr. Bob Phillips, 61 Industrial Drive, spoke in favof staff recommendation with the exception afinling the stub street
on Dickerson Road.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal as wallthe applicants request to exclude the stub streBlickerson Road.
Mr. Tyler questioned whether notices for this pregdovere sent out to residents affected by thipgsal.
Ms. Harris stated they were sent out to those weowithin 300 feet of the property.

Mr. Tyler briefly spoke of the history of this déepment. He stated he was unsure why no one fnimeighborhood
was at the meeting, due to the fact that Phasd thased a lot of concern, particularly to traffitcd connectivity issues.

Ms. Cummings requested additional clarificationargling the stub street in relation to the undevetopommercial
property.

Mr. Clifton spoke of the importance of connectivityd that he supports the staff recommendation.

Mr. McLean requested that Mr. Tyler again expl&ie briginal issues the neighbors had with Phasehi® development.
Mr. Tyler explained these concerns to the Commissio

Mr. Ponder stated he was in favor of approvingptoposal without the condition of the stub street.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Loring seconded the motiompprove Concept Plan 2006S-209G-02, withootlition #2 --
requiring a stub street to connect with the paicé¢he west.

Ms. Jones agreed with the motion.

Mr. Clifton suggested that this development be detkone meeting to allow additional time for then@nissioners to
review the proposal and to request from staff, dditeonal analysis on the recommended stub street.

04/18/08 8:12 AM, 34 of 48 June 11, 2006 MPC Minutes



Mr. Lawson spoke in favor of the proposal withoahdition #2. He spoke of safety issues associattdthe condition
and also mentioned that without it, the proposaliligrovide for greenways and additional buffenstfe neighborhood.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Loring seconded the motiompprove Concept Plan 2006S-209G-02, withootition #2 --
requiring a stub street to connect with the paieéhe west (5-3) No Votes — Tyler, Cummings, Clifton

Resolution No. RS2006-218

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-209G-02 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, WITHOUT CONDITION #2 REQUIRING A STUB S TREET TO CONNECT WITH THE
PARCEL TO THE WEST. (5-3)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final plat recordation, Hidden SpringsaBé 1l must be recorded with reconfigured bufferldb 37 of
that subdivision (allowing for additional area of L8 of this subdivision).

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiuha, if this application receives conditional epygal 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 dftereffective

date of the Commission's conditional approval Vote.
Amended at 1/25/07 MPC meeting — See Resolution N®S2007-041

XIll.  FINAL PLATS

15. 2006S-202U-13
Provincetown, Phase 3-A
Map163-00, Part of Parcel 154
Subarea 13 (2003)

District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request for final plat approval to create 3 latsl to dedicate public right-of-way and applicaddsements on property
located at Monroe Crossing , south of Cedar Asts§ing (4.52 acres), zoned RM15, requested by Céfdenes, owner,
Wamble & Associates, PLLC., surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final Plat
A request to subdivide 4.52 acres into 3 buildddtie and to dedicate public right-of-way and apghie easements on
property located at the end of Monroe Crossingiwithe Provincetown PUD, south of Cedar Ash Cragsin

ZONING
RM15 District -RM15 is intended for single-family, duplex, and tié&mily dwellings at a density of 15 dwelling tsi
per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS- This plat proposes to subdivide one parcel integ¢hmulti-family lots, while leaving a 5.02
acre remnant parcel. State Law allows a remnar@nmin unplatted, as long as it is five acresreatgr and public road
frontage. This plat proposes to plat a portioRlbése 3, as approved on the final Planned Unit IDpreent site plan on
February 26, 2004. This portion of Phase 3 is istest with the Final PUD, as approved.

The issues of concern include the amount of pavést@wn on the plat at the end of Wellesley LaA&hough the
applicant for Phase 3A (Centex Homes) includedtriffway leading from this phase to a future Piashey did not
include pavement all the way to the property lieeding to Phase 6 (which is owned by Tiarra Devalamt). The
pavement stops approximately 55 feet short of thperty line. Centex indicated they would not duhe pavement to the
property line since there is a stream that runsgatbe phase line between Phase 3A and Phaseilglinguhis road would
require approval from Metro Stormwater Managemeraross the stream, including the construction lofidge.

Wellesley Lane and the bridge are vital to thercaanectivity of the PUD. Staff recommends cormudiéil approval

including the requirement that Centex constructrtfzal that leads to Phase 6, including a bridge theestream. (As with
any such infrastructure, the Planning Commissiog ataept a bond in lieu of construction.)
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken
STORMWATER COMMENTS - Approved

CONDITIONS - All future development in this PUD should take @amly upon condition of the bridge in questiomigei
completed (or bonded in lieu of construction). Dhener of Phase 3A shall be responsible for thestraotion of the
roadway and bridge over the stream at the phasédétween Phase 3A and Phase 6, including the tgifl the
construction of the road that leads to Phase 6l8alely Lane), including a bridge over the stream.

This same condition should be placed on all otpefieants under this PUD in order to ensure thatrttads and bridge are
built to maintain required connectivity.

Mr. Leeman presented and stated that staff is resamding approval with conditions.

Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in favortbé proposal and mentioned connectivity issueging) to Phase 6.
Mr. Danny Wamble, 40 Middleton Street, spoke inoiaef the proposal.

Mr. Brent Campbell, 404 Whistler Cove, spoke in @gifion to the proposal.

Mr. Lawson requested that Mr. Fox comment on teeés mentioned regarding a bridge contained irdéniglopment.
Mr. Fox explained that this planned unit developtnemich was approved by Council contains a bridger @ waterway.
He stated the proposal was unique in charactertaltre different phases of development, as weticasnity in
ownership. He advised the Commission to add aitiondhat states that no further development falkee in this
approved planned unit development until the briddauilt or bonded fully, and that this conditioa bonsidered a blanket
condition and used for any further approvals reglifor this PUD.

Mr. Fox addressed the fact that Mr. Campbell and\Wamble both agreed to bond their half of the dgeidt the meeting.
He stated that this agreement could be difficultriforce legally.

Ms. Jones spoke in favor of approving the agreeitietiteach party will bond and build their halttloé bridge. She
expressed issues with enforcing either party tttaubridge that will not enhance their respectiegelopment.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the requirement it tha bridge be fully bonded. He further stated tha method used in
order to insure this bond would be up to the dgweis.

Mr. Fox offered clarification regarding the bondiofgthe bridge from Metro’s perspective.
Mr. Bernhardt explained that the applicant was estjng that Phase 3A be approved with their comaniitnto bond only
half the bridge. He stated that staff is recomnrenthat the bridge be fully bonded and that it wapdo the developers to

determine how the bonding would transpire.

Ms. Jones then stated she had additional concethdir. Campbell’s points of opposition with thegmosed
development.

Mr. Leeman explained several changes were madetortginal plan and noted that each change washbtdo the
Commission for either preliminary or final PUD appal. Street layouts, stub streets, open spaees avere altered to
provide better connectivity.

Mr. Ponder acknowledged the difficulty in providingnnectivity to Mr. Campbell’'s Phase 6.

Mr. McLean agreed that a road should be built uihvéoend of the respective property lines or bondée expressed
issues with each property owner having the alititiiold the bonding or building of the bridge otlee other property
owner’s right to develop.

Mr. Leeman offered that staff is recommending thhbnd be required for each phase of development.

Mr. Clifton spoke of the difficulties of the propals He suggested that maybe additional studiebeleted prior to the
Commission taking any action, thus deferring tleenit
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Mr. Lawson explained his perception of the issussoeaiated with the proposal which were solely @nisisue of bonding
of the bridge, and it was not necessary to defer.

Mr. Fox suggested the possibility of deferring Lintith phases 3A and 6 could come before the Cosionigor approval
which would allow a commitment from both applicants

Mr. Clifton offered that the Commission re-open Bhblic Hearing to allow those interested partigstiaer opportunity to
speak.

Mr. Lawson expressed hesitation with this requadtstated that it would be more appropriate fopatties to meet with
staff and Metro legal to work out the issues amhtteturn with their results at the next meeting.

There was an inaudible comment from Mr. Tom Whiteowvas in the audience.

Mr. Clifton then requested that the proposal bkedotiown the agenda to allow additional time fa #pplicants to work
out the issues and provide clarification on theppsal.

The motion to move the item to the end of the agemds made by Mr. Ponder, but not seconded.
Mr. Loring suggested that all Commissioners bevadid to speak on the item prior to this motion.

Mr. Lawson commented on the procedures being stegiey the Commission, and suggested that thebgmoved
down the agenda or deferred.

Ms Jones then moved to have the item placed fudben the agenda. This motion was not seconded.

Ms. Cummings stated she would not approve a prépagaonly half of a bridge being bonded.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of approving the proposéth the commitments made by both parties regarthe bridge. He
stated he was not in favor of delaying developndert to the bonding of a bridge that will not bentife current phase of
the proposal.

Mr. Lawson clarified with Mr. Fox his legal adviéer this proposal.

Mr. Fox reiterated his advice to the Commission.

Mr. Lawson summarized that the Commission apprea# iecommendation, and that the two parties entera private
agreement to provide the necessary bonding fobtidge.

Mr. McLean offered that the development would $tél delayed due to the fact that the bridge woedglire full bonding
prior to moving forward.

Mr. Fox again stated that each phase of this dpwedémt should be bonded in order to insure thabtiuge will be
constructed.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Loring seconded the motimapprove with conditions Final Plat 2006S-202)-@xcept the
requirement to bond for the bridge crossing theastr between Phase 3-A and Phase 6.

Mr. McLean suggested this motion be put on holdltmw additional time for the parties to meet aigtdss the motion as
recommended.

Mr. Lawson stated it would not be in good practizelelay this motion on the floor.

A brief discussion ensued regarding the motionhenfioor and the two previous motions that weressaionded.
It was suggested that Mr. Fox provide his advicéhenmotion made by Mr. McLean.

Mr. Fox again explained his legal opinion on thetioroto the Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt summarized the motion and the respdities of all parties involved if the motion weapproved.

04/18/08 8:12 AM, 37 of 48 June 11, 2006 MPC Minutes



There were additional questions and scenarios stedi¢o better understand or amend the motion radee
Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt then spoke of a right-of-way issutneen Phase 3A and Phase 6 that will become aregment in order to
allow for the construction of the bridge.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Loring seconded the motmapprove with conditions Final Plat 2006S-2022)kith the
deletion of the requirement to bond the bridge witl the expectation that the bridge will be béilly and bonded as part
of Phase 6, and that right-of-way be dedicat&d3) No Votes — Tyler, Cummings, Clifton

Resolution No. RS2006-219

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-202U-13 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a condition that the bonding for the bridge between Phase 3A and Phase 6 will be
required at Phase 6. (5-3)"

Xlll.  PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (revisions)

16. 135-78-G-14
Sullivan Commercial Center, Section 4
Map 086 Parcel 231
Subarea 142004)
District 12- Jim Gotto

A request for a revision to the preliminary andfioal approval for a portion of the undeveloped@oercial Planned Unit
Development located on the east side of AndrewstatRarkway, north of Old Hickory Boulevard, cléissi CL, (.954
acres), to permit the development of a 7,160 sqieatemedical and office use, requested by Jolriulse,
applicant/owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions, pro vided technical review comments have been
addressed prior to the meeting

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final

Request to revise the preliminary PUD plan andif@a PUD approval for the Sullivan Commercial GemPUD to allow
for the development of two office buildings totaid, 160 square feet, including medical office ytmsated between
Andrew Jackson Parkway (Chandler Road) and Andesksbn Way, approximately 550 feet north of OldKdiy
Boulevard.

PLAN DETAILS

History - This PUD was originally approved by the Metrou@oil in 1978, as a Commercial PUD. The uses abbw
under the Commercial PUD provisions in the prioniig Code are used as the allowable uses alongéthurrent base
zoning since uses are not clearly identified onpla@s approved in 1978. This PUD has a base gafi€L (Commercial
Limited), which allows for the development of offiand medical office uses. These uses were atsoedl in a
Commercial PUD at the time of the adoption of ®i$D. Staff supports this application as a revisienause the uses are
allowed both under the current CL zoning and thdeCat the time the PUD was approved.

Proposed Plan The submitted plan proposes a 2,941 square focegfiedical office use and a 4,161 square foot ocakdi
office use. This PUD is located along Andrew JackBarkway (Chandler Road). Access to the sitebeiVvia a driveway
on Chandler Road and another driveway on AndrewsdacParkway. The previously approved plan shoagegss on
both roads.

WATER SERVICES -Water Services is completing the review of the grbj
RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends approval, provided Water Seniessapproved the plans prior to the
meeting.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. All Public Works' design standards shall be mebipid any final approvals and permit issuance.

2. Joint access easement onto Andrew Jackson Parlha#iyoe provided for Proposed Lot 4B with parce420
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3. For Proposed Lot 4A, the existing cross accesseaseshall be realigned to match the proposed @ossss
shown in the plan.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION
1. No part of any building shall be more than 5t from a fire hydrant via an approved hard sigfead.

2. Fire hydrants should flow at least 1,000 GP&40 psi residual at the most remote hydrant.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION (Technical Review Comments)

1. The proposed flow pattern should be adjustediaw should go to the neighbor's property. Curi@ans show water
from area A flows to the neighbor.

2. The plans are not consistant. Some plans shmwgtater treatment unit; some do not.

3. The pipes should either cmp or rcp when theyarated within ROW or crossing ROW.

4. All the water should be treated,;

5. The time of concentration for pre-developmerinseto be too short. Please check roughness deaffirtumber and
recalculate the Tc;

6. Provide drainage map showing sub-area for emgttsre;

7. Provide stage-area-discharge relationship frolting calculations.

8. Submit the pond and treatment unit maintenagogement and easement document;

9. NOC from TDEC.

CONDITIONS (If Approved)
1. This approval does not include any signs. Busiressessory or development signs in commerciataustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by theddolitan Department of Codes Administration.

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permits ralfiplat shall be recorded, including any requiigtit-of-way
dedications or reservations, any cross-access easgnand bonds shall be in place for public infteture
improvements.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and fire fleater

supply during construction must be met before sseance of any building permits.

4. 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.

5. 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.

6. Prior to any additional development applicationstfis property, the applicant shall provide tharfling
Department with a final corrected copy of the gianfiling and recording with the Davidson Countgdister of
Deeds.

Resolution No. RS2006-220

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 135-78-G-14 is APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. This approval does not include any signs. Busiressessory or development signs in commerciataustrial
planned unit developments must be approved by thieddolitan Department of Codes Administration.

2. Prior to the issuance of any building permits nalfiplat shall be recorded, including any requiigtt-of-way
dedications or reservations, any cross-access easgnand bonds shall be in place for public inftesure
improvements.

3. 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.

4., 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
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Planning Commission.

5. 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.

6. Prior to any additional development applicationstfis property, the applicant shall provide thari?ling
Department with a final corrected copy of the gianfiling and recording with the Davidson Countgdster of
Deeds.”

17. 70-85-P-13
Kensal Green, Phase 2
Map150, Parcel 149
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 33 - David Briley

A request to revise a portion of the preliminargrpfor the Residential Planned Unit Developmertrididocated south of
Mt. View Road, at the terminus of Park Royal Latlassified R15, (16.9 acres), to permit 42 singlefy lots, where 42
lots were previously approved, requested by WarabteAssociates, for Jeffrey Meeks, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to revise a portion of the preliminargmpfor the Residential Planned Unit
Development district located south of Mt. View Rpatlthe terminus of Park Royal Lane, to permisg@jle-family lots,
on 16.9 acres.

Existing Zoning
R15 district -R15equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesrat
overall density of 2.47 dwelling units per acrelinting 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - The proposed plan revises the street and lot layftlite preliminary plan approved in 1985, for 42
single-family lots. It maintains the same numbfots with approximately the same design and liocadf the lots on the
site. However, the current plan includes more eactivity and the plan has been redesigned to Keefots and streets out
of sinkholes on the site.

This phase is the last phase of a much larger PldDeixtends to the north side of Mt. View Roadad#hl of Kensal
Green, on the south side of Mt. View Road, inclugiésots and was platted and built in the early(I99

The proposed plan extends sidewalks on both sié onain road (Park Royal Lane), and providesddtitional stub
street to the west.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed plaresiris consistent with the approved preliminargmland improves the
connectivity and walkability within the area.

FIRE MARSHAL'S RECOMMENDATION - The Fire Marshal’s Office has indicated there aréssues with this plan.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Show Professional seal.

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

Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to approve the
design and construction. The developer is to doatd the location of all underground utilitiestre®t lighting is required
in the USD.

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatdpreliminary approval of this proposal shall be/arded to the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemefigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorig.

2. 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
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specific instances when the Metropolitan Coungitclis the Metropolitan Planning Commission to apprsuch
signs.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequatersupply
for fire protection must be met prior to the isst&of any building permits. If any cul-de-saceguired to be larger
than the dimensions specified by the Metropolitabddvision Regulations, such cul-de-sac must inelad
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroinduding trees. The required turnaround may fpéoul 00 feet
diameter.

4. This preliminary plan approval for the residenpattion of the master plans is based upon thecstateeage. The
actual number of dwelling units to be constructed/iine reduced upon approval of a final site devalant plan if a
boundary survey confirms there is less site acreage

Mr. Clifton left the meeting at 7:00 p.m.

Mr. Leeman presented and stated that staff is resamding approval with conditions.

Mr. Terry Burns, Somerset Kensal Green HOA, spokepposition to the proposal.

Ms. Tabitha Mueller, 2200 Hillsboro Road, requedted item be deferred.

A resident of 3817 Park Royal Lane spoke in oppwsiof the proposal.

Mr. Richard Scott spoke in opposition to the praos

Mr. Danny Wamble, 40 Middleton Street, spoke indiaof the proposal.

Mr. Clifton left the meeting at 7:00 p.m.

Mr. McLean stepped out of the meeting.

Mr. Loring mentioned the PUD was previously appibead that he did not have any negative comments.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information regagdthe sink holes mentioned in the proposal.

Mr. Leeman explained that the applicant was adviegdconfigure the plan due to the sinkholes &iadl the plan
presented today was the revised plan.

Mr. Tyler asked if this revision required notificat to area residents.

Mr. Leeman stated that the Commission rules daemiire notification on planned unit developmenisiens. He stated
that the Commission’s agenda was posted in thiksvedition of the Davidson A.M

Ms. Cummings summarized that the request is nezaning and the land has already been rezonetidaingle-family
lots. She also mentioned that the Commission doehandle any issues associated with blasting.

Mr. Leeman stated that if the request were an ament then it would have to be approved by Coumhith then would
require public notification.

Mr. Ponder offered that the residents meet withGbancilmember to express their issues associatédhe proposed
development.

Mr. Lawson requested additional clarification retiag sink holes and the provisions that are in@lacaddress them.

Mr. Leeman mentioned that staff would recommendddiitional condition that if the sink holes werggker than originally
shown on the preliminary plan, then a reductiothennumber of lots may be necessary.

Mr. Lawson suggested this condition be added.

Mr. Mishu, Metro Stormwater, further explained gancept of a sinkhole to the Commission.
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Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to approve with coongithe
Revised Planned Unit Development 70-85-P-13, withadded condition that if the sinkholes are latiyan originally
shown on the preliminary plan, a reduction in tbenber of lots included in the plan may be necess@0)

Resolution No. RS2006-221

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisin that 70-85-P-13 BPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(6-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall befarded to the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetfigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorig.

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

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequatersupply
for fire protection must be met prior to the issteof any building permits. If any cul-de-saceguired to be larger
than the dimensions specified by the Metropolitabddvision Regulations, such cul-de-sac must inelad
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroindiuding trees. The required turnaround may fpéoul 00 feet
diameter.

4, This preliminary plan approval for the residenpattion of the master plans is based upon thedstateeage. The
actual number of dwelling units to be constructesd/iibe reduced upon approval of a final site devakt plan if a
boundary survey confirms there is less site acréage

Mr. McLean returned to the meeting.

18. 97P-027G-06
Woodbury, Phase 2
Mapl128, Part of Parcel 072
Subarea 6 (2003)
District 22 - Eric Crafton

A request for final approval for a portion of thedidential Planned Unit Development district lodadtong the west side
of Old Hickory Boulevard, north of Summit Oaks Dejwlassified R15, (7.95 acres), to permit 11 sirighmily lots,
requested by Barge Waggoner Sumner and Cannonfdn&allardia Properties, LLC and Vastland Re&tpup, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final PUD

A request for final approval for a portion of aidestial Planned Unit Development located west laf Bickory
Boulevard, and north of Summit Oaks Court, clasdifR15 (7.95 acres), to permit the developmentlcfidgle-family
lots.

PLAN DETAILS

History -This residential PUD was originally adopted by khetro Council in 1997 and allowed for the developitnef
115 multi-family units, and 11 single-family lot3.he property remained undeveloped for years, aslravised in 2004
for the same number of units, but with a slightif§estent layout.

Site Design -This plan proposes 11 new lots on@fpprately 7.95 acres, and an overall density ofuhids per acre. As
proposed the plan is consistent with the last agat@reliminary plan.

The lots will be accessed by an extension of Surak Court from the adjacent PUD, Summit Oaks flch Hickory
Boulevard. Due to steep topography, this phasenaticonnect to the multi-family phase along Olidkdry Boulevard.

The new extension of Summit Oak Court will stulthte west property line, which will allow for a fuiconnection.
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While the open space does not meet current palitiesis an older PUD that was approved undeptbgious policy. As
proposed, 4.27 acres, 54% of the property willrbegen space.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Approve except as noted:

1.

2.

All work within the public right of way requires &xcavation Permit from the Department of Publicri®éo

Proof-rolling of ALL street sub-grades is requiiadhe presence of the Public Works' Inspectoris Téquest is
to be made 24 hours in advance.

Within residential development all utilities arelte underground. (Reference Ordinance No. BL2(H)-6

Prior to construction, submit underground utilitgip as approved by respective utility. Conduitdtreet lighting
is required in the GSD.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved except as noted:

1. Include a copy of the NPDES NOC letter and sign deté the NOI note on the plan set page C2.00.

2. No grading proposed for lots?

3. Provide some type of anti-clogging device for thefice in the permanent outlet control structur similar
type of perforated riser (as the temporary) is neo@nded.

4, The note on sheet C2.00 just to the left of draénstgucture 7 reference a detail on sheet 8.00er@is this
detail? | believe it is referring to a rip-rap pad

5. Erosion control details should be included on tlaa get instead of just referring to them in a raithe bottom
right corner of sheet C2.00.

6. Callout the riprap at structure #7.

7. An area of 5.665 acres is shown draining to themngtiality pond on the drainage area map, but@a @ir9.10
acres is used in the water quality calculationeage revise.

8. Provide a copy of the signed/notarized stormwaggertion maintenance agreement.

9. Provide a copy of the easement and access eastandr water quality pond.

10. In the water quality calculations, the volume abtheprimary spillway should not be counted towar®
volume.

11. Provide back-up calcs showing that the detentiaigded as part of Phase | was sized to includerde and
corresponding “C” values determined for Phase II.

12. Provide stage-volume-area calculations for pond.

13. Provide pond routing information for ponds usediydroflow model.

14. What is 4.6 acres referring to in Hydroflow mod®&Vhat is modeling trying to accomplish? Drainageas are
different on maps, WQ calculations, and model.

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo the

Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetfigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Section of the Metropolitan Department of Public Mo
2. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequatersupply

for fire protection must be met prior to the isst&of any building permits. If any cul-de-saceguired to be larger
than the dimensions specified by the Metropolitabdvision Regulations, such cul-de-sac must inelad
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroinduding trees. The required turnaround may fpéoul 00 feet
diameter.

04/18/08 8:12 AM, 43 of 48 June 11, 2006 MPC Minutes



3. This approval includes conditions which requirereotion of the plans, authorization for the isswotpermit
applications will not be forwarded to the DepartinghCodes Administration until four copies of tberrected
plans have been submitted to and approved byditétie Metropolitan Planning Commission.

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

Approved with conditiong8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-222

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisin that 97P-027G-06 SPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwadido the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetfigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Section of the Metropolitan Department of Public Mo

2. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequatersupply
for fire protection must be met prior to the issteof any building permits. If any cul-de-saceguired to be larger
than the dimensions specified by the Metropolitabhdvision Regulations, such cul-de-sac must inelad
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroindiuding trees. The required turnaround may fpéoul 00 feet
diameter.

3. This approval includes conditions which requirereotion of the plans, authorization for the isswotpermit
applications will not be forwarded to the DepartingnCodes Administration until four copies of tberected
plans have been submitted to and approved byddttie Metropolitan Planning Commission.

4. 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 |gigitan
Planning Commission.

19. 2004P-028G-13
Old Hickory Commons (Formerly Vaughn Property PUD)
Map175-00, Parcel 016
Subarea 13 (2003)
District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request for final approval for a Planned Unit Blepment district located on the west side of Oickbry Boulevard,
1,600 feet north of Logistics Way, classified RN&).43 acres), to permit 343 multi-family units afsingle-family lots,
requested by OIld Hickory Commons, LLC, owner andOQJIEc., applicant.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final PUD
Request for final PUD approval to permit 343 médtirily units and 19 single-family lots located ¢we twest side of Old
Hickory Boulevard, 1,600 feet north of Logistics Wa

ZONING
RM6 -RM6 s intended for single-family, duplex, and mubirfily dwellings at a density of 6 dwelling unitsr @ere.

PLAN DETAILS
Site Design -The plan proposes 343 multi-familytsiaind 19 single-family lots proposed ranging aegrom 3,300 square
feet to 6,100 square feet.

Access is proposed from Old Hickory Boulevard vfitture connections proposed from Asheford Tradda¢onorth and
Sprucedale Drive to the west. Additional stubetseare provided to the north and south for futamrenections. There is a
network of public streets and private drives thitoug the proposed development. Rear access isgeddor the multi-
family units and single-family lots that will be@ssed by alleys.
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A trail is provided to connect to the proposed 07a2re park dedication to the north.
The applicant is also proposing to dedicate 120igift-of-way for the future southeast parkway.

The parking requirements for the multi-family urtitsve been met. The proposed amount of parkingespga 806 spaces
and the required amount is 804 spaces.

There is a 10 foot front setback for the multi-fgminit which is permitted within this PUD.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends approvdl eanditions. The plan is consistent with theipteglary plan
approved by Metro Council in March 2005. It alseets all requirements of the subdivision regulatiand Metro Zoning
Ordinance.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Public Works' design standards, including crossises, geometry, and
off-site improvements, shall be met prior to ap@iaf public roadway or site construction plansnaFdesign and
improvements may vary based on field conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION- Construction plans approved on May 9, 2006.

CONDITIONS

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

2. Subsequent to enactment of this planned unit dpwedat overlay district by the Metropolitan Couneihd prior
to any consideration by the Metropolitan Plannirggr®nission for final site development plan approegbaper
print of the final boundary plat for all propertythin the overlay district must be submitted, coetplwith owners
signatures, to the Planning Commission staff forene.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to tegeuance of any building permits. If any cul-éde-& 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-&wound, including trees. The required turnatbomay be up
to 100 feet diameter.

Approved with conditiong8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2006-223

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2004P-028G-13A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall befarded to the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetfigidn of Water Services and the Traffic Enginegrin
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorig.

2. Subsequent to enactment of this planned unit dpuedait overlay district by the Metropolitan Couneihd prior to
any consideration by the Metropolitan Planning Cassion for final site development plan approvabaper print
of the final boundary plat for all property withiine overlay district must be submitted, completiwiwners
signatures, to the Planning Commission staff forene.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaternsupply
for fire protection must be met prior to the issteuof any building permits. If any cul-de-sacaguired to be larger
than the dimensions specified by the Metropolitabddvision Regulations, such cul-de-sac must inelad
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroindiuding trees. The required turnaround may fpéoul 00 feet
diameter.”

20. 2005P-030G-14
Ravenwood Community, Phase 1
Map 085-00, Parcel 213
Subarea 14 (2004)
District 14 - Harold White
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A request for final approval for a phase of a destial Planned Unit Development located on theside of Stones
River Road (unnumbered), approximately 590 feethwegst of Lebanon Pike, classified RS10 (20.5 actepermit the
development of 55 single-family lots, requestedCiyil Site Design Group, applicant, for FWB Invemnts, owners.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION — Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planmed Unit Development to July 13, 2006, at the requiesf
the applicant. (7-0)

XIV. OTHER BUSINESS

21. A new employee contract for Russell Scott Adamsamdmended contract for Matt Meservy.
Approved, (8-0Consent Agenda

22. Correction to 2/23/06 Planning Commission Minutes

Resolution No. 2006-

WHEREAS, on March 9, 2006, the Metropolitan Plagn@ommission adopted the Meeting Minutes of Felyr@&¢
2006; and

WHEREAS, the following items in those minutes wereorrect and should be corrected:

1.. Resolution No. 2006-077 of the February 23,6200eeting should be corrected to read:

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2006S-080U-10 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), including an amended condition sbwing that EACH lot is permitted to have only one

vehicular access driveway; lot 2 onto Compton Roadnd lot 1 onto Sharondale Drive.

Conditions of Approval:
1. Show professional seal.

2. Show and dimension right of way along SharonBaiee. Label and dedicate 5' of right of way (&@f from
centerline), consistent with the approved majarettcollector plan. Alternatively, a right of wagservation would be
acceptable.

3. Relocate the driveway on lot 2 away from théus@f Compton Road/Sharondale Drive intersection.

5. Prior to final plat recordation, the plat mustrievised to add a sidewalk along the frontagehair@dale Drive for the
new lot (lot 1), or add the sidewalk financial adimition note to the plat in a large, bold type.

6. Prior to final plat recordation, the plat mustrevised to add a note to the plat indicating thathouse on lot 2 must
have an appropriate fagade that addresses bothtGoRpad and Sharondale Drive.

7. Prior to final plat recordation, the applicanishadd a note to the plat, in a large, bold tyipat, reads that both lots will
share one vehicular access to either Compton Ro8tiarondale Drive via a shared access driveway leaés permitted
to have only one vehicular access driveway; loh® @ompton Road, and lot 1 onto Sharondale Drive

8. Prior to final plat recordation, the plat mustrievised to designate the right-of-way contribu@s a reservation, and
revise the lot areas accordingly.”

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitalanning Commission hereby ADOPTS the corrected
minutes of February 23, 2006.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained the correction of the [Fadry 23, 2006 meeting minutes to the Commissida.stated that the
copy of the correction was not included in the gaaK information sent to the Commissioners.
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Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Cummings seconded the amptivhich passed unanimously, to approve the ctoreto the
February 23, 2006 meeting minut€s-0)

Resolution No. RS2006-224

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Commsimn that the Correction to the February 23, 260&nning
Commission Minutes i8PPROVED. (8-0)"

23. Executive Director Reports

24, Legislative Update

XV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 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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