METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Metro Office Building

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37

Minutes
Of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
3/27/2008
kkkkkhkkkkkkk
4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road
PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Stewart C||ftpn Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
JUdY_ Cummings David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il
Derrick Dalton Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Tonya Jones Jason Swaggart, Planner |
Victor Tyler _ Bob Leeman, Planner IlI
Councilmember Jim Gotto Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3

Carrie Logan, Planner |

Craig Owensby, Communications Officer
Brenda Bernards, Planner 1l

Nedra Jones, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |

Jonathan Honeycutt, Public Works
Steve Mishu, Metro Water

Commissioners Absent:
James McLean, Chairman
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean
Ann Nielson

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:06 p.m.

I. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Ms. Hammond announced that Item #13, Request tptadBlanning Commission policy for administratamproval of Motor
Vehicle Business Establishment applications has beéed to the agenda.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the miotizhich passed unanimously, to adopt the agendanasded (6-0)

.  APPROVAL OF MARCH 13, 2008 MINUTES
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Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the Mar¢l2@38 minutes as
presented.(6-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Tygard spoke regarding Item #2, LEghS& He briefly explained the history of the failid its original intent
to the Commission. He spoke of a workshop thdtdid for the community, as well as individuals fréme sign industry, to
discuss the proposed bill. He suggested thatkefdase be organized in order to further discuss igsue so that these types
of requests could be processed without havingdeghardships to the Board of Zoning Appeals. ttggested the
Commission defer this bill so it can be furthetiqtied to better accommodate various institutidmsutghout the city, in
particular, those institutions located in residangireas.

Ms. Cummings arrived at 4:15 p.m.

Councilmember Toler addressed the Commission, hemaid not speak on a specific case.
Councilmember Clairborne was at the meeting, howewedid not address the Commission.
Councilmember McGuire was at the meeting, howdweid not address the Commission.

Councilmember Dominy explained he was in favor efiedring Item #10, 2008S-062U-13.

Councilmember Berry was in attendance, howeverdghaot address the Commission.

Ms. Hammond announced, “As information for our a&ndie, if you are not satisfied with a decision miagéhe Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision biyigrang for a writ of cert with the Davidson CoyrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 68ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Cdéssion’s decision. To
ensure that your appeal is filed in a timely manaad that all procedural requirements have bednptease be advised that
you should contact independent legal counsel.”

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFER RED OR WITHDRAWN

1. 2008z-017G-06 A requestto change from AR2aR8d to CS zoning property — deferred indefinitely at
located at Old Charlotte Pike (unnumbered), anitrthwest corner of the request of the applicant
Old Charlotte Pike and Highway 70 South

6. 2008Z-029U-10 A request to rezone from RS7 B&dlistrict properties located at  — deferred to April 10,
2902 and 2904 W. Linden Avenue, approximately @4 feest of 29th 2008 at the request of the
Avenue South applicant

10. 2008S-062U-13 Town Park Estates - A requediral plat approval to create 3 lots — deferred to April 10,
on property located at 316 Melvin Jones Drive, agpnately 450 2008 at the request of the
feet south of Southwind Drive (1.3 acres), zone@ R1 applicant

12. Motor Vehicle Business Establishment applicafar 2632 Nolensville Pike, Marco Juarez, owngorle Change
Proposal No. 20082-033U-11)

- Recommended for deferral by staff so it can be atgzed under the proposed new policy for administrate
approval of Motor Vehicle Business Establishment gglications

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Tyler seconded the motishich passed unanimously, to approve the DefenneldVdithdrawn
items as presented7-0)
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VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

FINAL PLATS

8. 2007S-195U-07 A request for final plat apprdeatreate one lot and dedicate -Approve w/conditions
1,532 square feet of right-of-way along 33rd Aveilggth,
approximately 145 feet south of Nevada Avenue.

9. 9008S-060A-07 Horton Heights — A request to reenthe platted front - Approve

setbacks on property located at 6509 Charlotte @ik
acres), at the northeast corner of Charlotte RikkHillwood
Boulevard, zoned CS
11. 2008S-064U-09 A request for concept plan apgrtmvcreate 34 lots and -Approve
common space at Academy Place (unnumbered) andibdun
by Middleton Place, Nance Avenue, and Rolling Miill
Road, zoned CF and within the Rutledge Hill Redeeient
district.
OTHER BUSINESS
14, Correction to the February 28, 2008 minutes -Approve

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the matiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the Cornsgaihda as
presented. 7-0)

VII.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS ON P UBLIC HEARING
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

1. 20087-017G-06
Map: 126-00 Parcel(s):027
Subare&®
Council District 35

A request to change from AR2a and R80 to CS zopingerty located at Old Charlotte Pike (unnumberati)he northwest
corner of Old Charlotte Pike and Highway 70 Sout @cres), requested by Oliver Cromwell Carmichasher.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2008Z-017G-06 indefinitely at the request dfie
applicant. (7-0)

2. 2008z-023T
LED Signs

A request to amend Section 17.32.050, G and H|dw aigital and LED (i.e. electronic) signs in t&n areas of Davidson
County, requested by Councilmember-at-Large Chaslgard.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Sectib82.050.G and H to allow digital and LED
(i.e. electronic) signs in certain areas of David€omunty.

History At the March 13, 2008, meeting the Planning Corsiaisapproved a motion to reconsider this item wifPublic
Hearing at the March 27, 2008, meeting.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law - Section 17.32.050.G and H of the Zoning Code regudigns with graphics, messages, and motion. twbe
sections contain provisions that appear contradictod are difficult for the Codes Department téoece. Currently,
scrolling, flashing, and changeable copy signgyareerally prohibited in all zoning districts exc&f and CL, with one
exception. Time/date/ temperature signs are ptxdih all non-residential zoning districts prouid@ey remain fixed, static,
motionless, and non-flashing for a period of twocse&ls or more.
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Proposed Bill The proposed bill would provide that electroniasigre permitted in all zoning districts, including
residentially zoned properties located along aectdir or arterial street, as shown on the adoptajphbtreet Plan. Since the
Planning Commission last reviewed this bill on Feloy 28, 2008, the Metro Council adopted an amemdtogt on March 4,
2008. The amendment restricts electronic sigmesiential districts to religious institutions,nemunity education facilities,
cultural centers, and recreation centers.

As written, the bill adds provisions to subsecti®mo require the display of an electronic signdmain static for eight
seconds and requires a transition between displagss than two seconds. The bill would also agdohibition for digital
billboards that are less than 2,000 feet apart foomanother. Because of the conflicting languageibsections G and H of
the current Code, it is unclear whether digitabloifrds currently are permitted. Under this ordire they would be
permitted so long as they comply with the amendedipions of subsection G.

Current subsection H is deleted from the Code apthced with a new section H that would: 1) clatifst video and other
animated signs are prohibited in all districts gtder the CA zoning district; and 2) permit LED ssage boards on collector
and arterial streets in all residential zone ditgri

The term “electronic sign” embraces a couple défétechnologies seen in Metro that have been tlgdastalled, including
digital signs and LED signs. Digital signs havéoc@and animation with a TV picture quality suchths one on West End
Avenue at 38 Avenue, North, or the Nova Copy sign along I-4@awntown Nashville. Unlike digital signs, LED sigare
not multi-color. LED signs have red or amber-cetblights and lettering on message boards sudioae &t a drugstore or
businesses which display date, time, and temperatur

Proposed Text This council bill proposes to amend Section 103@.G and H. of the Zoning Code (Prohibited Sigrss)
follows:

G. Signs with any copy, graphics,_or digi#@plays that change messaggslectronic or mechanical means, when where the
copy, graphics, or digitalisplay does not remain fixed, staticotionless, and nonflashing for a period of t&pgeconds or
more_eight (3 seconds, provided that this provision shall reapplicable to any sign located within the CAriistwith a
change time of less than two (2) seconBgital display billboards less than two thousaB@®Q0) feet apart, and digital
billboards that are not in compliance with the ps@mns of section 17.32.150, are also prohibited.

H. billboards in permitted districts, or signsédted in ON, OL, OG, OR20, OR40, ORI, MUN, MUL, MUGCN, SCC, CN
and CL districts with lights or illuminations thié&sh, move, rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker @ary in intensity or color
except for time/temperature/date signs. This iowi shall also apply to all signs located withiredwundred feet of property
classified within a residential district.

H.1. Video, continuous scrolling messages, and atiim signs, except in the commercial attractioA)(@istrict.

H.2. LED message boards in residential zoningidistrNotwithstanding the foregoing, LED messagarltis shall be allowed
for community education facilities, cultural cersterecreation centers, and religious institutimtated on collector or arterial
streets in residential zoning districts

AnalysisIn the past few years, there have bearethouncil bills to permit electronic signs; twded to receive Council
support and one was adopted (see table below)thide bills were recommended for disapproval leyNtetro Planning
Commission. While this latest bill does create en@strictive display periods for electronic sighstill does not provide
adequate protection for residential areas in wthelse signs may be located.

SIGN BILLS
Council
Bill # Sponsor Action MPC Action | Description
BL2005-648 | Dozier Failed 3rd | Disapproved | Permit signs with graphics or electronic displays
reading 12/8/05 oriented to a four-lane or controlled access
1/17/06 highway maintained by the State of Tennessee
and located within the urban services district
(USD), with a speed limit of forty miles per houy
(40 m.p.h.) or less.
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BL2006-974 | Dozier, Withdrawn Disapproved | Permit signs with graphics or electronic display
Wallace 7/18/06 2/23/06 oriented to a four-lane or controlled access
highway maintained by the State of Tennessee
and located within the urban services district
(USD), with a speed limit of forty miles per hour
(40 m.p.h.) or less.

BL2007-1366| Brown Approved Disapproved To allow signs with lights or illuminations that
2/22/07 flash, move, rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker or
vary in intensity or color within the CL zoning
district. Notwithstanding the foregoing
provisions, signs with lights or illuminations that
display non-scrolling and non-flashing electronjc
text shall be permitted within the CL district,
provided the text remains static for at least thrge
seconds and the sign is not located within four
hundred feet of any residential property with
frontage on the same street.

As written, the current bill would allow electrors@gns on collector and arterial streets in redidérnoning districts. Such
electronic signs would be permitted up to eightfé@X tall, up to 192 square feet of total sigrearep to three (3) electronic
signs depending on a property’s street frontage véth no restriction on the amount of sign areeoded to the changeable
copy. Further, the bill provides no standardsifomination, hours of operation, distance fromeaidential use, and variation
in colors and hues.

"

The Zoning Administrator has indicated that the €Bepartment considers electronic signs and hittioto be illegal under
the current Metro Code sign provisions becausappiication, most such signs violate the provisiohsubsection H in the
current law, which prohibits signs with “lights iluminations that flash, move, rotate, scintillabdink, flicker or vary in
intensity or color.” This bill proposes to perrdigital signs and digital billboards like those eatly erected along 1-65 near
100 Oaks Mall, I-24 westbound in Hermitage, an@wlsere in Metro. According to the Zoning Adminadtr, all of these
digital signs and billboards are on private propezkcept Metro’'s convention center sign whichnspoblic property. Those
signs erected with a valid Metro permit were apprbwith the explicit statement that such signs wetteto be digital. The
proposed bill would clarify that digital billboardse allowed so long as the display message remtitis or fixed for 8
seconds or more, the transition time between messagwo seconds or less, and digital billboardsspaced a minimum of
2,000 feet apart.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the bill as dchfiecause electronic signs would be
permitted without adequately safeguarding Nashsilkeighborhoods. When the Zoning Code’s sign isious were adopted
by the Metro Council in the early 1990’s, electrosigns did not exist. That said, the Planningd&pent does not believe
the Zoning Code was intended to be interpretecetmjt such signs now or in the future. The praxisi of Section
17.32.050.G and H are broad enough to encompashktbst sign technology, and they expressly pibitib

This is a complex and difficult issue. A draft altate ordinance is appended to this staff repetovb. The draft alternate
ordinance also is not recommended for approvatdfy, out is presented for the Planning Commissaunsideration. The
draft alternate ordinance would amend the ZoningeCto allow electronic signs in residential digsisubject to a special
exception use, electronic signs by right in varioasimercial districts, and electronic billboardsrigit in certain districts.

If the commission recommends the draft alternatknance for approval, staff suggests that the recendation should
include a recommendation that two separate cobillsibe drafted to enable Metro Council to consitie signs in their
appropriate zoning context.

1) electronic signs in residential areas; and
2) electronic signs for commercial areas and bilfos.

The Planning Commission may also want to look atgtoximity of billboards to residential uses. tlgsstaff recommends
that if the Metro Council amends the Zoning Codpéanit these signs, the current council bill, oy aew bill introduced,
should include a provision expressly stating tiwtie of these existing electronic and digital signs bilithoards, including
existing signs and billboards which may be convktteelectronic in the future are grandfatheredhimg that they must all
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comply with the applicable provisions of the adapteuncil bill within thirty (30) days after thelbs passage.

Draft Alternate Ordinance

1. Modify Section 17.04.060 “Definitions of Geneifl@rms” byinserting the following new definition in alphabetical
order:

“Community Facility” means a community educationlteral center, recreation center, or religiougitagon.

2. Modify Section 17.04.060 “Definitions of Genefl@rms” byinserting the following new definitions in alphabetical
order under the word “Sign” and after the phrasegSe terms regarding signs are referenced”, renumgthe existing terms
accordingly.

“Electronic Changeable Copy Sign” means a signdisgtlays electronic, non-pictorial text informatim which each
character, graphic, or symbol (“display”) can bamted without altering the face or surface of iga ssing an electronic
means such as light emitting diode (LED) displdgsma screen, liquid crystal display (LCD), fibgtio or other electronic
media or technology. All copy shall be displayaane color with no hues, and remain fixed or st at least eight (8)
seconds before changing. All copy changes muatbemplished instantaneously without any specfatef. At no time
shall any sign display area have varying lightnilnation and/or intensity, blinking, bursting, dibsng, distorting, fading,
flashing, oscillating, rotating, shimmering, sciodj, sparkling, streaming, traveling, tracing, tlling, simulated movement,
or convey the illusion of movement.

“Electronic Graphic Display Sign” means the samé&Edsctronic Changeable Copy Sign” except statiages, graphics
and/or pictures may be displayed in one or morersand hues.

“Electronic Video Display Sign” means a sign thiatisges copy or background using varying light illuation, intensity, or a
progression of pictorial or graphic frames in eitheontinuous or animated presentation to dispiation, action, special
effects, or pictorial imagery in one or more colarsl hues.

“Manual Changeable Copy Sign” means a sigh whopg oor can be changed manually or mechanicaltiénfield by the
use of detachable letters, numbers, or symbols.

“Sign Copy” means any words, letters, numbers,régucharacters, symbols, logos, emblem, flag, drackd, or insignia
that are used on a sign display surface area.

3. Modify Section 17.32.090.A by renaming it andesiding the languag@)serting a new subsection B, and
renumbering existing subsection B as C (Signs: @mAise Signs for Non-Residential Uses in Agricudtiand Residential
Districts) as follows:

A. Signs. All on-premise signs located in a restd# district shall conform to the sign provisioagplicable to the ON
district, except as provided below in Section 17090.B for a community facility use desiring anadtenic changeable copy
sign. Ground signs shall be monument signs wittegimum height of eight (8) feet at grade-level suzad at the location
where the sign will be erected. The minimum stsatback shall be fifteen feet; the sign shalleratroach into required side
setbacks of the district; and only one such graigd shall be permitted per street frontage.

B. Electronic Changeable Copy Signsollowing approval of a special exception by Bward of Zoning Appeals
community facilities located in residential distsishall be permitted only one ground monumentteleic changeable copy
sign for the entire facility, regardless of the manand location of principle or accessory uses;gs, lots, street frontages,
abutting or adjacent properties that comprise tregall facility The sign shall not exceed eight {&et in height at grade-
level measured at the location where the signhvélerected on the property, 48 square feet in éditalvable sign area with
the changeable copy not exceeding a maximum oft{wfare percent (25%) of that allowable sign aré@all-mounted
electronic changeable copy signs are not permitRebr to approval of a special exception, ther8az Zoning Appeals
shall ensure the following criteria are met.
i. An applicant has provided sufficient evidence t® lbioard that the proposed changeable copy sign
(electronic), meets the following criteria
a. Located on an arterial street as designated oadbpted Major Street Plan and having a
minimum of four (4) existing travel lanes at thedtion of the proposed sign.
b. Located in an area that is predominately non-resigein character.
c. Located no closer than 500 feet from any existegidential use.
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ii. The board shall also consider the following in deiaing the appropriateness of granting a special
exception.

a. A recommendation from the Historic Zoning Commissiié the property is located within an
historic overlay district.

b. A recommendation from Metropolitan Development &fudising Agency, if the property is
located within a redevelopment district.

c. Arecommendation from the planning commission awipled in Section 17.40.300. The
planning commission shall recommend on the propeggds consistency with the goals,
objectives, and standards of the general planjdireg any community, neighborhood, or other
design plan.

d. The proposed sign’s size, height, location, comfitjon, materials, structure, illumination, and
hours of operation, including proximity to anotleéectronic changeable copy sign(s).

e. Whether the sign will detract from the existinggtdorhood character, including the street and
pedestrian environment.

iii. Once a special exception is granted the sign st the following conditions:

a. Beilluminated no earlier than 6:00 a.m. on any dag no later than 9:00 p.m. on any day.

b. Once fully iluminated, the sign shall not prodwaey direct, indirect, or reflected light or glare
impacts on adjoining properties, pedestrians, ligtg; or motorists.

iv. The board may place conditions on a proposed sgded to ensure the sign does not detract from
the existing or planned neighborhood charactehjdiog the street and pedestrian environment.

4. Modify Section 17.32.050.G (Prohibited Signs)ejeting the existing text anthserting the following in its place:
G. Electronic video display signs in all zoningtdcts except the CA district.

5. Modify Section 17.32.050.H (Prohibited Signg)deleting the existing text anohserting the following in its place:
H. Electronic signs, either changeable copy oplgi@display, are prohibited except as follows:

1) Billboards may be electronic, either changeablgy or graphic display signs, provided therensigimum separation
distance of 2,000 feet between the proposed biltbaad another electronic billboard (either chabtgaopy or graphic
display signs) subject to districts identified iacBon 17.32.150 and the provisions of this title.

2) Signs located on properties in the office, mixse, commercial, shopping center, and industdaing districts may be
electronic, either changeable copy or graphic digmubject to the sign regulations contained iaér 17.32 of this title.
3) Community facility uses located in residentdahing districts as provided in Section 17.32.090.

Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reeoimg disapproval of the text amendment as subditt

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the recomrdation of disapproval being made by the staff.

Ms. Regen stated that staff is recommending disaapbion the entire bill due to the fact it contaimfrmation for both
billboards and residential signs and these compsredtould be separate.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether staff had specifiews on the portion of the bill that referencedbuiard signage.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that another bill specifigadiddressing billboards has been drafted by Coumtd# stated that once staff
has had a chance to review this bill, they woulden@ recommendation to the Commission.

Mr. Gotto requested clarification on which instituts would be affected by the bill as proposed.
Ms. Regen explained the various types of instingithat would be allowed electronic signs with pheposed bill.

Mr. Gotto questioned the staff's view on whether tlurrent bill could be amended or was it necesearg-draft the bill
completely.

Ms. Regen explained that the proposed bill doeleatrly define the various types of signs allowsed that it would need to
be re-drafted in order to address this issue, isawethers.

Last printed 4/11/2008 8:13:00 AM



Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the definitis of collector and arterial streets.

Ms. Regen explained these definitions to the Comsimis She also showed two videos prepared by, stiatffie various signs
that are currently located throughout the city.

Mr. Barry Smith, 224 Stewarts Ferry Pike, spokéawor of the proposed text amendment.

Mr. Mike Byrd, 1605 & Avenue North, spoke in opposition of the propotsed amendment.

Mr. Austin Cunningham, 206 McCaw Street, spokeppasition of the proposed text amendment.

Mr. Todd Adams, 2314 fBAvenue South, spoke in opposition of the propdsgtiamendment.

Ms. Jennifer Pennington, 3700 Woodlawn Drive, spokepposition of the proposed text amendment.
Ms. Jane Alvis, 305 Fairfax Avenue, spoke in fasbthe proposed text amendment.

Ms. Bell Newton, 3950 Woodlawn Drive, spoke in ogition of the proposed text amendment.

Ms. Adrianne Marianelli, 417 Davidson Road, spakepposition of the proposed text amendment.
Mr. Keith Newcomb, 604 Georgetown Drive, spoke japasition of the proposed text amendment.
Mr. Ron Dennis 505 Saxton Court, spoke in oppasitibthe proposed text amendment.

Ms. Bobbie Forrest, 101 Thistle Lane, spoke in i of the proposed text amendment.

Mr. Glenn Turner, 6521 Rolling Fork Drive, spokeojpposition of the proposed text amendment.

Ms. Susan Floyd, Donelson Hermitage Neighborhoosbgistion, spoke in opposition of the proposed saxéndment.

Ms. Cynthia Moss, 3535 Albee Drive, spoke in opfiosiof the proposed text amendment.

Mr. Dalton requested clarification on the definitiof a collector street.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that a collector street gimary street that allows local streets to mowo arterial streets. He
briefly explained the Major Street Plan, adopteddmyncil, which clearly defines collector streetsl arterial streets for this
area.

Mr. Clifton briefly explained the reasons for ther@mission’s decision to rehear this bill. He tlspoke of the complexity of
the bill and its unintended consequences that waffié&tt residential areas. He addressed the @fsihe bill containing the
two components, billboards and residential sigisckvwould prohibit the Commission from taking action the amendment
as submitted. Mr. Clifton questioned the statuthefbill, due to the Commission’s original reconmuation to approve that
was sent to Council.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the bill is currerdigemed approved; however, if the Commission weslnied to change their
recommendation, the bill then would reflect the meaommendation.

Ms. Cummings acknowledged the complexity of thedid the affect it would have on residential are@ke stated she was
not in favor of approving the bill as submitted ahdt she supports the idea of continued discussiegarding its contents.

Mr. Tyler spoke of issues associated with placiigdpLsigns in residential neighborhoods. He stagdéas not in favor of
approving the bill as submitted.
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Mr. Gotto stated he was not in favor of approving bill as submitted. He spoke of the currentdavibeing too complex for
proper enforcement. He acknowledged the technodbghanges occurring with signage and the neaddoess the changes
appropriately. He suggested the amended bill izad as the beginning point as it contains goazbmmendations from
staff.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motizhich passed unanimously to disapprove Text Atmant 2008Z-
023T, and request that any changes or modificatien®-referred to the Planning Commission for meo@ndation.(7-0)
Resolution No. RS2008-51

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 20082-023T iBISAPPROVED, request any changes
to the bill be re-referred to the Planning Commissin for recommendation. (7-0)”

The Commission recessed at 5:30 p.m.
Mr. Dalton left the meeting at 5:45 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 5:55 p.m.

FINAL PLANS

3. 2008s-023U-07
WEST MEADE FARMS, RESUB. Lot 816, SEC. 9
Map: 115-13 Parcel(s):011
Subare&

Council District 23

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 439 Grayson Drive, approkétyeb20 feet west of
Grayson Court (4.04 acres), zoned RS40, requbéstetélen Marie Scott, owner, Campbell, McRae & Asates Inc.,
surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 439 Grayson Drive, appraxaty 520 feet west of
Grayson Court (4.04 acres), zoned Single-Familydeegial (RS40).

ZONING
RS40 District - RS4@equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density. @8
dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS This subdivision proposes to create two singleifahots at the end of a permanent dead end street an
existing lot with steep slopes and problem soils.

History This request was originally on the Planning Consinis agenda for January 24, 2008. At that tiredf st
recommended disapproval, but included conditioas leeded to be met in the event that the subdivisias approved. The
applicant requested deferral in order to proviaddf stith the information required by the conditioi$iose conditions were:

1. Prior to recording the final plat, submit a gradpign identifying and preserving trees 8 inchediameter, in
compliance with the special policies, in order taimbain slope stability and prevent unnecessargieno

2. Prior to recording the final plat, submit a crititat plan that complies with the development gliites in the special
policies.
3. Prior to recording the final plat, submit a geot@chl report that complies with the problem sodugements of

Section 17.28.050 of the Zoning Ordinance.
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The applicant has submitted the information regling conditions two and three above.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations states mew lots in areas that are predominantly d@eslo
are to be generally in keeping with the lot frortad lot size of the existing surrounding lotat tomparability is not
required for the frontage of the property becaugedt the end of a permanent dead end streetmotie than 35 feet of street
frontage.

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

Street: Requirements:

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

Grayson Drive 84,289 N/A
As proposed, the two new lots have the followinggpar
. Lot 1: 107,608 Sq. Ft., (2.47Acres)

. Lot 2: 68,717 Sq. Ft., (1.58Acres)

Lot Comparability Exception A lot comparability exception can be granted fds lthat do not meet the minimum
requirements of the lot comparability analysiss(saller in lot size) if the new lots would be catsnt with the General Plan.
The Planning Commission has discretion whetheiobtagrant a lot comparability exception.

Staff recommends disapproval of granting an exoept lot comparability for this proposal. Whileetproposed lots may be
consistent with density guidelines for the Nat@ahservation and Residential Low policies, as dised below, they do not
meet special policies for this area recently adptethe Planning Commission. Therefore, the retjigenot consistent with
the adopted land use policies for this property.

The lots are located in the Natural Conservation lase policy, with approximately 800 square fdehe property located in
the Residential Low Density land use policy. NCQigois intended for undeveloped areas with thespnee of steep terrain,
unstable soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low irdég community facility development and very lowndéy residential
development (not exceeding one dwelling unit paer &eres) may be appropriate land uses. RL pdiaytended to conserve
large areas of established, low-density (one todwslling units per acre) residential development.

Special Policies While the proposed lots are consistent with themaoended density of the NCO and RL policies, they a
not consistent with the Special Policies that watepted as an amendment to the Bellevue and Weasivlla Community
Plans by the Metro Planning Commission on July22®7. The goals of these special policies argteserve major
ridgelines and view sheds for the protection ofiredtwildlife corridors, vegetation, and scenicw#& and to “minimize the
physical and aesthetic impacts of excessive grafifgjisides and slopes by promoting the residgrtesign that blends with
the surrounding natural environment.” The lot whig requested to be subdivided contains partefribjor ridgeline and
part of View Shed Area 2. It also contains stdepes, which is defined as an area containing jgestd 20 percent or greater
and sensitive soils. The applicant was askeddwvige information to demonstrate that the two psmgublots could comply
with the special policies.

The western portion of the site is within the majdgeline and View Shed Area 2. The area in tiddie of the lot, adjacent
to the existing driveway and proposed shared aquass, is Bodine-Sulfura (BsE), a problem soilntied by the special
policy and the Metro Zoning Ordinance, and contairstope of over 40%. The applicant has submétptbposed critical lot
plan that shows the proposed building site for Lon top of the ridgeline and proposed drivewayicWlis not contained on
Lot 1. The applicant has not submitted a gradiag entifying and preserving trees eight inchrediameter, as requested,
to show that that the proposed building site iddrefl by mature tree stands, as required by thelolement guidelines in the
recent plan amendment.
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Variance for Irregular Lot Line  Section 3-4.2.a of the Subdivision Regulationsiness lot lines running at right angles
from the street. The lot line between the two psmal lots is irregular. The applicant indicateat this was necessary in
order to preserve the existing structure. The thahhas been submitted shows the proposed neetigte above the existing
structure on a slope of approximately 40% thataiostproblem soils. Staff has serious concernstgtdacing a new home in
this location.

Suitability of the Land  Section 3-3.1 of the Subdivision Regulations st#tat land which the Planning Commission finds
to be unsuitable for subdivision or developmentatshot be subdivided or developed unless adequatbods to solve the
problems created by the unsuitable land conditawesormulated by the developer and approved byrtaening
Commission.” Steep slopes and problem soils acedfithe features that may deem land unsuitable.

Additional Information The applicant deferred the request at the JarR4gr2008, Planning Commission meeting in order
to provide additional information requested in st@ff report, listed above. The applicant has stibcha geotechnical report
and a critical lot plan, but not a grading plamitifying and preserving trees eight inches in disenen compliance with the
special policies.

Geotechnical Report The applicant submitted a geotechnical reportierreferenced project. The report states that
construction on this site is possible, but it rmmeet four requirements listed in the report iditaoh to some

possible complications that are unknown at thigtinit is also recommended that they be requedipply a certification
letter stating that the site has been constructedinpliance, also stamped by a registered engipger to the issuance of a
Use and Occupancy permit.

Critical Lot Plan The applicant submitted a critical lot plan stampga registered engineer. This plan shows thpgqeed
building site along the ridgeline. The site isegsed by an extension of the existing drivewaysipe of 20.5%. The
driveway also requires a pre-split weathered roak,wvhich exists under the soil at four to tentfalbove the driveway, and a
retaining wall of seven feet. The specificatioosthe weathered rock wall are not called out engkotechnical report, as
stated on the plans. Additionally, the geotecHnigport assumes a driveway at a slope of 12% %.14rhere are concerns
about the discrepancy in the slope of the driveletyeen the two submittals, in addition to a prig-g@ll situated within
weathered rock. Weathered rock is not as sousdlasrock and has a tendency for pieces to fldkeooslough.

The Fire Marshal has concerns about access tadiltriy site in the event of a fire. If a fire tkiis able to navigate up the
driveway of 20.5% slope, the turnaround next tohbese is not large enough to accommodate a ok tr

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION  Approved

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION -Denied

. Actual or projected flow data shall be providedptat showing compliance with 2006 edition of NFPAable H.

. The angle of approach and departure for any mefdfire aepartment access road shall not exceedldofi in 20 ft.

. Fire department access roads shall be designeshaimtiained to support the imposed loads of fireaaaius and
shall be provided with an all-weather driving sada

. All fire hydrants shall provide a minimum of 100prg @ 20 psi. If so, all single family residencesa@8600 sq. ft.
are pre-approved.

. The final plat shall show location for all fire hgahts before plat approval.

. A fire department access road shall extend to wiHifi ft of at least one exterior door that can pen@d from the

outside and that provides access to the interitmebuilding.
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. Dead end fire mains over 600 feet in length areired to be no less than 10 inch in diameter.iff ithto be a public
fire main, a letter from Metro Water is requirectegting the length and size.

. All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requid®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes temppotarnarounds.
. Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thayear shall be approved by the Fire Marshdfie©
. Due to new information about this project it wi# bejected.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION This request does not meet the lot comparab#itgiirements of the Subdivision
Regulations. This lot contains steep slopes, pratdoils, and a portion of the major ridgeline &elv Shed Area 2, which
are identified by the special policies, Subdiviskegulations, and Metro Zoning Ordinance as commlitithat are hostile to
development. The applicant has not submitted@afft information to justify an exception to thé tmmparability
requirements of the Subdivision Regulations. Tioges staff recommends disapproval of an exceptidnt comparability
and disapproval of the final plat application.

CONDITIONS - Submit a revised plat with the following correctson
Add parcel numbers.

Correct square footage calculations for lots.

Show ingress/egress easement for Lot 2 on the swuportion of Lot 1. Show ingress/egress easefoelpot 1 for the
portion of the driveway on Lot 2.

Add subdivision number.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recemding disapproval.

Mr. Bill Lockwood, 211 Commerce Street, spoke indiaof the proposed development.
Mr. Robert Stickney, P.O. Box 681237, spoke in fasfathe proposed development.

Mr. James Johnson, 6708 Rodney Court, spoke insijimo of the proposed development.
Ms. Vicki Bryant, 6704 Rodney Court, spoke in ofdpos of the proposed development.
Ms. Jenice Johnson, 6708 Rodney Court, spoke insifign of the proposed development.
Ms. Jane Bibring, 6574 Brownlee Drive, spoke inagifion of the proposed development.

Ms. Alys Venable, 6608 Rolling Fork Drive, spokedpposition of the proposed development. She stidbaninformation to
the Commission for the record.

Mr. Glenn Turner, 6521 Rolling Fork Drive, spokedpposition of the proposed development.
Mr. Gene Scott, owner, spoke in favor of the pregodevelopment.

Ms. Helen Scott, owner, spoke in favor of the psgzbdevelopment.

Mr. George Mcintosh spoke in favor of the propodedelopment.

Mr. Ron Dennis, 505 Saxon Court, spoke in oppasitibthe proposed development.

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the staffscommendation.
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Ms. Logan explained the issues associated witpthposal which lead to staff's recommendation sagprove.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that Councilmember Evans te@a special policy for this area and that theppsed development does
not comply with this policy.

Mr. Tyler questioned the actual slopes containgtiénproposal.
Ms. Logan stated explained the slopes and the@ep¢ages to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Jones seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to disapprove Final 288S-023U-07.
(6-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-52

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008S-023U-07 BISAPPROVED. (6-0)”

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2008Z-027U-08
Map: 092-07 Parcel(s):417
Subares®
Council District 19

A request to rezone from RS3.75 to MUN districtpeay located at 1923 Britt Place, approximatel® f&et west of 19th
Avenue North (0.17 acres), requested by LatanZakes and Jerell Harris, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Single-Family Resid¢i{R&3.75) to Mixed Used Neighborhood
(MUN) zoning for property located at 1923 Britt B¢a approximately 430 feet west of"1@venue North (0.17 Acres).

Existing Zoning
RS3.75 District _RS3.7Eequires a minimum 3,750 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings at a density of
9.87 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
MUN District  Mixed Use Neighborhooid intended for a low intensity mixture of resitiah retail, and office uses.

NORTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood General (NG)NG is intended to meet a spectrum of housing nesttisa variety of housing that is carefully
arranged, not randomly located. An accompanyingabiDesign or Planned Unit Development overlay idistrr site plan
should accompany proposals in these policy areassdure appropriate design and that the typeveflolgment conforms
with the intent of the policy.

Fisk-Meharry Detailed Neighborhood Design Plan, Single Family Attached and Detached (SFADJFAD is intended for a
mixture of single family housing that varies basadhe size of the lot and the placement of thé&dmg on the lot. Detached
houses are single units on a single lot (e.g. sifaghily house), while attached houses are singks that are attached to
other single family houses (e.g. townhomes).

Consistent with Policy?No. While the proposed MUN zoning district wouldbal for uses that would be consistent with the
policy, it would also allow for uses that are nohsistent such as a bar or nightclub. To enswateattiy proposed change use
is consistent with the policy, an enforceable gliga such as an Urban Design Overlay (UDO) or, fiddriJnit Development
Overlay (PUD) must accompany zone change requeatSpecific Plan zoning district (SP) is requivéthin this location.
There was not an UDO or PUD submitted with the ps@gl zone change request.

Last printed 4/11/2008 8:13:00 AM



The applicant has informed staff that they plapucsue a permit for a day care center within thistieg residence. It would
be difficult to accommodate the required parkingoé space for each five individuals and the regu€-type landscape
buffer yard on this 0.17 acre property.

Institutional Special Exceptions 17.16.170 Metro Zoing Code Institutional uses such as a day care centerbmaay
approved for residentially zoned property throudgbpacial Exception permit approved by the Boardafing appeals if
certain criteria are met. For day care center W&ho 25 individuals, the criteria include:

. A minimum of one half acre lot size:
- No driveway access to a minor local street; and
- A minimum A-type landscape buffer yard.

This site does not meet the minimum lot size f@pacial Exception to permit a day care center.

Typical and Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS3.75

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Dwelling Units | (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family

detached(210) 0.17 9.89 1 10 1 2

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District MUN

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
General Office

(710) 0.17 0.60 4,443 122 16 16

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District MUN

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour

Specialty Retalil

Center 814) | 017 0.169 1,251 90 9 25

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres B Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
-- +112 +15 +14

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the zone chargeest. While the proposed MUN
zoning district would allow for uses that would d@nsistent with the area’s policy, it would alstmal for uses that are not
consistent. In addition the NG policy requires thae change requests be accompanied by an UDODmRd neither were
submitted for this site.

Mr. Sexton presented and stated that staff is revemding disapproval.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theilongotvhich passed unanimously, to disapprove ZomaenGe 20082Z-
027U-08. (6-0)
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Resolution No. RS2008-53

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 20082-027U-08 BISAPPROVED. (6-0)

The proposed MUN zoning districts is not consistenwith the North Nashville Community Plan’s Neighbohood
General structure policy, and its Single-Family Atached and Detached Detailed Neighborhood policy, Wh is for a
variety of single-family housing that varies basedn the size of the lot and the placement of the LanUse Policies.”

5. 2008Z7-028T

A request to amend the Metro Zoning Code to craatew use called "Animal Boardirfgacility" and to allow it with
conditions in the IWD and IR zoning districts, regted by Councilmember-at-Large Ronnie Steine.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST A request to amend the Metro Zoning Code to craatew use called “Animal Boarding Facility”,
and to allow it with conditions in the IndustrialaMhousing/ Distribution (IWD) and Industrial Rédtive (IR) zoning
districts.

APPLICATION DETAILS Section 17.04.060 of the Metro Zoning Code doescnntain any definition for “Animal
Boarding Facility,” nor is it listed as a use incBen 17.08.030, the Zoning District Land Use Tabldis request will amend
the Metro Zoning Code to provide a definition fémimal Boarding Facility” and stipulate the zonidigtricts in which the
use will be permitted with conditions.

Proposed Definition“Animal boarding facility” means any buildings land used, designated or arranged for the temporary
boarding, care and grooming of domesticated dodscats for profit. This use does not include amehihospital.”

Proposed Conditions Animal Boarding Facilities are proposed todeemitted with conditions within the Industrial
Warehousing/ Distribution (IWD), and the IndustiRgstrictive (IR) districts. Conditions are adduls:

1. SetbackNo part of any building or structure in which amilhare housed shall be closer than two hundregdded
no kennel run shall be located within one hundesd, ffrom any existing residence.

2. Building TemperatureEnclosures must be provided which shall allow adég protection against weather extremes.
Floors of buildings, runs, and walls shall be ofrapervious material to permit proper cleaning diginfecting.

3. CagesEach animal boarded at the facility shall havdiseht space to stand up, lie down and turn arouitdout

touching the sides or top of cages. Cages are td imaterial and construction that permits cleardng sanitizing.
Cage floors of concrete, unless radiantly heateal] bave a resting board or some type of bedding.

4. Runs.Each run must have at least a six-foot high fexorapletely surrounding it. Fences must be mainthine
escape-proof condition. Runs shall provide an aaleqgexercise area and protection from the weastlieanimal
quarters and runs are to be kept clean, dry aadsamitary condition.

5. Watering of AnimalsAll animals shall have fresh water available &tiales. Water vessels shall be mounted or
secured in a manner that prevents tipping and beallf the removable type.
6. On-Site Waste Collectiorhll on-site waste shall be housed either withia kennel building or an accessory

structure, and all waste shall be disposed ofdardtary fashion no less frequently than one tiereveek. The
drainage of all liquid by-products shall be disget into a permitted sanitary sewer line or septi& and shall not
be disposed of by way of storm sewers, creeksarsiseor rivers.”

Analysis While animal boarding facilities exist it Nashville Davidson County, this is not a listesk in the Metro Zoning
Code. By listing the use and stipulating whichiagrdistrict the use is permitted with conditioMgtro can more effectively
control the use and can ensure that it is conduntadafe and humane way, and that the use wilhaee a negative impact
on neighboring properties.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the proposed ordimanc

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmetending approval.
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Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the ddbnitof “domesticated animals” as mentioned in thisendment.
It was offered that domesticated animals referogdoth dogs and cats.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theilangtvhich passed unanimously, to approve Text Atneent 2008Z-
028T. (6-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-54

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiien that 2008Z-028T iaPPROVED. (6-0)”

6. 20087-029U-10
Map: 104-14 Parcel(s):072, 073
Subared 0
Council District 18

A request to rezone from RS7.5 to R8 district prope located at 2902 and 2904 W. Linden Avenupr@pmately 95 feet
west of 29th Avenue South (0.70 acres), requestddeinnis and Delia Corrieri, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2008Z-029U-10 to April 10, 2008, at the regst of
the applicant. (7-0)

IX. PUBLIC HEARING:
CONCEPT PLANS

7. 2008S-061U-12
BRENTWOOD BRANCH ESTATES
Map: 160-08-0 Parcel010A
Map: 160-08 Parcels: 046, 048
Map: 160 Parcel: 123
Subared 2
Council District 26

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision of 8 lots and to remove theeree parcel status of
property at 531 Broadwell Drive, Hill Road (unnuméd), and Trousdale Drive (unnumbered), at theitersnof Trousdale
Drive south of Broadwell Drive, zoned RS20 (4.98a8, requested by Michael and Sharon Yates andrDiorthcultt,
owners, Dale & Associates, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision of 8 single-family lots andremove the reserve parcel
status of property at 531 Broadwell Drive, for pedjes located at Hill Road (unnumbered), and TdalesDrive
(unnumbered), at the terminus of Trousdale Drivétsof Broadwell Drive, zoned Single-Family Resitlah(RS20) (4.93
acres).

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

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The concept plan proposes to create 8 single-fagligter lots, and to remove the reserve status
from a parcel within the development. The clutteéoption allows the applicant to reduce minimwhdizes two base zone
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districts from the base zone classification of RGahimum 20,000 sq. ft. lots) to RS10 (minimuma@) sq. ft. lots) if the
plan meets all the requirements of the clustepilotisions of the Metro Zoning Code. The proposesirange in size from
10,008 square feet to 25,992 square feet.

Open SpaceCluster lot developments are required to proviigpdrcent common open space per phase. The cqrlaapt
designates 7 percent (.34 acres) of the site agaien space in the form of a walking trail aifdp&rcent (1.85 acres) as
passive open space for a total of 44 percent opaces

Critical Lots The Metro Subdivision Regulations require thadteble designated as critical when it is createdatnral slope
of 20 percent or greater, or when it contains ratilvodplain. The concept plan depicts the 100-fmdplain affecting lots
3 through 6. Each lot has been labeled as criticahe plan and will require a critical lot plantfa¢ time of development.

Floodway/Floodplain Section 17.28.040 of the Metro Zoning Code spesifhat development on property encumbered by
natural floodplain or floodway shall leave a minimoef 50 percent of the natural floodplain arealudmng all floodway area,
undisturbed and in its natural state. ApproximagR2 acres is located within the floodplain. Thenpstates that 41 percent
of the floodplain will be disturbed, leaving rougti9 percent of the floodplain undisturbed.

Sidewalk A five foot sidewalk is planned along the westeght-of-way and extends around the cul-de-sac iteating at lot
8.

Access/Street ConnectivityAccess to the site will be available by a pubtiad that intersects Trousdale Drive and Broadwell
Drive. The concept plan proposes 46 feet of rightsay terminating in a cul-de-sac. The applicarg bkso applied to

abandon the current 60 feet of right-of-way thaee#s south off of Broadwell Drive and realign thadway to facilitate a
cluster lot design.

History In 2003, a request was made to close an unimpnpweetbn of Trousdale Drive from Broadwell Drive ktbll Road.
The Planning Department staff recommended disagpiafithe closure because the extension was wtgile long range
transportation plan for this area. However, thaiestjwas deferred indefinitely and never voted pthe Planning
Commission or the Council. Consequently, commuojtyosition to the planned extension of Trousdalgeled to its
removal from the Southeast Community Plan, buetitension remains depicted on the Adopted Majaebtand Collector
Plan since that plan has not yet been updated.

In addition to the applicant’s request associatil this plat to abandon and relocate the portibright-of-way for Trousdale
Drive that runs south off of Broadwell Drive, theuncil representative has also requested abanddrohdre remaining
unimproved right of way that would have connectedu§dale to Hill Road. If this abandonment requétghately is
approved by the Metro Council, then there it woubd be possible to make a direct connection froousdale Drive to Hill
Road.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION The developer's construction drawings shall cormptii the design regulations
established by the Department of Public Works.aFitesign may vary based on field conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

1. All fire hydrants shall provide a minimum of 100prg @ 20 psi. If so, all single family residencesa600 sq. ft.
are pre-approved.

2. Actual or projected flow data shall be providedpbat showing compliance with 2006 edition of NFPAable H.

3. Any residential construction over 3600 sq. ft. wéfuire an independent review by the Fire Marsbtilse and be
required to comply with the 2006 edition of NFPAable H. http://www.nashfire.org/prev/tableH51.htm

4, All roadways with-two way traffic shall comply withublic works minimum requirements.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions of thecapt plan and the request to remove
the reserve status from the adjacent parcel. @t@mmendation to approve the concept plan is nehdorsement of the
elimination of an extension of Trousdale Drive tmoect with Hill Road. Staff would support retaigithe connection as it is
important to the efficient movement of traffic imetarea, but also recognizes the land use prirscggtablished in the
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community plan. Since the extension is no longeara of the community’s transportation structuramplstaff's
recommendation is guided accordingly.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to final plat approval, the abandonment ghtiof-way on the unimproved portion of Trousdalé/b from
Broadwell Drive to Brentwood Branch must be apptblag Council.

2. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior fire
protection must be met prior to the issuance oftanlgding permits.

Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that stafésnmending approval with conditions.

Mr. Tom Steward, 120 Maxwell Crossing, spoke inagfion to the proposed development.

Mr. Leslie Wittner, 116 Maxwell Crossing, spokedpposition to the proposed development.

Mr. Charlie Dean, Dale & Associates, spoke in favbthe proposed development.

Mr. Michael Yates, P.O. Box 3429, spoke in favotted proposed development.

Mr. Tyler requested further clarification regarglithe issue surrounding the extension of Trousdaked to Hill Road.
Ms. Nedra Jones explained this concept to the Casiami.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information regagi Trousdale Road and its connection to Hill Road.

Ms. Cummings agreed with the conditions that wermmmended by staff.

Ms. Jones moved and Ms. Cummings seconded the metltich passed unanimously, to approve Concept 2088S-061U-
12. (6-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-55

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008S-061U-12 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (6-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final plat approval, the abandonment ghtiof-way on the unimproved portion of Trousdaléb from
Broadwell Drive to Brentwood Branch must be apptbisg Council.

2. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’'s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior fire
protection must be met prior to the issuance oftanlling permits.”

X. PUBLIC HEARING:
FINAL PLANS

8. 2007S-195U-07
HORTENSE PLACE, RESUB. LOT 94 (formerly NEVADA HEHT'S, RESUB.
Lot 94)
Map: 092-13 Parcel(s):401, 416.01
Subare&
Council District 24
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A request for final plat approval to create onedlotl dedicate 1,532 square feet of right-of-wan@l83rd Avenue North,
approximately 145 feet south of Nevada Avenue (@&2s), zoned RS5, requested by Dreaminc, ownamihe &
Associates, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create onedlotl dedicate 1,532 square feet of right-of-wan@l83rd Avenue North,
approximately 145 feet south of Nevada Avenue (@é2s), zoned Single-Family Residential (RS5).

ZONING
RS5 District - RSFequires a minimum 5,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density7o1
dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS This subdivision proposes to dedicate 1,532 scfiggteof right-of-way and create one lot from anstirig
parcel. Lot 94 is being amended to provide additisight-of —way along 33Avenue, North. The amended Lot 94 will
contain 10,044 square feet of area, and the neWhetill contain 12,748 square feet.

While a final plat of subdivision can be approveunistratively, 35' Avenue, North is a substandard street at thigimea
and will need to be improved to meet Public Woitesidards. Due to the need to bring the streeb upitrent standards, this
subdivision is classified as a major subdivisiod egquires Planning Commission approval.

This portion of 3% Avenue, North is a dead-end street. As the deadstreet will be more than 150 feet, the applidest
provided an “eye-brow” turn-around to satisfy tlegquirements of Public Works and the Fire Marshal.

Critical Lots Proposed lots containing natural or manmade festffecting the feasibility of construction mustdesignated
as critical during the review process. Each lottams 20 percent or greater slope and has beatifidd as critical lots on the
plan. In addition, Section 17.28.030 of the Metoming Code states that for single and two-fanolg lof less than one acre,
any natural slopes equal to or greater than 25péraust be platted outside of the building envelopt the time of
development, a critical lot plan will be requirex £ach lot to ensure any areas of severe slopgreserved to the greatest
extent possible in a natural state.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations states mew lots in areas that are predominantly d@eszlo
are to be generally in keeping with the lot fromtamd lot size of the existing surrounding lots.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltle following information:

Minimum lot
Minimum lot frontage (linear
Street Name size (sq. ft.) ft.)
337 Avenue 6,969 N/A

As proposed, each lot would have the following ared street frontage:

. Lot 94: 10,044 sq. ft., (0.23 acres), with 8mftfrontage
. Lot 95: 12,748 sq. ft., (0.29 acres), with 60 ftfrontage

Lot comparability for frontage does not apply sitice right of way terminates at a permanent deadsaad each lot has 35
feet or more of frontage.

Sidewalks Sidewalks are not required with the recording & that. Although the property is located withiretarban
services district, the construction of sidewalksds required because the property is located wilhi infill setting on a
permanent dead-end street.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION Roadway improvements to be bonded with the rengrdf the final plat.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval with condition of thefiplat.

CONDITIONS
1. Add new parcel number 490 to Lot 95.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-56

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2007S-195U-07 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Add new parcel number 490 to Lot 95.”

9. 2008S-060A-07
HORTON HEIGHTS, RESUB. LOT 1 SETBACK AMENDMENT
Map: 102-08 Parcel(s):058
Subare&

Council District 24

A request to remove the platted front setbacksropgty located at 6509 Charlotte Pike (0.75 aci#she northeast corner
of Charlotte Pike and Hillwood Boulevard, zoned G8quested by Aquaterra Engineering on behalf apdb Express Inc.,
lessee, and Linde Bracey Wilson, Trustee et al,epsin

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Setback Amendment
A request to remove the platted front setbacks omproperty located at 6509 Charlotte Pike (0.75 §cetsthe northeast
corner of Charlotte Pike and Hillwood Boulevardned Commercial Service (CS).

ZONING
CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahcestaurant, office, self-storage, light
manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS

Plan DetailsThe applicant has requested that the platted detlimcremoved from this commercial property and ttha
setbacks be determined by the Zoning Code. Tha&nd the commercial lot across Hillwood Boulevaste platted in 1952,
without recorded setbacks. A revised plat in 12uled a 60-foot setback along Charlotte Pike alfilfaot setback along
Hillwood Boulevard on this property. By removirttetplatted setbacks and applying the Zoning Cottmsks of 57 feet
from the centerline of Charlotte Pike and 45 feetrf the centerline of Hillwood Boulevard, the twarmamercial properties
will have the same setbacks.

The removal of the platted setbacks does not relilkis property from complying with all aspectgtué Zoning Code
including requirements for providing screening afking areas adjacent to public streets and forigiog a landscape buffer
yard to screen the commercial use from the adjaesidentially zoned property to the north. A @eyandscape buffer yard
will be required along the property line. The desitial property will be separated by a twenty fonimproved alley and a
minimum 20 foot buffer yard from any new buildings this property.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of removing the platttacks for this property.
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Mr. Bernhardt announced that this item could begdaback on the Consent Agenda and approved, Eswias no one in the
audience to speak against the proposal.

Mr. Tyler moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motishich passed unanimously, to place Item #9, 2008307, Horton
Heights, on the Consent Agenda and appr@8e0)

Resolution No. RS2008-57

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-060A-07 APPROVED. (6-0)”

10. 2008S-062U-13
TOWN PARK ESTATES, RESUB. LOT 61
Map: 135-05  Parcel: 055
Subarea 13
Council District 28

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperty located at 316 Melvin Jones Drive, agipnately 450 feet south
of Southwind Drive (1.3 acres), zoned R10, requebtieDavid Waynick, owner, Civil Site Design Growspyveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED FinalPlat 2008S-062U-13 to April 10, 2008, at the regsieof the
applicant. (7-0)

11. 2008S-064U-09
ROLLING MILL HILL, LOT 5
Map: 093-11 Parcel(s):251
Subare®
Council District 6

A request for concept plan approval to create 8ldod common space at Academy Place (unnumberdd)cunded by
Middleton Place, Nance Avenue, and Rolling MilllHRload (1.09 acres), zoned CF and within the Rg#ddill
Redevelopment district, requested by M.D.H.A., owhétlejohn Engineering Associates, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create 8ldod common space at Academy Place (unnumberdd)cunded by
Middleton Place, Nance Avenue, and Rolling Mill IHRoad (1.09 acres), zoned Core Frame (CF) andmiitle Rutledge Hill
Redevelopment district.

ZONING
CF District - Core Framis intended for a wide range of parking and conuiaéservice support uses for the central business
District.

PLAN DETAILS This proposal is within the Rolling Mill Hill devepment in Downtown Nashville. This subdivision
proposes to create 34 lots around a common opee spaa and a circular driveway. This project ie®f attached single-
family units. From the street, this portion of thevelopment will look like townhomes, but eachtuvill be its own lot. The
four buildings, ranging from four to twelve lotsegulled up to the street with rear access.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION The developer's construction drawings shall comti the design regulations
established by the Department of Public Works. IFKilegign may vary based on field conditions.

Identify plans for solid waste disposal and reayglcollection. Identify collection types and durgrgpad location. Identify

vehicle access locations. Solid waste disposarecytling collection to be coordinated with thep@gment of Public Works
Solid Waste Division.
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All roadways and solid waste collection locatioositcommodate SU-30 turning movements. Providerdeatation /
turning movement illustration for an SU-30 desigthicle.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved
STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval.

Approved, (7-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-58

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-064U-09 APPROVED. (7-0)”

Xl.  OTHER BUSINESS

12. Motor Vehicle Business Establishment applicationZ632 Nolensville Pike, Marco Juarez, owner. @&@hange
Proposal No. 20082-033U-11)

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2008Z-033U-11 to April 10, 2008, at the regst of
the Planning Staff. (7-0)

13. Request to adopt a Planning Commission policy fimiaistrative approval of Motor Vehicle Businesgdidishment
applications.

Mr. Bernhardt briefly explained the suggested polar staff to administratively approve Motor VeledBusiness
Establishment (MVBE) applications.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether the Commission caulake their recommendation on this suggested patitiye next
meeting.

Mr. Kleinfelter offered that the policy is mainlysaiggestion and is not a requirement. It outlcrésria that could be used to
determine approval of MVBE applications. He statezgl Commission could make their decision at the meeting.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the information preddo the Commission was sent to Councilmember;Resgié was her
request to seek the Commission’s recommendatianapplication she received in her district.

Mr. Kleinfelter indicated that the information wsisared with Councilmember Page, however, staffrteidinade contact with
her regarding the policy.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the motiomefer their decision to adopt Planning Comris$tolicy on
MVBE's to April 10, 2008.(6-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-59

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that the Request to Adopt a Planning CommisBiicy for
Administrative Approval of Motor Vehicle Businesstgblishment Applications BEFERRED to the APRIL 10, 2008,
meeting. (6-0)”

14, Correction to the February 28, 2008 minutes

Approved,(7-0) Consent Agenda
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Resolution No. RS2008-60

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssizn that the Correction to the February 28, 2008utés is
APPROVED. (6-0)"

15. Executive Directors Report

16. Legislative Update

Xll.  ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

(./ The Planning Department does not discriminate erb#isis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion
or disability in access to, or operation of itsgnams, services, activities or in its hiring or éayment practices.
ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department ADA Complianocer@inator, 800
Second Avenue South®2Floor, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-715Gtle VI inquiries should be forwarded
to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 THiAvenue North, Suite 200, Nashville, TN 37201,
(615)862-6170Contact Department of Human Resources for akmployment related inquiriesat (615)862-

6640.
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