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

10/23/2008
*hkkkhkhkkhkkkk
4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreeshboro Road

PLANNING COMN”S_SlONZ Staff Present:
James McLean, Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
Stewart CI|ft_on Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Judy Cummings Jason Swaggart, Planner II
Tonya Jones Bob Leeman, Planner Il
Hunter Gee _ Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Councilmember Jim Gotto Carrie Logan, Planner Il
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer

Brenda Bernards, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |

Steve Mishu, Metro Water
Jonathon Honeycutt, Public Works
Mr. Sean Alexander, Metro Historic

Commission Members Absent:
Victor Tyler
Derrick Dalton

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission is to guide the future growth and development for Nashville and
Davidson County to evolve into a more socially, economically and environmentally sustainable community with a
commitment to preservation of important assets, efficient use of public infrastructure, distinctive and diverse
neighborhood character, free and open civic life, and choices in housing and transportation.

I CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:04 p.m.

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

There were no changes made to the agenda.
Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the rmtighich passed unanimously, to adopt the agengeeagnted(6-0)

I, APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 14, 2008, MINUTES
Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to approve the Octbe2008
minutes as presente@6-0)

102308Minutes.doc 1 of 37



V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Holleman stated he would reservedmnsments until after his item was presented fozugision.

Councilmember Tygard spoke in favor of Item #1,280.50U-03, Park Preserve, Phase |. He brieflya@rxgd his support
for the proposal and requested its approval. ldetdwever, mention some of the issues associatedive proposal and
spoke of a meeting in which positive progress wasderin an attempt to resolve some of the issuesss@d by all those
affected by the proposal.

Ms. Cumming arrived at 4:07 p.m.
Ms. Andree arrived at 4:07 p.m.

Councilmember Harrison addressed the Commissiditean#1, 2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve, Phase lackeowledged
the good intentions of the Habitat Organizationyéeer, expressed issues with the volume of homieg) lpeoposed for his
district. He too acknowledged the meeting that lagld and stated that the issues surrounding thel@@ment were not
addressed. He suggested additional studies beletmdwn integrating low income housing throughalliof Nashville. He
requested that the Commission either disapprowefar the proposal if it did not contain all theassary requirements for
approval.

Councilmember Harrison then spoke regarding Iten2888SP-025U-03, The Park at Ewing Creek. Helprxplained
that he and the residents affected by the propdeeelopment were in favor of its approval and pdedi the various reasons
of support. He asked that the Commission congidese reasons as they make a determination orrdpesal.

Councilmember Barry spoke in favor of Item #10, 20@89T, Residential Tree Density Requirementse [@lovided a
brief history on the tree ordinance and offereditémthl information on the importance of trees aineir positive affects on
the environment. She requested that the Commisgiprove the ordinance.

Councilmember Duvall stated he reserve his commanttsafter his item was presented for discussion.

Councilmember Hunt addressed the Commission on#EM 2005P-010G-02, Nashville Commons at SkyliHe. briefly
explained the issue of several street lights treeveontained in the proposal and requested thaetlights be excluded
from the development.

Councilmember Hunt then spoke to the Commissioandigg Item #1, 2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve, Phalde
explained that progress was being made by allgsadifected by the development and requestedite&dmmission defer
the proposal indefinitely to allow additional tirf@ continued discussions.

Councilmember Craddock spoke in favor of ltem #2K)5P-027U-05, Home Depot. He then spoke regaitimg #1,
2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve Phase I. He suggissteddditional effort and cooperation should lspldyed by the
Habitat Organization in an effort to provide a gamighbor relationship.

Councilmember Murray explained that she would neséer comments until after her item was presewitdthe
Commission.

Councilmember Jameson spoke in favor of Item #008Z-089T, Residential Tree Density Requiremehts.presented
several slides to the Commission in an effortltestrate the issues associated with tree remowhtesidential development.
He then offered additional information supporting tequest and requested that the Commission apphevtext
amendment. He submitted information for the record

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

2. 2007SP-114U-10 A request for final site plan approval for the Sfie®lan-Residential (SP-R) located at
4000 Wayland Drive, to construct one single-famégidence with a detached garage,
and install drainage, landscaping, and a wall aatext with the proposed residence —
deferred to November 13, 2008, at the requesteofiplicant.
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Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the matiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the DefeaneblWithdrawn
items as presented8-0)

Ms. Hammond announced, "As information for our aadg, if you are not satisfied with a decision miagléhe Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision hiyigueing for a writ of cert with the Davidson CoyrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 88ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Cdssion'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."

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
FINAL PLATS
11. 2008S-162G-02 A request for final plat apprdeatreate 2 lots on property located at 1204 Casthjioad.

-Approve with conditions including an exception tahe lot comparability requirement

REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

13. 2005P-027U-05 A request to amend a portioh@Home Depot Planned Unit - Approved with conditions,
Development Overlay, approved by Council Bill BLB3881, locate: including removing the
at Gallatin Pike (unnumbered), at the northweshepof Gallatin restriction for access to
Pike and Joyce Lane, to delete Condition #20 dbtg accessto  Joyce Lane
Joyce Lane and to allow for the development 0P&2 square foot
financial institution, replacing two 3,600 squaoetfrestaurant uses
previously approved.

OTHER BUSINESS

14. Exclusion of Grange Insurance from providingesgibonds for one year pursuant to Sectio#pprove

6-1.2.d of the Metro Subdivision Regulations.

15. Confirmation of Cyrus Hatfield and Gigi Grimdtep the Harding Town Center Advisory -Approve
Committee

Ms. Cummings moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the mptidich passed unanimously, to adopt the Consgahda as
presented.(8-0)

VIIl. PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2008S-150U-03
Park Preserve, Ph 1 (Concept Plan)
Map: 060-00 Parcels:005, 006, 060
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Nedra Jones

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision containing 34 single-familydat 508 and 512 Ewing
Drive and Ewing Drive (unnumbered), approximatedp 6eet west of Ewing Lane (10.31 acres), zoned. R3$&quested by
Nashville Area Habitat foumanity Inc., owner, Ragan-Smith-Associates Isaryeyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Cluster Lot

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision containing 34 single-familydat 508 and 512 Ewing
Drive and Ewing Drive (unnumbered), approximated 6eet west of Ewing Lane (10.31 acres), zoned|&iramily
Residential (RS7.5).

ZONING

RS7.5 District - RS7.%equires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
4.94 dwelling units per acre. While only 34 lote aroposed, the RS7.5 zoning would permit up tolG4ter lots on 10.31
acres.

102308Minutes.doc 3of 37



History A preliminary plat was previously approved by tHarffing Commission for this property on JanuaryZ®)6, for
46 lots. Since a final plat was not recorded witfwo years, the preliminary plat expired on Jap@r, 2008.

The Park Preserve Planned Unit Development, alsedvay Habitat for Humanity, is located immediatetyth of the Park
Preserve Subdivision, which proposes a future tst@@nection into the PUD. The PUD was approvedleiro Council in
July 2002, for 416 single family lots and 327 mdtinily units on 200 acres.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The concept plan proposes to create 34 singleydots within a cluster lot development on
10.31 acres. The cluster lot option contained eNtetro Code allows the applicant to reduce mininloinsizes two base
zone districts from the base zone classificatioR87.5 (minimum 7,500 sq. ft. lots) to RS3.75 (minm 3,750 sq. ft. lots)
if the plan meets all the requirements of the elukit provisions of the Metro Zoning Code. Thelagant has reduced the
minimum lot sizes by one base zone classificatbtoR$5 (minimum 5,000 sq. ft. lots) and the propdetgirange in size
from approximately 5,000 square feet to 7,600 sg)feet.

Open Space/LandscapingCluster lot developments are required to provid@dgent usable open space per phase. The
concept plan designates 24 percent or 2.45 actbe aiite as open space including both passiveetive space with a
playfield, and playground equipment. A standard BfRIscape buffer is planned along the eastermeter of the site to
screen the development from neighboring propeftyis area is not counted as usable open space.

Sidewalk A five foot sidewalk is planned within the right why throughout the development.

Access/Street ConnectivityThe plan proposes a new public road that wiBiisgct onto Ewing Drive to the north at
Gwynnwood Drive and extends south ending in a strdet that will eventually connect to the ParksBree PUD. This
PUD, also owned by Habitat for Humanity, is curhenihdeveloped with a stub street connection trmild/tie into Park
Preserve, Phase 1 Concept Plan. There is alst atséet shown on this concept plan to providgaréuconnection to the
west.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. The developer's construction drawings shall comaptlg the design regulations established by the Biepnt of
Public Works. Final design may vary based on fegldditions.

2. Construct Ewing Drive pavement section along priypeontage per standard drawing ST-253. Provagets per
AASHTO / MUTCD standards. Coordinate Ewing Dr impements with road widening at La Vista by Park
Preserve PUD.

3. Construct the site access road at Ewing Drive with entering and two exiting lanes (LT and TH/Ragrewith 75
ft of storage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD stards.

4. Lots 1 and 16 shall have no driveway access to §Wirive.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved. The lot layout is acceptable; howethes, water discharging from
the pipe between Lots 33 and 34 is not receivitigreatment. This issue must be dealt with attiime of plan submittal to
the MWS Stormwater Division.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

1. Before a plat for 1 or 2 families can be approy#dns showing water mains, fire hydrants, the psepdlow from
the fire hydrant with the highest elevation and tmemote in this project, street access and topbgcaelevations
shall be provided.

2. All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requif®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes tempptarnarounds.
3. Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thanyear shall be approved by the Fire Marshalfie©
4. No part of any building shall be more than 500 dni a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfacd.rddetro

Ordinance 095-1541 Sec: 1568.020 B.
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5. Fire Hydrant flow data shall be printed on the pléor the fire hydrant(s) used to protect new cwmsion for this
project.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions of thaaept plan for the Park Preserve,
Phase 1.

CONDITIONS

1. All development plans shall comply with the conalits and design regulations established by the Dapat of
Public Works.

2. All development plans submitted for approval mushply with the Fire Marshal’s requirements listdxbweae.

3. All development plans shall comply with the Storntevaequirements listed above.

4. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Reijuta, if this application receives conditional epal from the

Planning Commission, that approval shall expiresslrevised 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.

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

Ms. LeQuire acknowledged that the requested susidivimet the necessary requirements for approealelier, suggested
that the Commission consider adding a conditiothéorecommendation that would require market hausipes suitable for
various levels of income for the proposed develapscated in this area.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that staff supports ancdeareges diverse housing in its community planniragess. He further
offered that he was unaware of an ordinance thatdwequire diverse housing, but would welcomedhportunity to
review a county-wide ordinance that would provideetse housing throughout the entire county.

Ms. Jones offered her thoughts on utilizing mixeddsing types within Habitat subdivisions. Shea&cknowledged that the
development had met all the necessary requirenagtsvould have to be approved by the Commission.

Mr. Ponder acknowledged the discussions that Hahtplace on this proposal and encouraged thptéiles “keep the door
open” for additional conversations.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the concerns and issues@ated with the requested development. He spokbe importance
of providing affordable housing throughout the citye then reminded the Commission that the reqded¢velopment met
all the subdivision regulations and stated he waulgport its approval.

Ms. Cummings spoke of her support for the Habitaja@ization, however, expressed concern with timsitieof the
proposed development planned for this area anedstaat if approved, the Commission may regraediistence in the
future. She too recognized that the request mef ¢he subdivision regulations and would havé¢ocapproved as
submitted.

Mr. Gee agreed with many of the comments made aggested that the affordable housing issue shauktuied further
at the higher level in which legislation could lrafted that would possibly provide incentives foe implementation of
affordable housing throughout the entire City.

Mr. Gotto requested additional information on thedtion of a proposed planned unit developmentrgdrior this area.
Mr. Leeman explained the location of the developnaenl its proposed access points.

Mr. Gotto expressed concern with the lack of resofuthat resulted from the meeting between theitda®rganization and
community leaders. He stated that if the propasaelopment were to be approved, it would be ggtiprecedent. He

explained that he supports the Habitat organizatiowever, believed that the proposal should haen leferred
indefinitely to allow additional conversations withe community.
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Mr. Gotto moved to disapprove Concept Plan 200834183.

Ms. Cummings offered her support and seconded titeomto disapprove.

Mr. Bernhardt asked that Mr. Gotto provide readonshe disapproved motion as it was a requirenf@nthe record.
Mr. Gotto briefly explained his reasons for the imotto disapprove.

Mr. Clifton shared his views on the implicationathvould result if the proposed development wesaplproved by the
Commission and urged that the motion not carry &dy

Ms. LeQuire questioned when the larger planneddmitlopment located south of the development wbaltleard by the
Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt provided additional information oretplanned unit development.
Ms. LeQuire requested that Mr. Morrissey providgaleadvice on the motion that was currently onflber.

Mr. Morrissey briefly explained the Commission’serdn relation to land use policies and the issagsociated with basing a
decision on moral issues.

Mr. Gee questioned why affordability could not s®d and considered part of land use.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional guidance on thguesst being made of the Commission.

Mr. Gee requested additional information on thetenhof the planned unit development that wouldhéard in December.
Mr. Bernhardt explained the planned unit developnagial its content to the Commission.

The motion to disapprove failed.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtio approve with conditions Concept Plan 20088LEB3 as
recommended by the Planning st&f6-2) No votes — Gotto, Cummings

Resolution No. RS2008-217

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comizn that 2008S-150U-03 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (6-2)

Conditions of Approval:

1. All development plans shall comply with the comatis and design regulations established by the Brapat of
Public Works.

2. All development plans submitted for approval mushply with the Fire Marshal’s requirements listdxbee.

3. All development plans shall comply with the Stornbevaequirements listed above.

4. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Reijuta, if this application receives conditional epgal from the

Planning Commission, that approval shall expireessirevised 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.”
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Mr. Bernhardt offered that current discussions wfifer guidance to the Habitat Organization on hbay may want to move
forward on the planned unit development.

IX. PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIFIC PLANS

2. 2007SP-114U-10
4000 Wayland Drive (Formerly Beacon Way Townhomes)
Map: 130-11-0 Parcels: 001, 002, 003
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 34 — Carter Todd
Staff Reviewer: Bob Leeman

A request for final site plan approval for the Sfie®lan-Residential (SP-R) located at 4000 Wagl&nive, at the
northwest corner of Wayland Drive and Beacon D(Iv@5 acres), to construct one single-family resogewith a detached
garage, and install drainage, landscaping, andleaggociated with the proposed residence, CarfirkAssociates,
applicant for Charles R. Carroll, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Spedic Plan 2007SP-114U-10 to November 13, 2008, aeth
request of the applicant. (8-0)

3. 2008SP-025U-03
The Park at Ewing Creek
Map: 059-00 Parcels: 063, 195
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from RS7.5, R8, and CS to SRewling properties located at 2832 Whites Creek Bikd Rowan Drive
(unnumbered), approximately 1,510 feet south dieBriParkway (91.97 acres), to permit the develagroéa retail, office,
warehouse and industrial campus and open spacestegl by Dale & Associates, applicant, for EwimgeR, LLC, owner.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider{iR$7.5), One and Two-Family Residential (R8), and@ercial
Service (CS) to Specific Plan-Mixed Industrial (BB)-zoning properties located at 2832 Whites CrBéde and Rowan
Drive (unnumbered), approximately 1,510 feet saitBriley Parkway (91.97 acres), to permit the depment of a retail,
office, warehouse and industrial campus and opaoesp

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

R8 District - R8 requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andterided for single-family dwellings and duplexesuat
overall density of 5.79 dwelling units per acreliring 25% duplex lots.

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

Proposed Zoning

SP-MI District - Specific Plan-Mixed Industrids a zoning District category that provides fodisidnal flexibility of

design, including the relationship of streets tddiugs, to provide the ability to implement theesffic details of the General
Plan. This Specific Plan includes retail, offie@rehouse and industrial campus and open space.
BORDEAUX/WHITES CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN
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Natural Conservation (NCO) NCO policy is intended for undeveloped areas withresence of steep terrain, unstable
soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low intensity comnity facility development and very low densityidential development
(not exceeding one dwelling unit per two acres) tm@wyppropriate land uses.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) RLM policy is intended to accommodate residentatalopment within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,@ltih some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing reagpipropriate.

Neighborhood Center (NC)NC is intended for small, intense areas that mayain multiple functions and are intended to
act as local centers of activity. Ideally, a neigiitmod center is a "walk-to" area within a five o walk of the surrounding
neighborhood it serves. The key types of uses d&emvithin NC areas are those that meet daily colenee needs and/or
provide a place to gather and socialize.

Appropriate uses include single- and multi-famégidential, public benefit activities and smallleazffice and commercial
uses. An Urban Design or Planned Unit Developrogatlay district or site plan should accompany psais in these
policy areas, to assure appropriate design andhbadtpe of development conforms to the interthefpolicy.

Consistent with Policy? No. While some of the proposed uses are consigitinland use policies, the majority of the
proposed retail, office, warehouse and industsalsuwill be located on areas now designated as ghlMy, which does not
support these uses. The portion of the propesigdated NC is consistent with proposed Distrieis&s. The portion of the
property that is designated NCO is to remain asigpace and this is consistent with the policy.

PLAN DETAILS The proposed SP includes three districts, eatthitgiown land uses and bulk standards. Whillaa s
included showing a new street and lots, this isnhtzabe illustrative only and no specific streetat layout is proposed
with this rezoning request.

District A District A, with approximately 12 acres in areapisposed for commercial, retail, office and warg®uses
fronting Whites Creek Pike from the southern propkne to the TVA easement. The uses and bulikdsieds for this
district are similar to those for the CS zoningriis with the following uses excluded: residehtreon-residential drug
treatment, automotive sales, bar or nightclubsgleahotels, and construction/demolition landfilBuilding heights are to
be two stories and the maximum floor area ratioRF-#& proposed to be 0.8.

Various building materials are identified. Theselude various types of concrete, brick and staneell as stucco and
architectural metals and glazing. More detaikeguired on what is included in “architectural mefalwWhile the colors for
these buildings are not limited, the more interders are restricted to be used as accents only.

A 30 foot landscape buffer is proposed along WHhitesek Pike in order to provide additional buffgriinom the existing,
active quarry across from the property. Detailthefproposed landscaping have been provided, listtaf proposed trees
and shrubs species is needed.

District B District B, with approximately 38 acres in areapisposed for industrial, office, and warehousestsehe center
of the property. Uses permitted within this subtdct are those allowed under the Industrial Watsing/ Distribution
(IWD) zoning district with the following uses exded: residential, construction/demolition landfltomotive sales and
uses, non-residential drug treatment, sanitaryfihredult entertainment, and mineral extractidBuilding heights are
limited to one to two stories. The bulk standastithe IWD zoning district will apply in District B

Various building materials are identified. Theseluide various types of concrete, brick and stanghitectural metals and
glazing. Gloss, highly reflective metals are phiteid as the primary building material. As is tt@se for District A, more
detail is required on what is included in “architeal metals.” While the colors for these buildraye not limited, the colors
are to be subdued and not reflective.

A standard B buffer is identified along the nostlest and south perimeter of District B. A list ebposed trees and shrubs
species is needed.

District C District C is approximately 42 acres in area angrigosed for open space. This district incluthesfioodway
along the northern boundary and an approximatelyf86t wide buffer to provide permanent separatibthe industrial
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uses from the adjacent residential subdivisiorsedln this portion of the SP are limited to a gresey along Ewing Creek
and maintenance of the open space, including tlwlesareas. The existing vegetation is to be sapghted with
additional plantings. A tree protection plan vaé required for any portion of District C adjacemtievelopment in District
B.

The buffers in District A and B, and the open spadeistrict C, will be managed and maintained thglo an association set
up for this purpose. No details of this assocratiave been provided and will be required pridiral site plan approval of
the first phase of this proposed development.

Streets and SidewalksAny street or streets accessing District B throDggtrict A will be designed to Public Works’ non-
residential local street standard. A five footesidlk is included in this street standard. In otdecomply with the
Subdivision Regulations, the principal street a$ thevelopment must be a loop street or othertgpaéern that provides
two access points to Whites Creek Pike. If moamthne street is built, a short cul-de-sac thatéessed from a principal
street may be permitted.

Sidewalks are required along the frontage of White=ek Pike.

Access ManagementAn access management plan is required. This madsto provide for limited access on to Whites
Creek Pike from District A. No more than two accpsints are permitted in addition to the loopettreNherever possible,
access to District A will be from the new princigigeet with cross access easements.

Parking Parking requirements for each use will be goveimethe standards of the Zoning Code for each peghase. In
District A, parking shall be located to the side@ar of the building with only one row of parkipgrmitted on the Whites
Creek Pike frontage. All parking shall be screeagdequired by the Zoning Code.

Building Orientation The proposed plan provides setbacks but does sotigh building orientation. Buildings on lots
adjacent to Whites Creek Pike, shall be orientadhtds Whites Creek Pike, with the primary buildergrances facing the
street.

Signs, Lighting and FencingSigns, lighting and fencing for District A are paged to be based on the standards of the CS
zoning District and based on the IWD zoning distsiandards for District B.

For District A, in addition to signs prohibited Bection 17.32.050 of the Metro Zoning Ordinancehphited signs will
include roof mounted signs, pole mounted sign#hdirds, and signs that flash, rotate, scintillbtigk, flicker or vary in
intensity or color, including all electronic signBermitted signs in District A include buildingyas and freestanding ground
signs. Building signs are attached directly toswpported by brackets attached directly to a raiduilding. Freestanding
ground signs are supported by structures or supfiwat are anchored in the ground and that areerakent of any building
or other structure and are a maximum six feet ighte

Signs in District A shall be externally lit withestdy, stationary, down directed, and completelgldbd light sources.
Freestanding ground signs may be lit from a grdigiding source. All signs in District A shall lmenstructed using high-
quality durable materials such as metal, stonekbeand hardwood, and shall complement materiadsf@atures of buildings
on the same property. The design and alignmerign§on multiple use buildings shall complimentteather such that
visual unity effect is achieved.

Any phase of development in District A that wilclnde multiple stories and/or tenants shall sutamibverall sign program
with the final site plan.

There are no sign, lighting or fencing standardppsed for District C. In this district, signageldighting will be limited
to that necessary to support the open space ardwag functions only.

Phasing As each lot is developed the developer must derraiestow the access management plan is being achand
that the development of any one lot will not preldisubsequent development from meeting the intehtequirements of
the SP

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATIONS Preliminary SP approved except as noted:
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Any work within the floodplain will require fill conpensation.
Regional stormwater facility is partially locatedder the TVA easement. TVA approvals will be regdi

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Approval at this time with these conditions settidsy the capacity letter.

Public water & sewer extensions will be requirecdtition to the construction of a 16 inch publiater main in
White Creek Pike.

At this point in time this is all the applicant mse Prior to future development of the commerdial farther
capacity issues must be addressed.

Easements will be the responsibility of the devetap at the developers expense.

Pressure regulating devices when pressures exf@episi

Contact the Fire Marshal regarding adequate fiotggtion

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION -Reviewed

Fire Hydrants shall be in-service before any cortiblesmaterial is brought on site.

All fire department access roads shall be 20 féestmum width and shall have an unobstructed velrtitzarance
of 13.6 ft.

No part of any building shall be more than 500 dni a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfacd.roa

Actual or projected fire hydrant flow data shallgrevided on plat showing compliance with 2006 iedibf NFPA
1 table H.

More than one fire department access road shatdéded when it is determined by the AHJ that aedey a
single road could be impaired by vehicle congestimmdition of terrain, climatic conditions, or ettfactors that
could limit access.

Fire department access roads shall be providedtbatlany portion of the facility or any portionaf exterior wall
of the first story of the building is located nobra than 150 ft (46 m) from fire department accessls

A fire department access road shall extend to wiHii ft of at least one exterior door that can pened from the
outside and that provides access to the interitmebuilding.

All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requif®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes tempptarnarounds.
Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thayear shall be approved by the Fire Marshdfe©
Access to the property of the planned building greball be provided by a minimum of two distincilgparate
routes, each located as remotely from the othpoasible.

NES RECOMMENDATION

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)
6)
7)

8)

9)
10)

11)

Developer to provide a civil duct and gear (padisiilocations for NES review and approval. Thialsbover the
entire project area.

Developer drawing should show any existing utéiteasements on property and the utility poles erpthperty
and/or r-o-w.

NES has existing easement along Whites Creek PiBeek 5706 Page 637

30-foot public utility easement required adjacenpablic r-o-w. Make drainage and common open spaeas
should be a public utility easement.

NES can meet with developer/engineer upon reqoeggtermine electrical service options

NES needs any drawings that will cover any roadrawpments to Metro r-o-w that Public Works will tecg.
Developer shall work with Metro PW on street ligigti This is urban services area and must be Mdto’'s
minimum requirements.

NES follows the National Fire Protection Associatioles; Refer to NFPA 70 article 450-27; and NE#Ction 15
- 152.A.2 for complete rules (see NES ConstrucBGaidelines under “Builders and Contractors” tab @
WWW.nespower.com

NES needs to know if the developer has other opt@nproperty next to this area, if so NES needsvanall
concept plan.

Developer shall work with the NES Vegetation Marmagat Section if NES has to build ovhd distributidings for
serve.

To serve lot 16 NES must have a permit in placadss TVA either ovhd or ugrd. This permit procedes 4-6
weeks for approval from TVA prior to final consttion pack being issued.

TO APPLY FOR SERVICE:
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1. Developer to provide construction drawings andgitali.dwg file @ state plane coordinates (TN83fttcontains
the civil site information (Engineer shall providpproved plans by Metro Planning w/ any changes fother

departments)

2. Developer to provide a proposed easement drawinthéoelectric, phone and catv.

3. All street lighting shall meet Metro’s requiremeatsd be installed by developer — NES needs locafimnconduit
stub-outs to those areas

4. Contact Dwight Tidwell, NES Energy Services Engiregg @ 747-3282 to begin an order for new senientify

any service removals and temporary power need®t&SE representative assigned job to coordinbteosk in
regards to the project.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION Public Works comments are forthcoming.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of this request aptbposed industrial, office,
warehouse, and retail uses are not consistenttiétiRRLM land use policy which covers the majorifitiis property.
Furthermore, a substantial amount of additionaditteire needed on the preliminary plan in ordexftectively review any
final site plans that would be submitted under 8#s

CONDITIONS
1. This SP is limited to retail, office, and warehouses in District A, industrial, office, and wareise uses in
District B, and open space and greenways in Dis@tic

2. The corrected copy of the SP plans shall includefanition of architectural metals; planning stsiffall approve
materials.

3. The corrected copy of the SP plan shall includiatspecies list for all buffers to be approvedthoy urban
forester

4. Prior to final site plan approval of the first pkasf this development, an association to managereaidtain the
landscape buffer yards shall be established andreagement plan shall be prepared and approvecebyrthan
Forester

5. A tree protection plan shall be provided with thef site plan for each lot developed adjacentitiriat C.

6. For any final site plan that proposes a streetstieet pattern shall meet the requirements oSthadivision
Regulations. The principle street shall be a Istoeet or similar pattern that provides two acqessts to Whites
Creek Pike.

7. The corrected copy of the SP shall include sidesvalling Whites Creek Pike.

8. The corrected copy of the SP shall include a dpsen of the access management plan including niee tt@n two

driveway access points to Whites Creek Boulevard.

9. Prohibited signs in District A shall include roobomted signs, pole mounted signs, billboards, asghat flash,
rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker or vary in imsity or color, including all electronic signs.

10. Permitted signs in District A shall include buildisigns and freestanding ground signs a maximuee®6if height.

11. Signs in District A shall be externally lit and #Hze constructed using high-quality durable matsri

12. A sign program shall be required with a Final $itan for any phase of the development in Distri¢chat will

include multiple stories and/or tenants.

13. Signage and lighting in District C shall be limitexdthat necessary to support the greenway and sypesce
functions.

14. For any development standards, regulations andrezgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidtluded
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as a condition of Commission or Council approvastiict A shall be subject to the standards, retjuha and
requirements of the CS zoning district, Districsigall be subject to the standards, regulationgequirements of
the IWD zoning district, and District C shall bebgect to the standards, regulations and requiresnafithe AR2a
zoning district, as of the date of the applicalelguest or application.

15. A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incagtimg the conditions of approval by the Plannirapnission
and Council shall be provided to the Planning Depant prior to the filing of any additional devetopnt
applications for this property, and in any eventater than 120 days after the effective date efahacting
ordinance. If a corrected copy of the SP planiiporating the conditions therein is not providedhe Planning
Department within 120 days of the effective dat¢hefenacting ordinance, then the corrected coplyeoEP plan
shall be presented to the Metro Council as an amendtto this SP ordinance prior to approval of grading,
clearing, grubbing, final site plan, or any othevelopment application for the property.

16. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nzgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidbased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiuf tpproved plan. Modifications shall not be peteditexcept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council ifiettease the permitted density or floor area, ks not
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditiengequirements contained in the plan as adoptedigf this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access poottsurrently present or approved.

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

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @mwewending disapproval.

Mr. Roy Dale, Dale & Associates, spoke in favottod proposed development.
Mr. Ken Jakes, 5920 Clarksville Pike, spoke in agipon to the proposed development.

Mr. Kevin Estes, Dale & Associates, spoke in fapbthe proposed development.

A resident of the community, who did not identifyriself, spoke in favor the proposed development.

Mr. Gotto requested additional information on thegmsed development, in particular, the elemeraswlere not submitted
as part of the specific plan application.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information on tgplication as it was reviewed by staff.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged and spoke on the issueefahd use policy implemented for this area intiefeto the
Community Character Manual. He then acknowledfedstipport of the both the Councilmember and tihenconity with
regard to this development.

Mr. Gee questioned whether the applicant met athefrequirements for a specific plan.

Ms. Bernards offered additional information on #mpplication as submitted.

Mr. Gee explained that he would not want to supp@tan that was incomplete.

Ms. Cummings thanked the community for providingithinput on the proposed plan. She too acknovdddbat the
application lacked the necessary details for apdrov

Ms. Bernards offered that if the application weppraved, that the applicant would have 120 dayitiress any of the
application’s deficiencies.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged that the community and @muncilmember were in support of the proposed ldgveent for this
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area.

Mr. Gee questioned whether the application couldfy@oved after the requested information was stibdnand reviewed
by staff.

Mr. Bernhardt addressed this question.
Mr. Ponder questioned whether the proposal coulddferred one meeting to allow additional work be application.

Ms. Bernards explained that the public hearinghismiapplication was scheduled for November 6, 2@08,that the
Planning Commission would not meet again until Noker 13, 2008.

Ms. Jones offered her views on costs associatédlange developments and suggested that the Coimmissnditionally
approve the application until all the necessargitietvere submitted to substantiate its approval.

Ms. LeQuire requested additional information onsteff's recommendation in relation to the subndit@plication.
Ms. Bernards briefly explained the two groups afiditions placed on the development.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether the details woultlghe building placement contained in the developmen

Ms. Bernards explained the building placement nespients to the Commission.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the recommendatiagisgpproval would change if all of the conditionsrermet by the
applicant.

Ms. Bernards stated that the recommendation opdre&al would not change due to the developmenterisistency with
the subarea plan for this area.

Mr. Clifton moved, and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to disapprove Speelfia 2008SP-
025U-03, The Park at Ewing Creek as submitted, thighcondition to approve, if staff conditions werdressed by the
applicant. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-218

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 2008SP-025U-03[SAPPROVED; APPROVED
IF STAFF CONDITIONS ARE ADDRESSED. (8-0)

While the proposed SP —Ml district is not entirelyconsistent with the Bordeaux/Whites Creek CommunityPlan’s
policies, the proposed uses are compatible with thexisting industrial uses on the east side of WhigeCreek Pike, and
the SP provides for substantial open space to sefde the proposed industrial uses from the existingesidential area
west of Whites Creek Pike.”

X. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4. 2008z-078G-13
Stewarts Ferry Pike
Map: 110-00 Parcel: 102
Map: 111-00 Parcels:005, 007, 022, 023, 024, 033
Maps: 123-00, 124-00, 137-00, 137-04, 138-00 car Various
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 33 — Robert Duvall
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards
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A request to rezone various properties from RSIbAR2a to RS80 zoning along Bakers Grove Roadcbylle Pike,
Granny White Lane, Hobson Pike, Mt. Juliet Roadlir®ino Place, Pugh Road, Stewarts Ferry Pike, Tdratoughbred
Drive (2265.98 acres), requested by CouncilmemlodeR Duvall for various owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST- A request to rezone various properties from Agtigall/Residential (AR2a) and Single-Family
Residential (RS15) to Single-Family Residential 885zoning along Bakers Grove Road, Couchville Pé&eanny White
Lane, Hobson Pike, Mt. Juliet Road, Palimino Pl&egh Road, Stewarts Ferry Pike, and Thoroughbra [2,265.98
acres).

Existing Zoning

ARZ2a District -Agricultural/Residentiakquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intdrfde uses that generally occur in
rural areas, including single-family, two-familyncdamobile homes at a density of one dwelling usitp acres. The AR2a
District is intended to implement the natural comaton or interim nonurban land use policies @& teneral plan.

RS15 District -RS1%equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
2.47 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
RS80 District -RS80@equires a minimum 80,000 square foot lot andtisnided for single-family dwellings at a density of
.46 dwelling units per acre.

ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Rural (R) R isintended for areas that are physically slgtéor urban or suburban development but the conityhas
chosen to remain predominantly rural in characfegricultural uses, low intensity community fagfliises, and low density
residential uses (one dwelling unit per two acrel®wer) may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? Yes.The request to rezone the property from AR2a antbR8 RS80 is consistent with the R
policy.

ANALYSIS This request will rezone 288 parcels from AR2d R$15 to RS80. Of the 288 parcels included is thiuest,
the rezoning will create 46 substandard parcelgaevtie existing lot sizes will be less than 80,6Q0are feet. Of these 46
parcels, five are non-residential (three cemeteties churches) which range in size from 5,663 sgfieet to 52,708 square
feet. Eight parcels are part of larger parceth@adjacent Wilson County. There are 15 partelsdre owned by the same
owners as the adjacent parcel and, when combinadgve over 80,000 square feet in size. Therd&stand-alone,
residential parcels that will be less than 80,0f(ese feet in size. These range in size from 6s@jl@re feet to 73,360
square feet.

Substandard Lots Section 17.40.670 of the Metro Zoning Code allthat a single-family structure may be constructed
a legally created lot that contains less than themum lot area required by the zoning districtyded the lot contains a
minimum area of 3,750 square feet and existed poitiie date of the ordinance.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS15

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

detached (210 2,193.71 2.47 5,418 40933 3803 3897
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Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Number of Lots | (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached (210 72.27 0.5 36 407 35 43

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RS80

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Lots | (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached (210) 2,265.98 0.46 1,042 8983 739 884

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 2,265.98 -4,412 -32357 -3099 -3056

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student Generation As this request to change to single-family distrigpresents a down zoning, the number of
expected students to be generated would be lessthéd be generated under current zoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of the zone change régeeause the RS80 zoning district is
consistent with R land use policy.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @mwewnding approval.

Councilmember Duvall spoke in favor of the requeéstene change. He explained that the requestedaisie continue to
preserve the pristine nature of the area and réggiés approval.

Mr. Chris Toby spoke in favor of the requested zonange.

Mr. Harold Smith, 2277 Stewarts Ferry Pike, spakéavor of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Derrick Smith, 2443 Stewarts Ferry Pike, spokéavor of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Ponder spoke in favor of the requested zonegba

Ms. Jones questioned which parcels would be affdayethe requested zone change.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the various properties thadld be affected by the zone change request.
Ms. Bernards offered additional information on mdschat were contained in the rezoning.

Mr. Gotto spoke in favor of the requested zone geaand commended Councilmember Duvall for takimgsteps to
preserve this area of the county.

Ms. Cummings expressed concerns with implementimgss rezoning and suggested that property owmegé/bn an
opportunity to opt out of the rezoning if they sssited.

Mr. Clifton spoke in favor of the proposed rezoning
Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to approve Zone Cha6g8z-078G-
13. (8-0)
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Resolution No. RS2008-219

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008Z-078G=13 APPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed RS8O0 district is consistent with the #tioch/Priest Lake Community Plan’s Rural policy, which is for
areas that are physically suitable for urban or subrban development but the community has chosen tcemain
predominately rural in character. Agricultural uses, low intensity community facility uses, and low desity residential
uses, such as the RS80, may be appropriate.”

5. 20082-079U-10
Whitland Avenue
Map: 103-16 Parcels: Various
Map: 104-09, 104-09-Q Parcels: Various
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 24 — Jason Holleman
Staff Reviewer: Carrie Logan

A request to apply a Neighborhood Conservation faydor various properties on both sides of WhitlsAvenue between
Wilson Boulevard South and Bowling Avenue, zoned(BB61 acres), requested by Councilmember Jastartn,
applicant, for various owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve, subject to approvabf the proposed overlay by the Metro Historic Zonirg
Commission prior to the Planning Commission meeting

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to apply a Neighborhood Conservationrfaydor various properties on both sides
of Whitland Avenue between Wilson Boulevard Soutt Bowling Avenue, zoned One and Two-Family RedidéR8)
(19.61 acres).

Existing Zoning
R8 District - R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings and duplexesuat
overall density of 5.41 dwelling units per acreluming 25% duplex lots.

PROPOSED OVERLAY DISTRICT Section 17.36.120 of the Metro Zoning Ordinancegaizes Neighborhood
Conservation Districts, along with Historic Pression Districts and Historic Landmarks, as “Histobistricts.” These are
defined as geographical areas which possess disigniconcentration, linkage or continuity of sitéuildings, structures or
objects which are united by past events or aestibtiby plan or physical development, and thattho@e or more of the
following criteria:

1. The district is associated with an event that hadera significant contribution to local, state ational history; or
2. It includes structures associated with the livepatons significant in local, state or nationatdny; or
3. It contains structures or groups of structures ¢nalbody the distinctive characteristics of a typjod or method

of construction, or that represent the work of at®g or that possess high artistic values, orrdqaiesent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose congda may lack individual distinction; or

4. It has yielded or may be likely to yield archaeabtadjinformation important in history or prehistor
5. It is listed or is eligible for listing in the Natnal Register of Historic Places.

The Metro Historic Zoning Commission will reviewyanew construction including additions, demolitipos relocation of
structures.
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GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerd@telopment within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoanit development type is single-family homes, algfosome townhomes
and other forms of attached housing may be appatspri

Consistent with Policy?Yes. The proposed Whitland Avenue Neighborhood Easadion Overlay does not change the base
zoning. Further, the proposed overlay will sev@iteserve the distinctive character of Whitlandeiwe.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission RecommendationOn October 20, 2008, the Metro Historic Zoning Cassion will
meet regarding the Whitland Avenue Neighborhoodg@oration Zoning District. The MHZC will determiméhether it is a
historically significant geographic area as perdfigeria of Metro Code 17.36.120. AdditionalligegtCommission will
consider design guidelines for the proposed exparmiea. MHZC staff has recommended that the egijdin meets both
requirements.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generationAs this request to apply a Neighborhood Consermaigerlay does not change the
underlying zone district, the number of expectedishts to be generated is zero.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval because the requeshsstent with the applicable land use
policies and the intent of Section 17.36.120.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding approval.

Ms. Juli Mosely, 3830 Whitland Avenue, spoke indawf the conservation overlay.

Mr. Drew Alexander, 3701 Whitland Avenue, spok@pposition to conservation overlay.

Mr. Cyrl Stewart, 3813 Whitland Avenue Stewart, lspin favor of the conservation overlay.
Mr. Eric Alldredge, 3734 Whitland Avenue, spokeojpposition to the conservation overlay.
Ms. Pat Pyle, 3619 Whitland Avenue, spoke in opgjmsito the conservation overlay.

Mr. Shawn Henry, 315 Deadrick Street, spoke in gjijmm to the conservation overlay.

Mr. Bill Coleman, 3608 Whitland Avenue, spoke irpopition to the conservation overlay.
Mr. William Coles, 3749 Whitland Avenue spoke irpogition to the conservation overlay.
Ms. Elizabeth Fox, 3812 Whitland Avenue, spokeawoir of the conservation overlay.

Ms. Kelly Motley, 3711 Whitland Avenue spoke in éaof the conservation overlay.

Mr. Giachery Lizarraga, 3823 Whitland Avenue, spiokepposition to the conservation overlay.
Mr. Chad Greer, 3828 Whitland Avenue spoke in faafahe conservation overlay.

Mr. Richard Eatherly, 3735 Whitland Avenue, spak@pposition to the conservation overlay.
Mr. Harry Walters, 3731 Whitland Avenue, spoke pposition to the conservation overlay.
Mr. Ralph Mosley, 3838 Whitlan Avenue, spoke indaef the conservation overlay

Ms. Carol Armes, 3807 Whitland Avenue, spoke irofaaf the conservation overlay.
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Ms. Phyllis Avant, 204 Cantrell spoke in oppositiorthe conservation overlay.

Councilmember Holleman spoke in favor of the covaton overlay. He stated that the neighborhootlati¢he
requirements that support the historic nature efaveerlay and that it was consistent with the lasé policies for the area.
He gave a brief explanation on the process thatused to alert property owners of the request tatdd that 85% of the
neighbors were in favor of its approval. He algplained that he would continue to meet with thab® were opposed to
the overlay, and include Metro Historic staff memsh¢o allow further explanation on its implemeittat He requested its
approval.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the Commission hadthibority to remove one of the properties inclugtethe overlay.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission coeltbmmend an adjustment on the boundaries includékeooverlay.

Mr. Gotto requested clarification on height reqoiests included in the overlay in relation to theaarn mentioned by
constituent who was interested in remodeling hisé.0

Mr. Sean Alexander, of Metro Historic, explained tieight requirements to the Commission and spokeeconcerns
mentioned by the constituent. He offered additiamf@rmation on the historic nature of the congitt's home.

Mr. Gotto questioned the boundaries of the ovealay the reason it did not include a particular glarc
Mr. Alexander explained the boundaries of the @axerl

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the Commission coplarave the requested overlay but grant a variarigehavould
exclude a parcel from the overlay.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that the Commission’s rolesw@affirm, adjust or comment on the boundariethefoverlay, and to
assure its consistency with the plan. He furtixpla@ned that it was the Historic Commission’s rtwemonitor the criteria
used in the overlay.

Mr. Gotto requested clarification on R8 uses imtieh to the daycare center parcel that was exdl@rden the overlay.

Ms. Logan explained R8 zoning uses to the Commissio

Mr. Gee requested clarification on uses of othecgla not included in the overlay.

Ms. Logan explained the uses to the Commission.

Mr. Gee questioned the history on the parcel thateatly houses a daycare.

Mr. Alexander addressed this question.

Mr. Gee suggested expanding the conservation gvirlmclude the non-residential parcels in anréffo protect these
parcels from any potential R8 uses that would nat@iment this area.

Councilmember Holleman explained that expandingotrexlay was not an option due to the public ncdifion process. He
further explained that the neighborhood wanteattude only the residential properties in this area

Ms. Cummings commented on the lack of meetingspsessed by some of the constituents and the @fssgitting up the
neighborhood over the overlay request.

Mr. Clifton spoke of the positive outcomes thatutefrom implementing conservation overlays and tibe/tool can be used

to preserve, protect and increase home valuesspéie of the overall support of overlays displalggdhe Commission
and offered that the boundaries for inclusion andielusion should remain at the Council level.
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Mr. Ponder agreed that the overlay will improve tiegghborhood and spoke in favor of its support.

Ms. LeQuire suggested that the Commission defeptbposal in an effort to allow the neighborhooddmtinue their
meetings and discussions, with the hopes thatdb&in a more unanimous voice in favor of its innpémtation.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the ordinance waslfdad would be heard at the November 6, 2008, GblRablic Hearing.
He also advised the Commission that they couldudisthis issue at their next meeting, and coulldstike a
recommendation to the Council prior to the biltgd reading.

Councilmember Holleman acknowledged that the loillld be amended prior to its third reading and egdjte continue his
dialogue with the neighborhood.

Mr. Ponder moved to approve Zone Change 2008Z-0f®W4th the condition that the Councilmember comtimeeting
individually and collectively with the community.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether a recommendation fiteenCommission was necessary for the Council Piiglaring.
Mr. Bernhardt explained this concept to the Comiuaiss

Mr. Gotto offered that the Commission defer theezohange one meeting to obtain additional inputebald be obtained
from the Council Public Hearing and requested ihatPonder withdraw his motion as stated.

Mr. Ponder renewed his motion to approve.

Mr. Clifton spoke in favor of deferring the propbaa suggested by Mr. Gotto.

The motion to approve failed due to a lack of asec

Mr. Gotto moved, and Mr. Clifton seconded the miotitm defer Zone Change 2008Z-079U-10 to NovemBeR@08, to
allow additional time for further review on the sfies of the guidelines by the Community and th@@nission.(7-1) No

— Ponder

Resolution No. RS2008-220

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008Z-079U-10 BEFERRED TO THE
NOVERMBER 13, 2008, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, an d the Public Hearing is closed. (7-1)”

The Commission recessed at 6:40 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 6:48 p.m.

[Note: The staff reports for items #6 and #7 were combined, and these items were heard by The Planning Commission
together. Seeltem#7 for the staff report, actions, and resolutions.]

6. 2008z-082T
After Hours Establishment
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Cteap 17.04 and 17.08, to create "After Hours Eghbient” as a use
permitted with conditions, and to provide restoot and conditions regarding the location of aftwirs establishments,
sponsored by Councilmember Anna Page.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendments
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7. 2008Z-086T
Parking for After-Hours Establishments
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Tafil7.20.030 (Parking Requirements) and Table 104B0(Adjustment
to Required Parking) for "After Hours Establishnensponsored by Councilmember Anna Page.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - BL2008-299 (2008Z-082T)
A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Ctep 17.04 and 17.08, to create "after hours @shabént" as a use
permitted with conditions, and to provide restdo and conditions regarding the location of dftaurs establishments.

BL2008-327 (2008Z-086T)
A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Tahl7.20.030 (Parking Requirements) and Table 104P0(Adjustment
to Required Parking) for "After Hours Establishnent

ANALYSIS
Existing Law The Zoning Code does not regulate “After-Hours Bisghments”. The Metro Code does regulate the
operation of these businesses in Chapter 6.06 r{BssiLicenses and Regulations), but not theirilmeat

Chapter 6.06 defines an after-hours establishmeat@mmercial business open to the general pathéc 3:00 a.m. where
patrons bring their own alcoholic beverages toldrar a nightclub marketed to teenagers under gjeech 18 who can be on
the premises without a parent or legal guardian.

Every after-hours establishment must obtain a gdronn the Department of Codes. A permit costsGbi2iially and $100
for annual renewal plus any cost associated withakground check. Each establishment must pravigkcurity plan for
the premises, including any parking lot areas. Sdwurity plan is reviewed and approved by the MBwlice Department.

The security plan requires one security officerdeery 50 patrons, an officer in readily identifehttire, officer patrol of
restrooms and parking areas, a dedicated officearfg establishment parking lot, and a dedicatéidesfat the
establishment’s front door with a hand-held coutdegnsure patron occupancy doesn’t exceed thermawicapacity. The
Metro Code further provides for mandatory, regplalice checks to ensure the establishment compiitbsthe Metro Code.

An after-hours establishment permit can be revdkedon-compliance by the Director of Codes, anchsievocation can be
appealed by the applicant or permit holder to tireddor of Codes within five days of receiving &ée indicating the
director’s decision to deny an initial permit, rera, or revocation.

Proposed Bill BL2008-299 (2008Z-082T)Creates a definition for after-hours establishinparmits with conditions (PC)
the use in the CS, CA, CF, CC, IR, and IG zonirgridits, and limits the use to arterial streetsl lacations where the
establishment is located at least 500 feet away finy residential property.

BL2008-327 (2008Z-086)T Creates a parking requirement for use and pitsha 10% parking reduction if use is located
near a public transit route.

Proposed TextBL2008-299 (2008Z-082T)This bill modifies the Chapter 6.06 definition of after-hours establishment by
truncating it to “a commercial establishment opathie general public after the hour of 3:00 a.rat #ilows patrons to bring
alcoholic beverages onto the premises (BYOB).” htitubs marketed to teenagers are not part of thggsed zoning
definition.

Today, the Zoning Administrator classifies an afteurs establishment as a “bar/nightclub” whichliswed in the CS, CA,
CF, and CC zoning districts. The proposed bill gexmwith conditions (PC) an establishment in thdistricts and expands it
to include two industrial zoning districts, IR all

The bill proposes to limit after-hours establishisen properties having driveway access to aniahtgreet and those
located further than 500 feet from any residemtiaberty.
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BL2008-327 (2008Z-086Y. This bill creates a parking requirement of 1 gpiae every 75 square feet of gross floor area in
the establishment. It also prohibits a 10% parkaduction for any establishment located within & of a public transit
route.

Analysis In March 2008, the Metro Council determined “aftenrs establishments” are appropriate with cedgirational
standards via council bill BL2008-116. The Codep&rtment has an application and review proceshése
establishments that mirrors the adopted counditdijuirements. Hence, staff's analysis focusew/loare these uses should
be allowed within the county.

Existing Establishments Within Davidson County, there are 14 after-haestablishments currently operating and one
pending application. Ten after-hours establishsan located in downtown, mid-town, or on Maire8tr while four others
are located on West Trinity Lane, Nolensville Pi&kad Antioch Pike, in addition to a pending applmafor Nolensville
Pike. All of these establishments have been ptethdince February 2008. No permits have beeredarirevoked by the
Director of Codes. Ten of these establishmentg haweived no complaints since obtaining theirditairs permit, while
four have received complaints, according to theeSddepartment database. Those four establishiawtsbeen cited for
graffiti on buildings, illegal banners, or insidérivg being a possible fire hazard. Staff contddtee Metro Police
Department for any incidents reported to that depant. The police department has received numeronplaints about
one establishment on Nolensville Pike, but fewdioy other establishments.

BL2008-299 The bill’s definition of an after-hours establishmi@oes not conflict with the existing definitiom Chapter
6.06 of the Metro Code. The zoning districts wheareestablishment could be located are the samwbe® a bar/nightclub
or club can locate, except for the IR and IG dis$ti These uses are currently not allowed in adystrial zoning district.
The bill further restricts an establishment'’s lématby requiring it to be a minimum of 500 feetrfrany property line
having a residential use and to have driveway acftem an arterial street.

The adopted community plans and redevelopmeniastor downtown, midtown, and Main Street allldal a mixed-use
environment. Nashville’s downtown is known forviariety of entertainment venues like restauradrdss, nightclubs, adult-
entertainment businesses, hotels, performing arttecs, and arenas. Many of these businessesigltszearly morning
hours, and after-hours establishments remain ofpen300 a.m., providing people a way to contisoeializing with
friends.

Staff analyzed the location of all 14 existing efteurs establishments plus the one pending apijgicaFew would satisfy
the 500 foot minimum distance requirement. Nonthef would satisfy the bill’s locational criteri®f the 13 existing
after-hours establishments (excluding Rocketownrader age 18 venue), 70% or 10 establishments dvmilmeet this
standard. All the establishments though can nieetdquired driveway access on an arterial stregtgsed by the bill.

To address the apparent concerns of suburban nesictaff recommends after-hours clubs not bevaltbat all in the CS
zoning district or in the IR and IG districts ag thill allows. Instead, staff recommends the disiaiments be permitted in
the CA, CF, CC districts, and IR and IG districtghim the urban zoning overlay (UZO), only.

BL2008-327 Staff has no objections to this bill. The billarging requirement of 1 space per 75 square fesgpsopriate.
It is the same parking requirement as for barstolghs. The prohibition for establishments to ree¢he standard 10%
parking reduction if located within 660 feet of abfic transit line is not problematic. If a perderunable to drive from the
after-hours establishment, they will need to filtdraative transportation such as a cab as pufalitsit does not operate
between the hours of 11:15 p.m. and 5:42 a.m.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with several amendnterdeuncil bill BL2008-299 to
ensure after-hours establishments have an opptyrtianiocate in downtown, mid-town and industriahing districts within
the UZO. Staff recommends approval of council BII2008-327. Staff's recommended amendments toOBB2299 are as
follows:

1) delete CS district from list of zoning districts @k an after-hours establishment would be allowed;

2) add for IR and IG zoning districts that they mustikcated within the UZO to protect suburban resisteand,
delete minimum separation distance of 500 feehfam after-hours establishment to the propertydine
residential use
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Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reeoimg approval with amendments on Text Amendmea82-082T as
well as approval of Text Amendment 2008Z-086T.

Ms. LeQuire suggested including MUG and MUI as &ddal uses within the UZO'’s.
Ms. Regen explained that after hours establishmeotdd not be allowed in MUG and MUI and that Colmember Page
did not include these uses as part of her bille &jreed that the uses may be good to includesibith

Ms. Jones spoke of the tremendous growth that tya<Cexperiencing that will possibly cause adatitil examination of the
proposed bill.

Mr. Ponder spoke in favor of approving the bill.
Mr. Clifton questioned whether the sponsor of thlenmas aware of the amendments that were beinggsed by staff.
Ms. Regen explained her conversations with Couresitier Page regarding the amendments.

Mr. Clifton offered to approve the bill as proposat suggested that the additional uses as medtlonbdis. LeQuire be
offered as suggestions to the Councilmember.

Mr. Gee questioned whether the bill would prohibg after hours establishments from SP districts.

Ms. Regen explained the bill in relation to SPritits$.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information on $leeestablishments being located in specific platridis.

Mr. Gee requested additional information on theswdnd regulations that are currently applied tier dfour establishments.
Mr. Morrissey explained these regulations to thenB@assion.

Mr. Gee questioned whether additional amendmentgduteed to be made to the Zoning Code if additiosas were
included in the bill.

Ms. Regen provided additional information on thiéds recommended and how additional uses, if ohetly would affect its
implementation throughout the county.

Mr. Gotto spoke in favor of the proposed bill howewequested additional clarification on the 586t frequirement
mentioned in the bill and its affect on non-conforguses.

Ms. Regen explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Gotto moved and Ms. Cummings seconded the mptidich passed unanimously, to approve with amemdsn Text
Amendment 2008Z-082T, After Hours Establishmend emnapprove Text Amendment 2008Z-086T, Parkingiiber-
Hours Establishmentg8-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-221

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiien that 2008Z-082T iABPPROVED WITH AMENDMENT
No. 1 and 2. (8-0)"

Resolution No. RS2008-222
“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2008Z-086T iaBPPROVED. (8-0)”
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8. 2008Z-087T
Prohibiting Auto Uses in Industrial Districts
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $&ctl7.08.030 to require Specific Plan (SP) zordng delete as
permitted by right in the industrial zoning dista¢IWD, IR, and IG) "Automobile sales, used," "Aatobile repair”,
"Vehicular Rental/Leasing", "Vehicular Sales anadvBe, Limited", "Wrecker Service", and "Heavy Epmient, Sales and
Service", sponsored by Councilmember Anna Page.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Codecsen 17.08.030 to require Specific Plan (SP)
zoning and delete as permitted by right in the stdal zoning districts (IWD, IR, and 1G) "Automdbisales, used,"
"Automobile repair”, "Vehicular Rental/Leasing", Yficular Sales and Service, Limited", "Wrecker 8=y and "Heavy
Equipment, Sales and Service".

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The current Zoning Code permits by right (P) vasi@auto-uses such as auto repair, auto serviceweah
sales and service, heavy equipment sales and sgsalvage yard, and wrecker service in industnaing districts (IWD,
IR and I1G).

Proposed Bill The bill would require Specific Plan (SP) zoning é&mito-uses in industrial districts. No longer Vebsuch
uses be permitted by right. Existing auto-uses@l¥WD, IR and IG districts would be grandfatheired this bill is
adopted. Those auto-uses legal today would siimptpme legal, non-conforming uses and be subjebetaon-
conforming use provisions of the Zoning Code (ei17.40.640 — 17.40.690). Therefore, this billldapply only to
new businesses or existing ones that desire toneqbeir current operations. The table below ifiestthe affected auto-
uses in bold font that this bill modifies.

AUTO-RELATED USES
Note: Bill only affects the location difolded land uses and districts with highlighted text

Zoning District

Land Use MUL | MUG | MUl |[CL |CS |CA |CF |CC |SCN | SCC | SCR| SP|IWD | IR
Automobile PC PC PC PC| PC PQC PC PHC PC PC PC

Convenience

Automobile repair PC | P o)
Automobile sales, new P P P P PC P
Automobile sales, used PC | P 5)
Automobile service P P P P P P P P P pC P

Car wash PC P a
Heavy equipment, PC | P 5)

sales and service

Scrap operation

Vehicular PC | P P
rental/leasing

Vehicular sales PC | P P
and service, limited

Wrecker service PC | P P

Analysis In March 2006, the Metro Council adopted coundIlBL2006-972 requiring SP zoning for all auto-teld uses
wanting to locate in non-industrial zoning distsicexcept automobile sales (new), automobile ser@nd automobile
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convenience (e.g. gas stations).

Since the adoption of council bill BL2006-972, fipersons have submitted SP applications to optaate sales, used”
businesses. When others seeking to operate am Salds, used” business or other auto use requifthgoning learn that
adoption of an SP by Metro Council can take frone¢tto four months and that there is a $6,195 egipdin fee, those
potential applicants have chosen to pursue otloapties that are either legally non-conforming aoded CS today or look
for properties zoned industrial where the auto asegermitted by right.

Requiring SP zoning for virtually all of the auteas creates a real barrier of entry. Furthergites an inconsistency
between seemingly similar uses. A scrap operatianld continue to be permitted by right in the IiStdct, but an auto
repair business would require SP zoning. Otheustréhl uses like a tank farm, waster water treatrpéant, heavy and
medium manufacturing, and mining operations (quawyl) would continue to be permitted by rightlire IR and 1G
districts.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends disapproval of this bill as ingigantly limits opportunities for auto-
uses to locate in Davidson County. Location obauges in industrial zoning districts has not beé@monstrated to have any
negative effects on other industrially zoned préper

Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reeoimg disapproval.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether staff discussed tlopg@sed bill with Councilmember Page.

Ms. Regen explained she did not speak with the Citmamber.

Mr. Gee suggested that staff meet with Councilmer®age to determine if there was a particular issaeprompted the
bill and if so, offer alternative solutions to retiyehe situation.

Mr. Gotto spoke on the fees associated with SPngpaind how they may be part of the issue that ptednihe bill. He
offered that Council is currently reviewing the fehedules for SP zoning associated with auto udgsh may mitigate
some of the concerns of Councilmember Page.

Ms. LeQuire requested further clarification on gimeposed bill.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the impact that this bidwd have on SP uses related to auto facilitiéswkere approved as
submitted.

Ms. Cummings moved and Mr. Ponder seconded theomotihich passed unanimously to disapprove Text#dment
2008z-087T Prohibiting Auto Uses in Industrial Districts, acommended by staff. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-223

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 2008Z-087T iIBISAPPROVED. (8-0)”

9. 2008z-088T
Mobile Vendors on Cleveland Street
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $&ctl7.04.060 to modify the definition of "mobilendor” to exempt
vending activity along Cleveland Street betweerkBison Pike and McFerrin Avenue, sponsored by Gomember Pam
Murray.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $attl7.04.060 to modify the definition of
"mobile vendor" to exempt vending activity alonge@land Street between Dickerson Pike and McFéwenue.
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ANALYSIS

Existing Law The Zoning Code allows mobile vendors as a usanifigzd with conditions” (PC) in the CL, CS, CA and
CF zoning districts. Mobile vendors may sell ggoglares or merchandise within a permanently, eec@sructure with no
outdoor vending or display areas (tables, cragsons, racks or other devices). No outside vendindisplay area are
allowed except for vendors selling food, beverafieisg plants, or agricultural products, or if teFeet vendor is licensed.

Proposed Bill- The bill exempts Cleveland Street from the mebindor provisions.
Proposed Text- The bill modifies the definition of mobile vendioy adding the following underlined language:
“Notwithstanding the foregoing, vendors sellingyfdod and/or beverages, vendors selling livingtdaand agricultural

products, vendors selling goods, wares or merclsaraibng Cleveland Streaind street vendors licensed pursuant to
Section 13.080.040 of the Metropolitan Code of LaWwall not be considered ‘mobile vendors™.

Analysis Cleveland Street is a collector street runningh#ly more than one mile in length between Dicker®ike and
McFerrin Avenue. The entire street is within thiédponsor’'s Council District, District 5. Curréy, there are six properties
zoned commercial along Cleveland Street (CN, CHd,@8). Of these six properties, one is locatetiénhistoric
Greenwood Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Distritile the another is in the historic Maxwell Nieflprhood
Conservation Overlay District; both Districts werdopted by the Metro Council in May 2008.

In addition to historic overlays, Cleveland Stragis through three different Detailed Neighborh®asign Plans (DNDPs)
in the Subarea 5 Plan: Cleveland Park West, CGhenePark East, and Greenwood. All three plans agopted by the
Planning Commission in 2005 after community invohest in their preparation. Each plan recognizesettisting built
environment, community desire for reinvestment, argdition of neighborhood-scaled centers of agtivit

By exempting Cleveland Street from the mobile veréguirements, persons would be allowed to sailigplay wares
indoors or outdoors from permanent structures, teany structures such as tents, vans, or carspor €rates, cartons,
racks, tables, etc. According to the Zoning Admsitirgtor, these vendors would be permitted by r{Bhtas a “retail” use on
any of the six commercially zoned properties al@heyeland Street. Allowing these temporary vendaosld serve to
undermine efforts to bring new retail, office, awmmercial investment. Temporary vendors do nppsett the long-term
visions embraced by the community, and adoptederDiNDPs.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of this bill. Thk ddes not support the adopted DNDPs
for Cleveland Park West, Cleveland Park East, Greed or the Greenwood and Maxwell Neighborhood €oretion
Overlay Districts. Further, carving out exemptidoisa particular street, neighborhood, or comnatraiea dilutes the bill's
enforceability and effectiveness.

Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reeoimg disapproval.

Councilmember Murray spoke in favor of the proposed amendment. She briefly explained the suppicthe vendors as
well as the community members affected by this aiment and requested its approval.

Ms. Cummings questioned whether the vendors intgurepossessed a license to sell their goods.
Ms. Regen explained the difference of street vendad mobile vendors in relation to required lie=® the Commission.
Ms. Cummings clarified with Councilmember Murrayttner request was to allow street vendors atdfeested locations.

Councilmember Murray explained that she and thenconity members were in favor of allowing the stresdors in the
two particular areas as requested as it offerspipertunity for the community come together on eiadasis.

Mr. Gotto gave a brief explanation on the origioatof the Mobile Vendor bill. He then acknowleddbd concerns of
Councilmember Murray and offered that maybe witlcslicensing requirements, it may be possiblaltow street vendors
in districts in which there is support for theiigience.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the concerns mentionecCbyncilmember Murray and agreed with possibly anrenthe
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legislation that would allow the street vendorsian district.

Mr. Ponder questioned Councilmember Murray as 1@ slee would enforce street vendor requirementswere only
approved for a certain area in her district.

Councilmember Murray provided her thoughts on esifgy the bill in her district.

Mr. Ponder offered the possibility of deferring tleguest until an overall policy could be writtenatssist with implementing
the bill if approved.

Ms. LeQuire requested clarification as to how ttneet vendors were prohibited from selling goodthmarea.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Mobile Vendor bilks passed by Council that prohibited certaingygfevendors
throughout the city.

There was a brief discussion regarding the defefrtie bill and when it would be scheduled fortslic hearing at
Council.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to defer Text Amendr26082-088T
to December 13, 2008, to allow additional time@auncilmember Murray and staff to review the b{8-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-224

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008Z-088T IBEFERRED TO THE DECEMBER
11, 2008, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, and the public hearing is closed. (8-0)”

10. 20082-089T
Residential Tree Density Requirements
Staff Reviewer: Ann Hammond

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $aus 17.24.050 (Exceptions) and 17.24.100 (Replactiof Trees), to
make tree density requirements apply to residedé&saelopment for two (2) lots or more, sponsore€bwyncilmember Mike
Jameson and Councilmember-at-Large Megan Barry.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend Chapter 17.24 of Title 1/hefiMetropolitan Code to make the tree density
requirements applicable to certain residential tigraent.

APPLICATION DETAILS

Existing Law - Article 1l of Chapter 17.24 of the Zoning Code agkkes tree protection and replacement. To minitreee
removal and encourage preservation of existingtrde Code requires properties to achieve a ttemsity” factor of at
least 14 units per gross acre using both exispingtécted) and new (replacement) trees. A “umgresents a numerical
value assigned to existing trees based on thestdéaneter at breast height (approximately 4.5dbete the ground) and to
new trees based on their caliper size (a tre@sidier measured 1 foot off the ground). Both nremsents are made from
the uphill side of the tree.

When calculating the tree density factor, the Zgrode allows deductions from a project’s groseage area for property
now or proposed in the future to be covered bykea ta pond year round, any fenced athletic fietdaroy structures located
or proposed to be located on the property. A “stnmed was interpreted in a recent court opiniomtude buildings,
parking areas, drive aisles, and loading areas.

Section 17.24.050 of the Code lists several typeeeelopment to which the landscaping and tre¢egtimn provisions of
the Code do not apply. Section 17.24.050 C. cosatan exception for certain types of residentiapprty.
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Analysis The stated purpose of this ordinance is to exteadree density requirements to residential dgpmakent. The
ordinance proposes two text amendments. Sectadritie ordinance revises Section 17.24.050, theéptions” portion of
the Zoning Code, and Section 2 revises Sectiond170D, the “Replacement of trees” provisions.

Section 1 of the ordinance proposes to changemteséntence of Section 17.24.050 C. to clarit the only residential
property exempt from the tree requirements areethats that have been previously platted, whiclicglpy will be owned by
individual homeowners. The amended section C woatexempt lots that are part of a “new subdivisioThe term “new
subdivision” is not defined in the ordinance. Statommends that Council amend the ordinancedode a definition of
what is, or is not, a “new subdivision.”

Current first sentence of 17.24.050 C. exempts:

A platted lot zoned for single-family or two-family dwellings for which a valid building permit has been issued.

Proposed new first sentence of 17.24.050 C. exempts

Anindividual lot not part of a new residential subdivision zoned for a single-family or two-family dwelling for which a valid
building permit has been issued.

Section 2 of the ordinance retains the existing trensity requirements for non-residential propsertand sets out a new
incremental schedule for tree density requireddsidential development. The schedule of requireel density for
residential properties is based upon the numbanid$ included in the development.

Section 2 proposes the following tree density neuents for residential developments:

Number of housing units Tree Density Factor measured in Tree
Density Units (TDU), using protected or
replacement trees, or both

Between 2 and 25 single family or two family units >14 TDU
Between 26 and 50 single family or two family units >12TDU
Between 51 and 75 single family or two family units >10TDU
76 or more single family or two family units >7 TDU

As described abovéTree Density Units” are calculated under the éngZoning Code by measuring the “diameter at
breast height” (DBH) for protected trees and thigeasize for replacement trees. The Zoning Godkides separate tables
for “Protected Trees” and for “Replacement TreeBrbtected trees with a larger DBH and replacerirests with a larger
caliper size are worth more “units” than smallees.

All aspects of calculating the tree density fadtora property are not proposed to be changedibytidinance. The tree
density factor calculations currently promote usieplacement trees over the protection of exidtiegs. Small replacement
trees have the same TDU value as larger protected.t For example, a protected tree with a 6-DBH has a TDU value

of 0.2, while a replacement tree with a 6-inchptisize has a TDU value of 1.0. If the intenthaf Council is to protect
existing trees, then consideration should be gteeamending the ordinance to revise the TDU vafaeseplacement and
protected trees.

General Plan Policy The General Plan for Nashville and Davidson Coualgresses the importance of vegetation for
effective stormwater management, moderating gtadiant heat, noise and wind, and enhancing commappearance.
The plan recommends “[t]o ensure that the vegetatower is sufficiently protected in developingaagandscaping
requirements should apply to all new commercial i@silential development.”

STAFF RECOMMENDATION The proposed ordinance furthers the implementaifadhe General Plan. Trees serve to
reduce the negative impacts from the developmeptagerty, including reducing stormwater impactd Amiting the “heat
island” effect from large areas of pavement. Sadbmmends approval of the proposed ordinanceaukedtis intended to
provide for greater tree density on property belageloped for residential purposes.

Staff recommends that the Council consider an amentito define the term “new subdivision” and hi¢ intent of the
Council is to protect existing trees, then the T@ables contained in the ordinance should be revidérre are also minor
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amendments to the ordinance that are needed tectdypographical errors and other minor errorh@existing Zoning
Code sections. These changes are not substamtiattire and have been communicated to the Caostaéfloffice.

If the ordinance is extensively amended, then seafdmmends that the Commission request the Cotmntrefer it to the
Commission for consideration of the amendments.

Ms. Hammond presented and stated that staff iswmewmnding approval.

Mr. Jordan Clark, 446 Bowling Avenue, spoke in ogifion to the proposed text amendment and presetitiss to the
Commission.

Councilmember Jameson spoke in favor of the praptese amendment and requested its approval. bléded a brief
explanation on his efforts to meet with the oppositn an effort to find a compromise on the outsliag issues. He
strongly urged the Commission to approve the bill.

Mr. McLean requested clarification on tree plantargl time requirements.

Councilmember Jameson offered that time requiresnerte not specified in the ordinance, howevet,itt@uld be similar
to those requirements applied in commercial devatgs.

Mr. McLean then requested clarification on the nemisf trees that would be required for variousdestial developments.
Councilmember Jameson explained this concept t€tmmission.

Mr. McLean offered his comments on the ordinanad spoke specifically on some of the issues contkiméehe bill, in
particular, the costs that would be incurred bydbeelopers.

Councilmember Jameson offered explanation thatregiéd one of the intentions of the tree ordinamicieh was to preserve
existing trees as opposed to replacing those thatleared for development.

Mr. McLean asked that Councilmember continue wagkiith the home builders to further discuss sominefissues that
were mentioned.

Mr. Roy Dale, Dale & Associates, spoke in favotled proposed text amendment.

Ms. LeQuire spoke in favor of the text amendment.

Ms. Jones acknowledged the frustrations and offaeedhoughts on the intentions of the ordinanaktha issues that are
experienced by developers. She explained the meamohow the tree ordinance is more easily enébfmecommercial
developments, than residential developments, dpestctical issues. She suggested these issuekliesaed prior to the
implementation of the bill.

Mr. Ponder spoke in favor of the tree ordinance.

Mr. Clifton spoke in favor of the text amendment atated that additional modifications may be ngaes

Ms. Cummings spoke in favor of the ordinance andshpport for preserving existing trees during deyment.

Mr. Gee questioned which phase of residential dgrebnt would require the actual tree planting.

Ms. Hammond explained this concept to the Commissio

Mr. Gee questioned whether the ordinance suffibjeaddressed the issues associated with tree rdpandgthen he
guestioned the logic used to determine the diffeapplication methods that would be used for défersized developments.

Ms. Hammond offered additional information on tliegmsed amendment.
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Ms. Jones offered that additional review shoule@tplace on the bill and offered to assist wittréfnement.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged and agreed with the commeih@hairman McLean. He too expressed concern thirclear
cutting of trees for development. He spoke ofrément decline in the housing industry and thergrof the bill which may
have caused additional stress on the home buildéesoffered to facilitate meetings between altiparaffected by the
proposal in an effort to find solutions to the wais issues contained in the bill.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to approve Text Amend2@08Z-
089T, Residential Tree Density Requiremer{&0)

Resolution No. RS2008-225

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2008Z-089T iaPPROVED. (8-0)”

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: FINAL PLATS

11. 2008S-162G-02
Wooten Subdivision
Map: 033-06 Parcel: 006
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan
Council District 10 - Rip Ryman
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 1204 Campbell Road, at trthwest corner of
Campbell Road and Old Dickerson Pike (1.1 acres)ed R20, requested by Aaron and Robin Walker, osyfocky
Montoya, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions inclaling an exception to the lot comparability requirenent

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 1204 Campbell Road, at drthwest corner of
Campbell Road and Old Dickerson Pike (1.1 acres)ed One and Two-Family Residential (R20).

ZONING
R20 District - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexegamt
overall density of 2.31 dwelling units per acreliring 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The plat will create two new lots with a densityagfproximately 2 units per acre. The existing
lot is located at 1204 Campbell Road which is atrthrthwest intersection of Campbell Road and Quk&son Pike. The
existing lot consists of one house and a smalbg®building and contains no significant slopefomdway or floodplain.

Lot Comparability Both lots meet the minimum lot size requirememtthe R20 zoning district, but Section 3-5 of the
Subdivision Regulations requires that new lotsrama previously subdivided and predominantly deyedioare to be
generally in keeping with the lot frontage anddiae of the existing surrounding lots. It is imi@mit to note that the area
surrounding this subdivision proposal is not fulbveloped. It consists of some previously subatigroperties as well as
many that have not been subdivided. As a reddtetis some question whether or not a lot comflayadnalysis is
required. Since there are some questions, steffidp perform a comparability analysis as wellcasotify surrounding
property owners of the subdivision request. Thedmparability analysis yielded the following infioation:
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Lot Comparability Analysis

Street: Requirements:

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

Old Dickerson Rd. 39,939 145

Campbell Road 39,939 131

The proposed new lots will have the following aread street frontages:

. Lot 1: 31,599 sq. ft., (.72 acres), with ~139 lineapftfrontage on Old Dickerson Road, and ~123 lirfeaf
frontage on Campbell Road.
. Lot 2: 20,856 sq. ft., (.48 acres), with ~90 linear ftfrontage on Campbell Road.

Both lots fail for area and frontage and do notsgfas comparability.

Lot Comparability Exception A lot comparability exception can be granted whgroposed lot does not meet the
minimum requirements of the lot comparability aisédy(is smaller in lot frontage and/or size) if tiew lots would be
consistent with the General Plan. The Planning Csion has discretion whether or not to grant Zéwhparability
exception.

The proposed lots meehe of the qualifying criteria for the exception to mmparability:

. The proposed lots are consistent with the adopted lise policy that applies to the property. The éoe located in
the Residential Low Medium Density (RLM) land usdigy. RLM policy is intended to accommodate resitial
development within a density range of two to fowetling units per acre. The predominant developnhge is
single-family homes, although some townhomes ahdrdbrms of attached housing may be appropriate.

As the area does not have a clear developmentpattere is some uncertainty if the proposeddbtsuld be required to
meet the lot comparability standards. While thie o not meet the requirements for area or frentdgey do qualify for an
exception. Because the proposed density of théiwslon is consistent with the area’s Residertalv Medium policy,
staff recommends that the Commission allow an di@epo the lot comparability requirements.

Front Yard Setbacks The property was originally platted with an 80 fogihimum front setback along Old Dickerson Pike
and a 75 foot minimum front setback along CamplRelid. The existing house on proposed Lot 1 maetfont setback
requirement along Old Dickerson Pike but encroadaitesthe front setback along Campbell Road. Whene is no platted
setback, front setbacks are determined by zonhgder zoning the front setback for proposed Lota2il be the average of
the front setback of the neighboring propertiengl@ampbell Road. According to Codes Staff thisiaall for a

minimum front setback of 60 feet. Since the erigthouse on Lot 1 encroaches into the existindgudtont setback and

the zoning would require that the setback on Lt Be deeper than the existing house on Lot 1f, sgedbmmends that the
platted front setback be removed from Campbell Road

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Returned for Corrections

1. The current plat resubmittal (received 10/13/2068&}ill not in compliance with Storm Water's reguments.
Applicant must show and label a 30' dimension éxéénds perpendicularly from the top of bank liurrently,
the "30" Water Quality Buffer" scales to 25' rattiean 30'.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Returned for Corrections
1. Add the PRV note and revise Note #13 as specifiedrovided mark-up.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends that the final plat be approveti wonditions including an exception to
the lot comparability requirement.
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CONDITIONS
1. Prior to recordation, the plat must be correctedpified above by the Metro Department of Stortewand
Water Services.

2. The platted front setback along Campbell Road siemhemoved. The front setback along Campbell Rbadl be
determined by the Metro Zoning Code.

Approve with conditions including an exception e ot comparability requiremern(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-226

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comizn that 2008S-162G-02 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including an exception to the lot compaability requirement. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to recordation, the plat must be correctedpzified above by the Metro Department of Stortewand
Water Services.

2. The platted front setback along Campbell Road sfehemoved. The front setback along Campbell Rbadl be
determined by the Metro Zoning Code.”

Xll.  PUBLIC HEARING: REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMEN T PLANS

12. 2005P-010G-02
Nashville Commons at Skyline (Wal-Mart Revision ¥2ater Tank)
Map: 050-12-0-A Parcels:001, 004
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan
Council District 3 — Walter Hunt
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faefiapproval for a portion of the Nashville Comman$kyline Planned
Unit Development Overlay located at 3458 DickerBike, at the northwest corner of Briley Parkway 8xickerson Pike
(24.01 acres), zoned SCR, to reduce the area mfped Wal-Mart Superstore from 184,109 to 1538H9t., to construct
a 150,000 gallon water tank, and to create a lcA8 @utparcel with 11,000 sq. ft. of retail, regedsy Gresham Smith and
Partners, applicant, for Nashville Commons L.P. Afad-Mart Stores East L.P., owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary PUD and Find Site Plan

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faefiapproval for a portion of the Nashville Comman$kyline Planned

Unit Development Overlay located at 3458 DickerBike, at the northwest corner of Briley Parkway &xckerson Pike

(24.01 acres), zoned Shopping Center Regional (StBR¢duce the area of a proposed Wal-Mart Super$étom 184,109
to 153,859 sq. ft., to construct a 150,000 gallatewtank, and to create a 1.43 acre out parchl14if000 sq. ft. of retail.

Zoning District
SCR District - Shopping Center Regioimintended for high intensity retail, office, aconsumer service uses for a regional
market area.

PLAN DETAILS This is a request to revise the last approvedmnetiry plan and for final site plan approval foraBa 1 of
the Nashville Commons Planned Unit Developmente Site is currently graded and some infrastrudtiine place but no
structures have been erected. Approval of a fitalplan is a prerequisite for Metro to issue pexfior the construction of
Phase 1 which will consist of a 153,859 square ffetatil store and a 150,000 gallon water tank.

Preliminary PUD The PUD was originally approved in 2005 for 718,88 uare feet of retail and restaurant uses. T2 P
has been revised several times and the last appprediminary was for 691,783 square feet of retaill restaurant uses.
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Site Plan The proposed overall site plan is for 672,753 sgjfeet of retail and restaurant uses and a 15@806n water
tank. The plan is consistent with the last appdosiée plan in terms of uses, access points, mgjlébrm, and connectivity.
Minor revisions include a decrease in the floomas€Store 1 (Walmart) from 184,109 square fedt58,859 square feet,
and the addition of a new 1.43 acre out parcehigd for 11,000 square feet of retail. The outglas located in an area
that was previously approved for parking for Stbi@Valmart).

Staff Analysis The proposed floor area does not exceed the flcea that was approved by Council or the last afgaro
preliminary, and is consistent with the originahcept. While the proposed new out parcel will lighiww an area that was
approved for parking both Store 1 and the new autgd will have sufficient parking under the Zoni@gde.

Staff’s main concern with respect to the proposeal Kite plan is that the applicant is proposimgemove street lights from
the new segment of Doverside Drive. While striggitts were not specifically required in the Couragibroved preliminary
PUD plan, street lights were shown on the lastdde approved by the Planning Commission. Theeisiin the General
Services District (GSD) and street lights are eguired under zoning. Public sidewalks are algoemuired in the GSD,
but were required along Doverside Drive with thelRULighting is important along public sidewalks)d the removal of
the street lights can create an unsafe environfoepedestrians. Since sidewalks are requiredgal@overside Drive then
street lights are also necessary and need to venstio the final site plan.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. All Public Works' design standards shall be mebipid any final approvals and permit issuance.
2. Any approval is subject to Public Works' approviaihe construction plans.
3. Identify transit / drop-off and pick-up locatioProvide detail (ie. Sidewalk width, furniture / #iee, ADA
accessibility route).
4. MTA approval required for transit location.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION  Approved

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions includingondition that street lights along
Doverside Drive be required as shown on the lastaed final site plan.

CONDITIONS

1. Street lights along Doverside Drive are required simall be added to the plans as shown on thepgsbved final
site plan approved by the Planning Commission. rélesed plan shall be submitted to the Planninpm@@sion
prior to the issuance of any building permits.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposahkibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Manmeege division of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatié®UD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic Enginegrsections of the Metro Department of Public Wddksall
improvements within public rights of way.

4. This approval does not include any signs. Sigrmdanned unit developments must be approved bivitteo
Department of Codes Administration except in spedaifstances when the Metro Council directs therblet
Planning Commission to review such signs.

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

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmewending approval with conditions.

Mr. Michael Jenkinson spoke in opposition to treffs recommendation.

Mr. Gotto requested additional information on ttreet lights contained in the development and goresti how they would
be maintained, as they would be located in the @SDict.
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Mr. Bernhardt offered explanation for the streghts.

Ms. Cummings requested additional information andhtparcel that was contained in the proposal.

Mr. Swaggart explained that he was not sure oféhant planned for the out-parcel.

Ms. Jones questioned where the subdivision wasddda relation to the proposed development.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the Zoning Code waatflire the developer to power the proposed sligges.

Mr. Swaggart explained that this development wBtaaned Unit Development in which certain perforoeariteria could
be included by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Gotto questioned how the street lights becamissue with the development.

Mr. Swaggart explained this concept to the Comrissi

It was mentioned that the City furnishes streditBgn the Urban Service Districts.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the size of the developtreerd the need for improvements that should accasnfiee proposal.

Mr. Ponder stated that due to the many uncertaistierounding the issue of the street lights they should be removed
from the development.

Mr. Gotto expressed concern with the precedentwioald be set if the street lights were includethia proposal.
Ms. Jones agreed with Mr. Ponder.

Ms. LeQuire acknowledged that Councilmember Huquested that the street lights be omitted frondielopment and
that she would support his request.

Ms. Cummings requested additional information anpgkdestrian access points contained in the dewelop

Mr. Swaggart explained this concept to the Comroissi

Mr. Ponder offered additional suggestions that Wassist in lighting the development.

Mr. Jenkinson explained the various lighting methtitht are currently contained in the development.

Mr. Gee questioned how street lights are admirestér the USD districts.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this concept to the Comiuaiss

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidnich passed unanimously, to approve with conalétj@005P-
g%i(\)/(;-(g,_(;\)lashville Commons at Skyline, with theepton of condition #1 that requires street lighltsng Doverside

Resolution No. RS2008-227

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2005P-010G-02 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, with the exception of Condition No. 1 equiring street lights along Doverside Drive. (8-0)
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2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaaklbe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mamaage division of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaaklbe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metro Department of Public Wddtsall
improvements within public rights of way.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Signdanned unit developments must be approved bivigiteo
Department of Codes Administration except in speaifstances when the Metro Council directs therdet
Planning Commission to review such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuanfceny building permits.”

13. 2005P-027U-05
Home Depot (Amendment #1 - Regions Bank)
Map: 061-03 Parcel: 205
East Nashville Community Plan
Council District 4 — Michael Craddock
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to amend a portion of the Home Depotritdrinit Development Overlay, approved by CoundlIE_2005-
881, located at Gallatin Pike (unnumbered), anibrthwest corner of Gallatin Pike and Joyce Laitessified SCR (1.81
acres), to delete Condition #20 restricting actesi®yce Lane and to allow for the development /982 square foot
financial institution, replacing two 3,600 squaoetfrestaurant uses previously approved, requést&hin Associates,
applicant, for Home Depot U.S.A., Inc., owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions, inaliding removing the restriction for access to Joyckane

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend Preliminary PUD

A request to amend a portion of the Home Depotriddrunit Development Overlay, approved by CoundlIB.2005-
881, located at Gallatin Pike (unnumbered), anibrthwest corner of Gallatin Pike and Joyce Latessified Shopping
Center Regional (SCR) (1.81 acres), to delete Gimmd#20 restricting access to Joyce Lane anddevdbr the
development of a 4,952 square foot financial ingtt, replacing two 3,600 square foot restaurants.

Existing Zoning
SCR District - Shopping Center Regiolimintended for high intensity retail, office, aoohsumer service uses for a regional
market area.

PLAN DETAILS On January 17, 2006, the Metro Council approve@830D7 square foot Home Depot and two 3,600
square foot restaurants on this site. The Coupgit@/ed plan included a cross access easementli@iome Depot
driveway to the site. The PUD was approved withdbedition that access from Joyce Lane to the ueatas be restricted.
The two restaurants were never constructed.

This is a request to amend the approved PUD plaetait a one-story, 4,952 square foot financiatifation replacing the
two restaurants. The request is also for the aeledf the condition that is currently restrictingcass to Joyce Lane.

A financial institution is consistent with the etkigy commercial use already approved in the PUD.
Building Orientation The proposed financial institution is orientatedard Joyce Lane and Gallatin Pike separated by a
row of parking spaces on the southern and easiden sf the building. The rear of the building fa¢eo existing historical

log cabins, discussed in more detail below, anteBParkway. There are five drive through bankiages proposed on the
westside of the building.
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Access/Parking The proposed plan shows the 10 foot cross acesssrent from Home Depot driveway with a second
access from Joyce Lane. As noted above, a condifitnee Council approved PUD restricts accessecstte from Joyce
Lane. The applicant is requesting the deletiomefGouncil adopted condition in order to permiight-in only access. Staff
is recommending that the condition restricting asagmain.

The plan proposes a total of 34 parking spaceshwihieets the minimum requirement of the Zoning Code.

Landscaping A 10 foot landscape buffer is proposed on the easted southern property lines. A five foot langsecauffer
is proposed along the western property line. Tha plso proposes trees and shrubs on the site wieéels the minimum
landscaping requirements of the Metro Zoning Code.

Historic Structures There are two fenced existing log cabins locatetthé rear of the building. The cabins were lisied
secondary structures on the National Register sfdfic Places along with Evergreen Place, the pyirstructure. Because
Evergreen Place has been demolished, the propeignger retains integrity of design, materialsykmanship, and feeling
(qualities for which it was listed), which is theaison it was removed from the National Regist&danch 2008. The cabins
were moved and the property was graded in preparédir commercial development. The Historical Cassion has noted
that the cabins, the only log buildings remainimgttee site, were constructed prior to the Civil Viad need to be carefully
preserved.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION All Public Works' design standards shall be mebipid any final approvals
and permit issuance. Any approval is subject tdiPWdorks' approval of the construction plans.

. Modify site to encourage uses of Home Depot’s shdrazeway and discourage exiting traffic from gthe
proposed driveway.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends disapproval as submitted. Howetaff would recommend approval
of the amendment if access to the site from Joyreeltemains restricted.

CONDITIONS
1. The two existing log cabins shall be carefully presd from negative impacts resulting from the piag,
installing, running, and maintaining of the irrigat system for the landscape buffer yards.

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

3. If the PUD final site plan or final plat indicatésat there is less acreage than what is showneoagproved
preliminary plan, the final site plan shall be agpiately adjusted to show the actual total acreadpch may
require that the total number of dwelling unitgatal floor area be reduced.

4, Prior to any additional development applicationstfas property, and in no event later than 120sdafter the
effective date of the enacting ordinance, the appli shall provide the Planning Department witlo@exted copy
of the preliminary PUD plan. If a corrected copttte preliminary PUD plan incorporating the coratis of
approval therein is not provided to the Planning&émnent within 120 days of the effective dateh#&f énacting
ordinance, then the corrected copy of the prelimyilfdlJD plan shall be presented to the Metro Cousidin
amendment to this PUD ordinance prior to appro¥ainy grading, clearing, grubbing, final site planany other
development application for the property.

Approved with conditionsg(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-228

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2005P-027U-05 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including removing the restriction for access to Joyce Lane. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. The two existing log cabins shall be carefully presd from negative impacts resulting from the piag,
installing, running, and maintaining of the irrigat system for the landscape buffer yards.
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2. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuanfcany building permits.

3. If the PUD final site plan or final plat indicatd®at there is less acreage than what is showneoagproved
preliminary plan, the final site plan shall be agpiately adjusted to show the actual total acreadpch may
require that the total number of dwelling units¢atal floor area be reduced.

4, Prior to any additional development applicationstfas property, and in no event later than 120sdafter the
effective date of the enacting ordinance, the appli shall provide the Planning Department witlo@exted copy
of the preliminary PUD plan. If a corrected cogyttee preliminary PUD plan incorporating the coiatis of
approval therein is not provided to the Planning&émnent within 120 days of the effective datehaf énacting
ordinance, then the corrected copy of the prelimyifflUD plan shall be presented to the Metro Couaidin
amendment to this PUD ordinance prior to appro¥ainy grading, clearing, grubbing, final site planany other
development application for the property.

The proposed uses are not out of character with theses originally approved in the development, andra allowed
within the SCR zoning district. While the original plan limited access onto Joyce Lane, Public Worksas no issue
with the proposed access and has recommended appeby

XIV. OTHER BUSINESS

14. Exclusion of Grange Insurance from providing sukeinds for one year pursuant to Section 6-  1.2ttHef
Metro Subdivision Regulations.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda

15. Confirmation of Cyrus Hatfield and Gigi Grimstawthe Harding Town Center Advisory Committee
Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda

16. Stormwater Presentation and Commission discussion

Mr. Michael Hunt, Mr. Tom Palko and Mr. Steve Mistod Metro Water Services made a brief presentatiche
Commission on the best management practices féindesith stormwater.

17. Executive Director Reports

18. Legislative Update

XV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:18 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary
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(k) The Planning Department does not discriminatehenbiasis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion or
disability in access to, or operation of, its peogs, services, and activities, or in its hiringeanployment practices
For ADA inquiries, contact Josie Bass, ADA Comptian Coordinator, at 862-7150 or e-mail her Jat
josie.bass@nashville.gavFor Title VI inquiries contact Shirley Sims-Sal@amr Denise Hopgood of Humah
Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategpliries call 862-6640.
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