METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Metro Office Building

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37

Minutes
of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
3/12/09
kkkkkhkkkkkk*k
4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road
PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:
James McLean, Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Judy Cummings Bob Leeman, Acting Planning Mgr. Il
Derrick Dalton Carrie Logan, Planner Il
Tonya Jones Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Hunter Gee Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer
Councilmember Jim Gotto Brenda Bernards, Planner I
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Brian Sexton, Planner |

Steve Mishu, Metro Water
Jonathan Honeycutt, Public Works

Commission Members Absent:
Stewart Clifton
Victor Tyler

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission guides growth and devel opment as Nashville and Davidson County
evolve into a more socially, economically and environmentally sustai nable community, with a commitment to
preservation of important assets, efficient use of public infrastructure, distinctive and diverse neighbor hood
character, free and open civic life, and choices in housing and transportation.

l. CALL TO ORDER

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

I. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Ponder moved and Dr. Cummings seconded theomotthich passed unanimously, to adopt the agesgassented.
(8-0)

.  APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 26, 2009, MINUTES

Ms. LeQuire added an amendment to the Februar@@®, minutes. She explained that under Item @82R-003U-03,
Park Preserve (PUD Cancellation) on Page 11, slie maomment which was omitted from the minutesiwvshould have
been included as part of the record. Her comnmehetincluded was “the location of the project $idae sustainable, as
well as the building materials.”

Ms. LeQuire too acknowledged the difficulty of tremjuest. She commended the applicant for utilizumgainable
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development and briefly pointed out each compoimahded in the project that supported this type@felopment. She
then spoke of the various issues relating to thietbpment, as well as overall development takiagepin the entire city.
She also commented that the location of the prgjectild be sustainable, as well as the buildingrias. In closing, she
suggested to further communications between bathpgy, that the Commission cancel the PUD and ribbatthe rezoning
for the parcel and defer it to allow additional ¢ifior much needed discussions between both parties.

Mr. Gotto moved and Dr. Cummings seconded the motidhich passed unanimously, to approve the Fep2&r2009,
minutes as presented and amend@d0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Toler acknowledged that the applif@anktem #1, 2009SP-002-001, Primrose School, estpd that this
item be deferred to the March 26, 2009 meeting.gélee a brief explanation for the requested ddfetia then stated that
he would address the Commission on Item #2, 88@®2R-Williams Home Place PUD, after the item wasspnted for
discussion.

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

1. 2009SP-002-001 A request to change from R4MPHNS zoning for properties located at 524 and 688arch
Street East, approximately 600 feet east of Clewer|Drive (2.89 acres), to permit a Class IV
Daycare center for up to 196 children -- defetetMarch 26, 2009, at the request of the
applicant

10. 2009Z-015PR-001 A request to amend a previagbyoved Council Bill (BL2005-543) to modify a ahition
restricting access to Moss Road for property latate5109 Moss Road — deferred to April 14,
2009, at the request of the applicant

11. 155-74P-001 A request to revise the preliminday for a portion of the Larchwood Commercialrified
Unit Development Overlay located at 6918 StewaeisyPike, at the southeast corner of
Stewarts Ferry Pike and McCrory Creek Road (19ddés), zoned CLpotpermit 183,000 squa
feet of office uses, 20,000 square feet of retsdlsuand 5,200 square feet of restaurant uses,
replacing 221,350 square feet of office, hotel, sesfaurant usesdeferred to March 26, 200¢
the request of the applicant

Mr. Gotto suggested that due to a recent lettemsttdd to the Commission from Stantec Consulting/i8es, Inc., that the
Commission re-open the Public Hearing on Item #D9EP-002-001, Primrose School that is schedulbé teeard on
March 26, 2009.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motidnich passed unanimously, to adopt the DeferneldVdithdrawn
items, and to re-open the Public Hearing for I1telmn2009SP-002-001, Primrose School, that will berth@n March 26,
2009. (8-0)

Mr. Leeman announced, “As information for our andie, if you are not satisfied with a decision mbgéhe Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision hiyigueing for a writ of cert with the Davidson CaoyrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 88ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Cdégsion’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
SPECIFIC PLANS
3. 2009SP-004-001 A request to change from CF té 8Bning and for final site  -Approve w/conditions
plan approval for property located at 809 5th Avesouth, to
permit wrecker service, auto repair aficother uses permitted
the CF zoning district.
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS
5. 2009Z-009PR-001 A request to change from IR téN\Vkoning properties located -Approve
within the Phillips-Jackson Street Redevelopmeistrizit and
Germantown Histidc Preservation District at the northeast co
of Madison Street and"4Avenue North.

7. 2009z-011PR-001 A request to rezone from RS40 to AR2a zoning prigselocate -Approve
at 7978 and 7984 Highway 100.

8. 2009Z-012PR-001 A request to rezone from R28R&a zoning properties located-Approve
at the southwest corner of Brick Church Pike aruksan Road.

9. 2009Z-013PR-001 A request to change from MUL to MUI zoning propestiocatec -Approve
within the Hillsboro Village Urban Design Overlay 2501,
1505, and 1507 21st Avenue South.
OTHER BUSINESS
12. Employee contract renewals for Brian SextonEfidie Adams. -Approve

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

VIl. PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2009SP-002-001
Primrose School
Map: 171-02 Parcels: 005, 006
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to change from R40 to SP-INS zoning fopprties located at 524 and 532 Church Street Bpptoximately 600
feet east of Cloverland Drive (2.89 acres), to peanClass IV Daycare center for up to 196 childremguested by Stantec
Consulting Services Inc., applicant, for Chi WaelLewner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2009SP-002-001 to March 26, 2009, at the vegt
of the applicant, as well as moved to re-open theuplic hearing on that date. (8-0)

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

2. 88-69P-001
Williams Home Place PUD (Verizon Tower Revision)
Map: 161-00 Parcel: 084
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for the Williams Home Place Planned Development
Overlay located at 5714 Edmondson Pike, approxiyn&&0 feet south of Old Hickory Boulevard (4.36es), zoned SCC,
to permit a 180 foot monopole wireless communicatawer, requested by Verizon Wireless Tennessdad?ahip,
applicant, for WM LLC, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary Plan and PUDFinal Site Plan
A request to revise the preliminary plan and foafiapproval for the Williams Home Place Plannedt Development

031209Minutes.doc 3 0f24



Overlay located at 5714 Edmondson Pike, approxiyn&&0 feet south of Old Hickory Boulevard (4.36es), zoned
Shopping Center Community (SCC), to permit a 182 foonopole wireless communication tower.

PLAN DETAILS The Williams Home Place PUD was originally approuwed 989, for 45,000 square feet of retail and
office space. The plan was last revised in 200B%9410 square feet of retail, office and restauuses. Approximately
29,190 sq. ft. of the development has been constiuc

Site Plan The proposed tower and facilities are located erdfar corner (north east) of the site. The taghtef the tower
is 180 feet. The plan meets all zoning requiresyentluding setbacks, buffer yard requirements spetific requirements
for cell towers (see below).

Zoning Ordinance requirementsSection 17.16.080.C of the Metro Zoning Ordinamegow, details the requirements for a
cell tower.

C. Telephone Service.

1. Telephone ServiceAn applicant for a new microwave or cellular tovgball demonstrate that existing towers, buildings
or structures within the proposed service area@aaccommodate the equipment planned to be locatelde proposed new
tower. Factors to be considered in evaluating thetjrality of siting the proposed equipment orsérg or approved towers
shall include, but are not necessarily limitedstouctural capacity, radio interference and gedgapervice area
requirements.

2. Lot Size.In residential zone districts, the minimum lot s&heall comply with the zone district bulk provisgon

3. SetbackTelephone services, including accessory buildimgbs\eehicle parking areas shall comply with the aekb
provisions of the applicable zone district. In residential zone districts, no tower shall locatthimitwenty feet of a
residential zone district or district permittingsidential use.

4. Landscape Buffer Yard.Along all residential zone districts and distripermitting residential use, screening in the form
of Landscape Buffer Yard Standard A shall be applie

5. Height.The maximum height of telephone facilities shallde¢ermined by the height control provisions of Gika
17.12, except in the MUN, ON, CN and SCN zone itistra height control plane slope of 1.5:1 shafilgpWhere a
proposed tower cannot comply with the maximum higagbvisions, the applicant shall be required torsit for a special
exception permit per Section 17.16.180(B)(1).

6. Noatification. Prior to the issuance of a zoning permit, and imiatety after receiving an application for a new &ythe
zoning administrator or, if applicable, the exeeatilirector of the planning department shall natify district
councilmember that an application for a new towas heen submitted. Such notification shall onlydspiired when a tower
is proposed within a residential district, a didtpermitting residential uses (excluding the MORI, CF, CC and SCR
districts), or within one thousand feet of the mgnboundary line of a residential district or atidics permitting residential
uses. Within thirty days from the date on whichtineer application was filed, the district counaimber may hold a
community meeting on the proposed tower. If a nmgeis held, the applicant shall attend and prouifiermation about the
tower's safety, technical necessity, visual aspecis alternative tower sites and designs congidere

The request complies with all of the criteria aho¥érst, the applicant has submitted the requiegabrt demonstrating the
need for the cellular tower. Second, the plan d@spvith minimum lot size and setback. Third, theer is within the
height control plane and the plan includes standabdffer yards. Finally, the Councilmember wasified by the Planning
Department.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Because this request meets the requirements diefr® Zoning Ordinance, staff
recommends approval with conditions.
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CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Marmaage division of Water Services.

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

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

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

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the MetmniRig
Commission.

6. The PUD final site plan as approved by the Plan@ogimission will be used by the Department of Codes

Administration to determine compliance, both in igsuance of permits for construction and fiel¢pation.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&oancil.

7. A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incagting the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrnission
shall be provided to the Planning Department godhe issuance of any permit for this property] amany event
no later than 120 days after the date of conditiaparoval by the Planning Commission. Failureubmit a

corrected copy of the final PUD site plan withirQlays will void the Commission’s approval and riegu
resubmission of the plan to the Planning Commission

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

Mr. Steven Reid, 5605 Highland Way, spoke in opjimsito the proposed development.

Ms. Dawn Matthies, 5721Edmondson Pike, #315, spok@position to the proposed development.

Mr. Anthony Locklayer, 5613 Highland Way, spokeojpposition to the proposed development.

Mr. Philip Head, 511 Union Street, spoke in favbth® proposed development.

Mr. Richard Williams spoke in favor of the proposislrelopment.

Councilmember Toler briefly explained the issuesoagted with the placement of cell phone towetkiwithe city, and
then spoke of the issues associated with the duregnest. He asked that the Commission providie ihsight on the
proposed development as the proposal was curneotigcheduled to be heard by Metro Council as & eansidered a
revision to the PUD.

Mr. Bernhardt offered clarification on the requestéetion of the Commission. He explained thatdswhe role of the
Commission to determine if the proposed developrakats the basic development concept of the Phaklmét
Development. He then offered that if the Commisdinds that the Planned Unit Development doesah €hange the
concept of the PUD, it would the be consideredrapraiment and would have to go before Metro Codaciapproval.
Dr. Cummings requested clarification on the pemmgatof land use intended for the proposed cell towe

Ms. Bernards explained the land use percentagdé®tGommission.

Dr. Cummings then questioned whether the applieghtustively searched for other possible locatfonthe cell phone
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tower.

Ms. Bernards explained that the applicant submétedffidavit explaining their search for otherdtions for the tower.
Mr. Gee questioned the regulations in place fdrgiebne tower usage.

Ms. Bernards explained this concept to the Comissi

Mr. Gee requested clarification from staff on wiestthey thought the placement of the cell tower id@lter the
development concept of the PUD.

Ms. Bernards explained that staff did not feel thatrequest would alter the development concefitoplanned unit
development and considered this request to beisioav

Mr. Gotto questioned where the residents expressgipgsition lived in relation to the placementtod tell phone tower and
whether those residents were at the community mgétld regarding this development.

Councilmember Toler explained the locations ofrésdents opposing the cell phone tower.
Mr. Gotto then questioned the location of the ottedl phone towers located within this area of¢hanty. He then
questioned whether the Commission could imposetiaddi conditions that would improve the aesthetitthe tower, if it

were to be approved.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that if the Commission weydind that the tower did not alter the developmmonicept of the
Planned Unit Development, they could impose redslerzonditions on the project.

Mr. Gotto then expressed his opposition on the@stpd development. He stated that it would afterdievelopment concept
of the planned unit development, and thereforeukhgo before Metro Council for approval. He faatlstated that if the
Commission were to approve the request, that ahditiconditions should be added to the motionwmatld address the
aesthetic issues of the tower.

Mr. Ponder asked that the applicant, Mr. Williamsyvide additional information on their requestparticular, information
as to why the proposed tower could not be built te@xhe existing tower.

Mr. Williams explained various reasons the towarldaot be placed near an existing cell phone tawdéhmis area.
Mr. McLean requested that the applicant addresguiestion of improving aesthetics of cell phoneamsy
Mr. Williams explained the appearance of cell phtowers to the Commission.

Mr. Gotto requested that the applicant offer addii information on their request to construct & m@wer, as opposed to
locating the second tower, near the existing datine tower.

Mr. Williams explained this information to the Conssion.

Mr. Ponder then questioned whether cell phone tases could be sublet to other interested compaiieshen suggested
that the tower be constructed in a more creativeneaand mentioned a tower built elsewhere thatddsimilar to a tree.

Mr. Williams acknowledged this suggestion and spokiine issues that may arise if the tower weresttanted to look like a
tree.

Mr. McLean questioned whether the monopole towschkided guide wires.
Mr. Williams briefly explained the engineering sgmations for cell phone towers.

Mr. Dalton expressed his opposition on the requedéxrelopment. He acknowledged the concerns esguldsy those
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residents affected by the proposal and statedfthatere to be approved, then additional condii@addressing the
aesthetics of the tower should be placed on thegto

Ms. LeQuire questioned whether the applicant exqulgiacing this tower elsewhere within the PUD.

Mr. Williams explained that due to setback issues the lack of the required land, they were uné&blelocate this tower
elsewhere within the PUD.

Ms. LeQuire requested additional information onltéhescape buffer plan included in the proposal.
Ms. Bernards explained the buffer to the Commission

A question arose as to whether the Commission gaaltk a minimum height on the trees and shrubthetywould be
planted in the buffer.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that the role of the Comnussivas to determine whether the project was canistith the

development pattern of the planned unit developraadtthat they could place reasonable conditiontheproject in order
to make it consistent with the PUD.

Mr. Gee questioned the process that would follothéf Commission were to disapprove the request.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the process to the Comissi

Mr. Gee expressed additional concerns with apppthie proposal as a revision.

Mr. Gotto moved, and Mr. Ponder seconded the mptidiich passed unanimously, to disapprove 88-69B-89 a revision
to the PUD, and approve with conditions, includihg staff conditions, 88-69P-001, as an amendnoethitet PUD, with an
additional condition that the Councilmember exploptions for aesthetic improvements to the towat tdan be reasonably

accommodated(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-26

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiizn that 88-69P-001 BISAPPROVED AS A REVISION
TO THE PUD, APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE PUD, including a condition that
the Councilmember explore options for aesthetic immvements to the tower that can be reasonably accanodated.
(8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatié®UD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mamaage division of Water Services.

2. 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.

3. 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 therlet
Planning Commission to review such signs.

4. 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.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes

Administration until four additional copies of thgproved plans have been submitted to the Metmnitig
Commission.
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6. The PUD final site plan as approved by the Plan@ogimission will be used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igguance of permits for construction and fielgettion.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&oancil.

7. A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incaqting the conditions of approval by the PlannirggrEnission
shall be provided to the Planning Department godhe issuance of any permit for this property] anany event
no later than 120 days after the date of conditiapproval by the Planning Commission. Failureubmit a
corrected copy of the final PUD site plan withirDldays will void the Commission’s approval and riegu
resubmission of the plan to the Planning Commission

The Williams Home Place PUD was originally approvedor retail, office and restaurant uses. The propsed wireless
communication tower represents a significant changand requires an amendment to the PUD to permit ths use.”

IX. PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIFIC PLANS

3. 2009SP-004-001
Horrell Properties SP
Map: 093-14 Parcel: 499
Downtown Community Plan
Council District 19 — Erica S. Gilmore
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to change from CF to SP-A zoning andif@l site plan approval for property located @9&th Avenue South,
approximately 150 feet south of Ash Street (0.6@s) to permit wrecker service, auto repair ahdther uses permitted in
the CF zoning district, requested by John and Gdgleell, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP and Final Site Plan

A request to change from Core Frame (CF) to SpeRifin-Auto (SP-A) zoning and for final site plgopeoval for property
located at 809 5th Avenue South, approximatelyf&®80south of Ash Street (0.69 acres), to perméoker service, auto
repair and all other uses permitted in the CF zpuistrict.

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

Proposed Zoning

SP-A District - Specific Plan-Automobiis a zoning District category that provides fodigidnal flexibility of design,
including the relationship of streets to buildinggsprovide the ability to implement the specifietals of the General Plan.
This Specific Plan includes wrecker service andmabile repair uses.

DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Structure Policy

Mixed Use (MxU) MU policy is intended to encourage an integratéeerde blend of compatible land uses ensuring wiqu
opportunities for living, working, and shoppingreBominant uses include residential, commerciateional, cultural, and
community facilities. Commercial uses appropriatdU areas include offices and community, neighbodh and
convenience scale activities. Residential dersséaie comparable to medium, medium-high, or higisitie  An Urban
Design or Planned Unit Development overlay distoicsite plan should accompany proposals in thebeypareas, to assure
appropriate design and that the type of developrmo@nfiorms with the intent of the policy.

Lafayette Detailed Neighborhood Design Plan
Downtown Neighborhood (DN) Downtown Neighborhood policy applies to those paft®owntown where intense, mixed
use development that includes a significant redgidiecomponent is desired. The development shoealdrbated at a scale
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less intense than the Downtown Core. Downtown Naaghood policy is only used in tiowntown Community Plan: 2007
Update in many of the seventeen Downtown neighborhoodshEeighborhood has its own unique characterraedded
development pattern, which are further definedaicheneighborhoods' Building Regulating Plan, foumthe Downtown
Community Plan: 2007 Update.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed plan is consistent with the'sugalicies. While auto-oriented uses may not
be conducive to creating a pedestrian-oriente@tsitape, the applicant has designed a site plawitharing the property
closer to the goal of creating a pedestrian-oribsteeetscape that is consistent with the inteth@folicy. The plan
proposes to new landscaping adjacent the sidewashlwell as, the repair of the existing retainindl wdjacent to the
sidewalk. The plan also calls for the chain liekde to be replaced with a solid wood fence whithrestrict visibility into
the back yard. These improvements will improwvedppearance alon§ Bwenue, and help to create a more pedestrian
oriented environment.

PLAN DETAILS The site is currently developed and consists afeastory, 2,500 square foot building and large vapga
parking lot. According to the applicant, the wreckervice and auto repair shop has been opematingf this location for
over ten years. Even though it has been operfdingany years, it was recently discovered thatas never permitted and
was operating illegally. As these type of uses neguire SP zoning, the applicant is requesting@foval to allow the use
to continue.

The site plan calls for the existing building tonan but calls for several improvements to the prop

FencingThe front of the site is currently enclosed byfad chain link fence with barbed wire. The plaoposes a new
solid 6’ tall wooden fence to replace the chaitk ience along 8 Avenue.

Landscaping Currently, there is no landscaping alofg//enue. The plan calls for new landscaping betwtde new
wooden fence and the sidewalk. It will consishoflies and a pin oak.

Parking and AccessCurrently the drive is constructed of gravel. Thirno defined parking area in front of the buitdi
and automobiles typically park in the grass betwoerbuilding and the sidewalk. The plan propdsegplace the gravel
drive with asphalt and restrict parking from withire front yard. Parking will be allowed in thesiand rear yard only.

Sidewalk There is an existing sidewalk alonf}.5The property slopes up away froffi&nd there is a short limestone block
retaining wall. The block wall is currently in reeef repair. The plan proposes to repair the asitheeded.

SignsSign details were not included with this SP sulahi$taff is recommending that only one buildingumizd sign be
permitted. Building signs are attached directlyaiosupported by brackets attached directly tarecipal building. The
building sign must not exceed 40 square feet ia.sithe sign may not be lit.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATIONS No grading permit required.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION Reviewed: Conditional Approval
Approved based on no construction being done thptiation. Any new construction will require addital information.

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

Typical Uses in Existing Zoning District: CF

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
C(affg)ra' Office | 4 69 2.578 77,485 1097 153 166
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Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: SP

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

and Automobile 0.69 n/a 2,500 NA 8 9
Sales (Used)(942 )

Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: CF

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

(710) 0.69 5 150,282 1826 260 248
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: SP

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

Automobile Sales 0.69 n/a 2,500 NA 8 9
(Used)(942)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions. Theppsed SP Plan is in keeping with the
Downtown Community Plan.

CONDITIONS
1. This SP is limited to wrecker service, automobdpair, and all uses allowed in the CF zoning disstri
2. For any future redevelopment of the site, an SRISite Plan shall be required. The Final SitexRlaall meet the

requirements of the SP district for wrecker serviged auto repair uses and for uses permitted whel&F zoning
district, the CF standards of the Zoning Code shahlly.

3. Signage shall be limited to one building sign onBuilding signs shall not exceed 40 square faed,shall not be
lit.

4, For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidcluded
as a condition of Commission or Council approvas, property shall be subject to the standards)atgaos and
requirements of the CF zoning district as of thiedd the applicable request or application.

5. A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incogtimg the conditions of approval by the Plannirag®nission
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 planiipomating 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.

6. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nizgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiu tpproved plan. Modifications shall not be peteditexcept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council theatease the permitted density or floor area, @b not
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditiansequirements contained in the plan as adoptedigh this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access poottsurrently present or approved.

7. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Qfffor emergency vehicle access and adequate watplysor
fire protection must be met prior to the issuaniceny building permits.
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Approved with conditiong8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-27

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2009SP-004-001APROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. This SP is limited to wrecker service, automobdpair, and all uses allowed in the CF zoning distri

2. For any future redevelopment of the site, an SRIFite Plan shall be required. The Final SitenRlaall meet the
requirements of the SP district for wrecker serviged auto repair uses and for uses permitted uhel€@F zoning
district, the CF standards of the Zoning Code <yablly.

3. Signage shall be limited to one building sign onBuilding signs shall not exceed 40 square faed,shall not be
lit.

4. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidtluded
as a condition of Commission or Council approva, property shall be subject to the standards)atgaos and
requirements of the CF zoning district as of thiedd the applicable request or application.

5. A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incogtimg 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 planiiperating 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 amendto this SP ordinance prior to approval of grading,
clearing, grubbing, final site plan, or any othevelopment application for the property.

6. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nzgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidhased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiu# approved plan. Modifications shall not be peteditexcept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council ihetease the permitted density or floor area, @k not
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditi@nsequirements contained in the plan as adoptedig this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access pouttsurrently present or approved.

7. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Qfffor emergency vehicle access and adequate watplySor
fire protection must be met prior to the issuaniceny building permits.

The proposed SP-A district is consistent with the Bwntown Community Plan’s policies, and the proposedite
improvements will approve the properties appearancalong 5" Ave. creating a better pedestrian environment.”

X. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4. 2008Z-093G-02
Map: 033-00 Parcel: 116
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Park
Council District 10 — Rip Ryman
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to rezone from CS to IWD zoning propéotated at 1216 Dickerson Pike, approximately 828 ast of W.
Campbell Road (1.84 acres), requested by TimotlySirelley Tinnin, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone from Commercial Service (@Shtlustrial Warehousing/Distribution
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(IWD) zoning property located at 1216 DickersoneRi&pproximately 830 feet east of W. Campbell Rda8¥ acres).

Existing Zoning
CS District - Commercial Servids intended for retail, consumer service, finaheestaurant, office, self-storage, light
manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

Proposed Zoning
IWD District - Industrial Warehousing/Distributida intended for a wide range of warehousing, whaliag, and bulk
distribution uses.

PARKWOOD-UNION HILL COMMUNITY PLAN

Mixed Use (MU)MU policy is intended to encourage an integratidekrse blend of compatible land uses ensuringueniq
opportunities for living, working, and shoppingreBominant uses include residential, commerciatemional, cultural, and
community facilities. Commercial uses appropriatdty areas include offices and community, neighbor and
convenience scale activities. Residential dersséaie comparable to medium, medium-high, or higisitie An Urban
Design or Planned Unit Development overlay distoicsite plan should accompany proposals in thebeypareas, to assure
appropriate design and that the type of developro@nfiorms with the intent of the policy.

Consistent with Policy? No. The proposed IWD zoning district is not consistsith the Mixed Use land use policy. The
MU policy encourages the horizontal and verticégnation of uses that are tailored to meet thesimgy shopping and
employment needs of the community. The MU poditso requires either a zoning district that inchidesite plan, such as a
Specific Plan (SP), or an overlay district thatuiegs a design plan such as an Urban Design Ov@dBy), Planned Unit
Development (PUD). Each district requires a siéanpo ensure harmonious and appropriate deside. IWD district does
not support this mix of uses. The IWD districtipés industrial uses that are not consistent withMU policy for the area,
which encourages community, convenience type usaseighborhood scale.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION An access study may be required at development.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION No capacity study is required at this time fosthioposed straight-out zone
change. If the zone change occurs capacity issilleseed to be addressed. The water for thisisifgovided by the
Madison Suburban Utility District

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION No comments at this time.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the request tone4.84 acres from CS to IWD. The

IWD district is not consistent with the Mixed Usal use policy designated by the Parkwood-Unioh@timmunity Plan
and this request was not accompanied by a Planngdeévelopment or Urban Design overlay.

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

Mr. Ray White, 2015 Baker Road, spoke in favortaf proposed rezoning.

Mr. Dalton questioned whether staff offered altéiieazoning in an effort to accommodate the applisarequest.

Mr. Sexton offered that SP zoning could be congiders an alternative zoning with appropriate elesenmake it
consistent with the subarea plan.

Mr. Dalton requested that the applicant speakeadgbue of SP zoning and whether he consideredahisg for his
development.

The applicant explained the issues associatedS#tkaoning, in particular, the cost of an SP apfiinaas opposed to an
IWD application.

Mr. Sexton explained the current costs for SP zpamwell as the issues associated with IWD zoaidjits incompatibility
with the subarea plan for this area.

031209Minutes.doc 12 of 24



Mr. Bernhardt explained that the requested zonidgwdt meet the policy intended for this area.

Ms. Jones moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the methioh passed unanimously, to disapprove Zone Ghang8z-
093G-02, as requested by the applicgBt0)

Resolution No. RS2009-28

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 20082-093G-02 BISAPPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed IWD district is not consistent with tke Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan’s Mixed-Use pdicy
which calls for a mixture of residential, commercihand office uses and requires a site plan to ensaithat any
proposal meets the intent of the policy

5. 2009Z-009PR-001
Map: 082-09 Parcels:327, 328, 329, 330, 331, 332,
North Nashville Community Plan
Council District 19 — Erica S. Gilmore
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to change from IR to MUN zoning propertiecated within the Phillips-Jackson Street Relbgraent District
and Germantown Historic Preservation District & 84adison Street, 1200, 1208, 1210, 1214, 1216,1248 4th Avenue
North, at the northeast corner of 4th Avenue Naritl Madison Street (1.38 acres), requested by MB¥epment, LLC,
applicant, for The R & S Allen Family Limited Pagtiship, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Industrial Restrictive) i®@Mixed Used Neighborhood (MUN)
zoning properties located within the Phillips-Jamk$treet Redevelopment District and GermantowitoHisPreservation
District at 312 Madison Street, 1200, 1208, 1271.4] 1216, and 1218 4th Avenue North, at the nagheorner of 4th
Avenue North and Madison Street (1.38 acres).

Existing Zoning
IR District - Industrial Restrictivés intended for a wide range of light manufactgnirses at moderate intensities within
enclosed structures.

Proposed Zoning
MUN District - Mixed Use Neighborhood intended for a low intensity mixture of resitlah retail, and office uses.

NORTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood Urban (NU) NU is intended for fairly intense, expansive aréwat are intended to contain a
significant amount of residential development, ém& planned to be mixed use in character. Predomirses in these areas
include a variety of housing, public benefit usgsnmercial activities and mixed-use developmem. Ukban Design or
Planned Unit Development overlay district or sit@ypshould accompany proposals in these policysateaassure
appropriate design and that the type of developrmamiorms with the intent of the policy.

Germantown DetailedNeighborhood Design Plan
Mixed Live/Work (MLW) MLW is intended for primarily residential uses, Vehproviding opportunities for small
commercial establishments, mostly home-run prodesdior retail services.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed MUN zoning is consistent wii MU policy of the North Nashville
community plan. The NU policy encourages a varigtiiousing, public benefit uses, commercial agégitand mixed-use
development. As this property is within the PpalJackson Street Redevelopment District and witlfénGermantown
Historic Preservation District, which will requidesign review, no site plan was required to accamide rezoning request.
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Typical Uses in Existing Zoning District: IR

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

Industrial(110) 1.38 0.39 23,444 164 22 23
Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: MUL

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

(710) 1.38 0.45 27,051 488 66 110
Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: IR

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

Industrial (110) 1.38 0.8 48,090 336 45 47
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: MUL

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

(710) 1.38 1 60,113 902 125 147
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generation  __1 Elementary 0_Middle _0_High

Schools Over/Under Capacity- Students would attend Eakin Elementary Scho@sMEnd Middle School, or Hillsboro
High School. Hillsboro High School has been idéatifas being over capacity by the Metro School Bo@here is capacity
for high school students within an adjacent cluster

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval. The proposed MUN zoismgnsistent with the NU policy
of the North Nashville community plan. No siteplaias required because this property is withinRhiflips-Jackson Street
Redevelopment District and within the Germantowastétic Preservation District.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-29

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009Z-009PR-001A8°PROVED. (8-0)

The proposed MUN district is consistent with the Nath Nashville Community Plan’s policies which are ntended to
provide a mixture of residential and commercial usg.”

6. 20097-010PR-001
Map: 082-08 Parcel: 137
East Nashville Community Plan
Council District 5 — Pam Murray
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to change from RS5 to RM15 zoning prgdecdated within the Greenwood Neighborhood Coretion Overlay
at 837 Cleveland Street, approximately 115 feet weBcFerrin Avenue (0.28 acres), requested by.@ril Sheridath
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Blackwood, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Single-Family Residemiatrict (RS5) to Multi-Family Residential
District (RM15) zoning property located within t@¥eenwood Neighborhood Conservation Overlay at@@&veland Street,
approximately 115 feet west of McFerrin Avenue 8a2res).

Existing Zoning
RS5 District - RSFequires a minimum 5,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density7of1
dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
RM15 District - RM15is intended for single-family, duplex, and mukirfily dwellings at a density of 15 dwelling unitsrp
acre.

EAST NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood Center (NC)NC is intended for small, intense areas that neayain multiple functions and are intended to
act as local centers of activity. Ideally, a neigtitnod center is a "walk-to" area within a five oimwalk 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 smallleaaffice and commercial
uses. An Urban Design or Planned Unit Developrogatlay district or site plan should accompany psass in these
policy areas, to assure appropriate design andhbadype of development conforms with the intefrthe policy.

Maxwell/Parkway Detailed Neighborhood Design Plan

Mixed Use (MU) MU is intended for buildings that are mixed horitly and vertically. The latter is preferablecireating
a more pedestrian-oriented streetscape. This agtaetjows residential as well as commercial use=tidally mixed-use
buildings are encouraged to have shopping activétestreet level and/or residential above.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed RM15 zoning is consistent withNIC policy of the East Nashville
Community Plan. The NC policy promotes uses suahwa-family residential dwellings. The propepiyoposed for RM15
zoning contains one existing building with fourtsniThe current RS5 zoning district only permitgge-family residences.
The applicant has requested RM15 zoning so thagxtsting four units on the property can be comesistvith zoning.

While the NC policy requires a site plan, the psgobRM15 zoning will match the current conditionstioe site and a site
plan will not be required.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS5

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AEEE DTS Egtr:ber o (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family
Detached(210) 0.28 7.41 2 20 2 3
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RM15

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES DS LNJﬁister 2l (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/Townhome | 0.28 15 4 34 3 4
(230)
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  __0 Elementary 0_Middle _0_ High
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Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Hattie Cotton Elementary 8kitgra-Mar Middle School, or
Maplewood High School. Hattie Cotton Elementary@&uthas been identified as being over capacityheyMetro School
Board. There is no capacity for elementary schtuaents within this cluster, however, no new stisl&ould be generated
with this rezoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval. The proposed RM15 zpisionsistent with the NC policy
of the East Nashville community plan.

Mr. Sexton presented and stated that staff is rewemding approval.

Mr. Charles Blackwood, 304 Singer Drive, spokeandr of the requested zone change.

Mr. Brian Huffine, 1022 Seymore Avenue, spoke ipagition to the requested zone change.

Mr. Benjamin Morton, 924 West Eastland Avenue, spimkopposition to the requested zone change.

Mr. Jamie Holland, 724 McFarrin Avenue, spoke ipagtion to the requested zone change.

Ms. Page Meriwether, 802 Stockell Street, spokfavor of the requested zone change.

Ms. Megan Morton, 924 West Eastland Avenue, spol@pposition to the requested zone change.

Mr. James E. Jenkins, 1012 Petway Avenue, spofavor of the requested zone change.

Councilmember Murray briefly explained the historyelation to zoning for this area of her distri@he spoke of the
blanket zoning she implemented and her efforteffarove certain elements of the neighborhood. ®weexplained that at
the time of her blanket rezoning, residents wevergthe opportunity to opt out if they so desir&he further explained that
she instructed the applicant to meet with areaesss, as well as neighborhood associations, td fesy were in support of
the rezoning. She stated she has held commungyimgs regarding the request and stated that shéviold an additional

meeting prior to hearing this request at Coundik 8ien submitted a petition that contained theasaofithose residents that
were in favor of the requested zone change andiable the Commission approve the request.

Mr. Gee questioned Councilmember Murray on the tlearshe implemented the blanket rezoning forahés.
Mr. Bernhardt offered that it took place approxielptwo to three years ago.

A brief discussion ensued as to when the quadrapéesxbuilt and whether Metro had received any psrfor the
development.

Mr. Daniel Hawks, 912 West Eastland, spoke in oftjpwsto the requested zone change.

Ms. Mary Copeland addressed the Commission regattimrequested zone change.

Mr. Seth Conley, 1003 Seymore Avenue, spoke in sifipa to the requested zone change.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged the differences expressetthéyneighborhood during the public hearing. Hesfjoned whether
this request would constitute spot zoning.

Mr. Morrissey explained that the request wouldlmtonsidered spot zoning as the existing zonidgla requested zoning
are both supported by the plan for this area.

Mr. Gotto then questioned how the neighborhood fdamhe area would affect the issue of spot zoning

Mr. Morrissey explained that the neighborhood ptatine guideline to be used by the Commission terdgne the
appropriate uses for the area.
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Mr. Gotto briefly explained that he could supptm request as submitted, but also stated thaetheest would have to
move through Council, and that some of the issuastioned could be addressed further at that level.

Mr. Gee requested clarification on whether the ested zoning was compatible with the neighborhdad.pHe then asked
if the request was incompatible in any other wathwioth the subarea plan and the neighborhood plan.

Mr. Sexton explained the request was considerecatibie for this area in both uses and the numbanits contained in
the proposed development.

Mr. Gee then questioned whether there were anygami code violations on file for this property.

Mr. Sexton explained that Metro Codes would ha¥erination on violations, and that they did notet tihe property was
illegally nonconforming due to its uses.

Mr. Gee explained he agreed with staff's recommgoddecause of his support of higher density idesothat surround
neighborhood centers, however, expressed his comeéth the confusing history of uses on the paacel the lack of
permitting that tracks the various uses. He suggeafat the Commission consider deferring the esgjto allow additional
time for the property owner to meet with the coneefresidents and address outstanding issues.

Dr. Cummings agreed with deferring the projecte 8kpressed concerns with approving the requesitamitted in relation
to safety issues.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission coelguest a safety inspection of the existing building
Dr. Cummings questioned the percentage of multipgarcels that currently existing in this area.
Mr. Sexton explained he did not have that number.

Dr. Cummings then expressed her concern with gestiprecedent in approving a multi-family use cotlgezoned for single
family.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the area in questionla/ support both mixed-use and multi-family, ahdttit was consistent
with the policy for this area. He explained thatite plan is normally required in this policyt Inecause of the existing
multi-family development a site plan was not reqdiby staff in this case.

Mr. Ponder agreed with the staff recommendatioth@sequest would clarify the uses that currentigteon the parcel. He
then spoke in favor of deferring the project tewallan inspection of the property, as well as alémditional time for the
property owner to meet with the residents affettgthe requested zoning to work out any issues.

Mr. Gotto questioned how a deferral would affeds groject in relation to the next Council Publieédting.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this process to the Comiamiss

Ms. Jones acknowledged the positive growth takiagepin this area of Councilmember Murray's digtdnd commended

her for her work. She then spoke in favor of sufipg the request as it would further enhance tioevth that
Councilmember Murray is trying to achieve in thatcular area and node.

Mr. Dalton stated that he agreed to defer the retophee to the issues mentioned and their need éaltheessed prior to
approving the project.

Ms. LeQuire expressed her concerns with the higibifegal uses on this property and suggestetiteauses be corrected
prior to approving a rezoning. She too agreeddefarral that would allow additional time for theighborhood to meet
over the indecisiveness of the request.

Mr. Gotto asked if an abate notice was issued byabdes Department on this violation.
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Mr. Bernhardt offered that if there were any cod®ations on this property, they would be filed kvthe courts, and not the
Board of Zoning Appeals.

Mr. Gotto then explained the process that wouléotiewed if an abate notice was filed on this pndpe

Councilmember Murray explained that this particuteident has occurred on various parcels in tres af her district. She
further explained her attempts to bring these paiiogo compliance and that this request would ewaesh this task. She
requested that the applicant be allowed to addhes€ommission to explain the history of this parce

Mr. Gee agreed to allow the applicant to re-addiiessCommission to further explain the history sési on this parcel.

Mr. Blackwood briefly explained the history of usasthis parcel since he purchased the land in.2000

Dr. Cummings requested clarification on the pro¢kaswould be followed by Metro Codes if the resjugere approved by
the Commission

Mr. Bernhardt explained the process to the Comissi

A brief discussion ensued among the Commissioneth® process that would be followed by the varidegartments if the
request were approved.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motmapprove Zone Change 2009Z-010PR-001, as rexlbgtthe
applicant. (7-0-1) Gee - Abstained

Resolution No. RS2009-30

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisizn that 2009Z-010PR-001A°PROVED. (7-0-1)

The proposed RM15 district is consistent with the Bst Nashville Community Plan’s policies, which isntended to
provide a mixture of residential and commercial use. The RM15 will allow for the residential uses vhin the policy
area.”

7. 2009Z-011PR-001
Map: 156-00 Parcels: 007, 008
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from RS40 to AR2a zoning prigeetocated at 7978 and 7984 Highway 100, apprateiy 700 feet
east of Temple Road (6.97 acres), requested byaBdBeth Lewis, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider(fR$40) to Agricultural/Residential (AR2a)
zoning for properties located at 7978 and 7984 Wagh100, approximately 700 feet east of Temple R6z2i7 acres).

Existing Zoning
RS40 District - RS40equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings at a density of
0.93 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning

ARZ2a District - Agricultural/Residentiabquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intdrfde uses that generally occur in
rural areas, including single-family, two-familypdamobile 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.
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BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN

Natural Conservation (NCO) NCO policy is intended for undeveloped areas withgresence of steep terrain, unstable
soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low intensity comanity facility development and very low densityidential development
(not exceeding one dwelling unit per two acres) tm@yappropriate land uses.

Residential Low Medium Density (RLM) RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerd@telopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is singledfahmes, although
some townhomes and other forms of attached housagbe appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? The request is consistent with the NCO policy kattthe RLM policy. The majority of the site is
within the NCO policy. The applicant has indicatkdt this request is to permit a rural bed andlfest homestay which is
permitted as a Special Exception within the AR2iggrdistrict. This use requires a minimum lot siddive acres. The
applicant will need to consolidate the two lotsrteet this requirement and, as the lot will be thas seven acres in size,
will not be able to subdivide the property while tirse is in place.

ANALYSIS As noted above, the applicant is intending to héeproperty for a rural bed and breakfast homesitdye
Zoning Code defines this as:

"Rural bed and breakfast homestay" means a rucahhd breakfast homestay shall contain six or fédwmished rooms for
pay within a private, owner-occupied structure b on a single lot that exceeds five acres, addated in an
agriculturally zoned district, and authorized bg tioard of zoning appeals, according to Sectioh6L¥60.

While the requested zone change is not entirelgistent with the density called for by the RLM pgliwhich covers a
portion of the site, it is consistent with the N@@licy on the majority of the site.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.

Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: RS40

movse | laces  [oemsiy |Namberor |DaTibe | resk | b peak
SZ‘%‘;Egm"y 6.97 0.93 6 58 5 7
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: AR2a

ivse | lhoes [oemsiy |Namberor | Dabiibe | resk | b peak
Sié‘tg'fh';‘a‘m(”zﬁo) 6.97 0.5 3 29 3 4

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student GenerationAs this request to change from a single-familyrdisto an agricultural district represents a
down zoning, the number of expected students tgelnerated would be less than could be generatest gudent zoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of the request as thea®Ring district is consistent with
NCO policy on the majority of the property.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-31

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2009Z-011PR-001A6°PROVED. (8-0)
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The proposed AR2a district is consistent with the 8llevue Community Plan’s Natural Conservation polig, but is not
consistent with the Residential Low Medium policy.While the AR2a district is not consistent with theResidential
Low Medium policy, it does not allow for a densityabove what is called for in the policy.”

8. 2009Z-012PR-001
Map: 032-00 Parcels:009, 136, 146
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan
Council District 3 — Walter Hunt
Staff Reviwer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from R20 to AR2a zoning propetbcated at 4370 and 4412 Brick Church PikeButk Church
Pike (unnumbered), at the southwest corner of Boialirch Pike and Jackson Road (84.51 acres), segfliby Reinhold
Holtkamp et ux, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone from One and Two-Family (R20Agricultural/Residential (AR2a)
zoning for properties located at 4370 and 4412lBdhurch Pike and Brick Church Pike (unnumberetdha southwest
corner of Brick Church Pike and Jackson Road (84d&s).

Existing Zoning
R20 District - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesamat
overall density of 2.31 dwelling units per acrelirming 25% duplex lots. The current zoning wouldnpié 195 lots.

Proposed Zoning

ARZ2a District -_Agricultural/Residentiabquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intdrfde uses that generally occur in
rural areas, including single-family, two-familypdamobile homes at a density of one dwelling usit® acres. The AR2a
District is intended to implement the natural comaton or interim nonurban land use policies & ¢eneral plan. The
proposed zoning would permit 42 lots.

PARKWOOD/UNION HILL COMMUNITY PLAN

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

Natural Conservation (NCO) NCO policy is intended for undeveloped areas withgresence of steep terrain, unstable
soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low intensity coramity facility development and very low densityicesntial development
(not exceeding one dwelling unit per two acres) tm@gppropriate land uses.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The request is consistent with the RuralM@@® policies and is more consistent with these
policies than the current R20 zoning.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R20

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) NS DS Egt?ber e (weekday) Hour Hour
single-Family | g, 59 2.31 195 1923 147 196
Detached(210) ' '
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Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District AR2a

Total

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

detached (210 84.51 0.5 42 469 40 50

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected Student GenerationAs this request to change from a single-family amao-family district to an agricultural
district represents a down zoning, the number peeted students to be generated would be lescthad be generated
under current zoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommend approval of the request as the ARRaang district is consistent with R
and NCO policies.

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-32

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2009Z-012PR-001APPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed AR2a district is consistent with the &kwood/Union Hill Community Plan’s Rural and Natur al
Conservation policies.”

9. 20097-013PR-001
Map: 104-08 Parcels:064, 066, 067
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 18 — Megan Barry
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to change from MUL to MUI zoning propestiocated within the Hillsboro Village Urban DgisiOverlay at
1501, 1505, and 1507 21st Avenue South, at thés@st corner of  21st Avenue South and Pierce Aedhi27 acres),
requested by Vanderbilt University, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST -A request to change from Mixed Use Limited (MUL)Mixed Use Intensive (MUI) zoning for
properties located within the Hillsboro Village Wb Design Overlay at 1501, 1505, and 1507 21st Aee&outh, at the
southwest corner of 21st Avenue South and Pierenidw (1.27 acres).

Existing Zoning
MUL District -Mixed Use Limitedis intended for a moderate intensity mixture aidential, retail, restaurant, and office
uses.

Proposed Zoning
MUI District -Mixed Use Intensivés intended for a high intensity mixture of resitlal, retail, and office uses.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood Urban (NU)NU is intended for fairly intense, expansive ared are intended to contain a significant
amount of residential development, but are plarindzk mixed use in character. Predominant usthese areas include a
variety of housing, public benefit uses, commeraglvities and mixed-use development. An Urbasi§®or Planned Unit
Development overlay district or site plan shouldanpany proposals in these policy areas, to asqp®priate design and
that the type of development conforms with thennte the policy.
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Consistent with Policy? Yes. The applicant has requested this rezonimgdar to expand the Monroe Carell Jr.
Children’s Hospital. This non-profit hospital isrsidered a public benefit use and is allowed withis policy. As this
property is within the Hillsboro Village UDO, thequirement for an enforceable site plan to accompaaone change
request has been met.

ANALYSIS As noted above, the applicant has indicated tleapthipose of this request is to allow for the espgamof the
Monroe Carell Jr. Children’s Hospital. As a hoapis not a permitted use within the MUL distribetapplicant has
requested the MUI district, which is consistentvttie zoning on the adjacent property and otheid¥ebilt University
properties. The properties are within in the Hidiso Village UDO and the requirements of the UD gavern building
form, building orientation, and bulk standards.eThzoning has been requested solely to permiisbe

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION Traffic study will be required at the time of despient.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District MUL

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

Convenience 1.27 0.115 6,362 NA 505 618
Market (945)

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District MUI

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
General Office | ; 57 0.894 49,457 776 107 135
(710)

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District MUL

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

Convenience 1.27 1 6,362* NA 505 618
Market(945)

*Adjusted as per use.

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District MUI

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
gelrcl)e)ral Office | 1 57 5 276,606 2921 424 389

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the request to resmme MUL to MUI. The non-profit
hospital is considered a public benefit use aradlisved within the NU policy, and as the propegyiithin the Hillsboro
Village UDO, the requirement for an enforceable pitan to accompany a zone change request hasisten

Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-33

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009Z-013PR-001A°PROVED. (8-0)

The proposed MUI district is consistent with the Geen Hills/Midtown Community Plan’s Neighborhood Urban
policy.”
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10. 2009Z-015PR-001
Map: 155-00 Parcel: 122
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to amend a previously approved Coundil(BL2005-543) to modify a condition restrictiragcess to Moss
Road for property located at 5109 Moss Road, apprately 775 feet south of Collins Road (6.03 agresned RM9,
requested by Councilmember Bo Mitchell, applic&stty French and Mary and James Johnson, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove. If the Bill ismended to address staff concerns then staff reconemds approval
with conditions.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2009Z-015PR-001 to April 14, 2009, at the
request of the applicant. (8-0)

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: REVISED SITE PLANS

11. 155-74P-001
Larchwood Commercial (Lot 2 Revision)
Map: 096-00 Parcel: 054
Donelson/Hermitage/Old Hickory Community Plan
Council District 14 — James Bruce Stanley
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan for a wortof the Larchwood Commercial Planned Unit Depeb@nt Overlay
located at 6918 Stewarts Ferry Pike, at the sostlweaner of Stewarts Ferry Pike and McCrory Crieekd (19.04 acres),
zoned CL, to permit 183,000 square feet of offisesy 20,000 square feet of retail uses and 5,2Mresdeet of restaurant
uses, replacing 221,350 square feet of office,lhatel restaurant uses, requested by Gresham SnRitittners, applicant,
for Commerce Center TN Land L.P., owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planred Unit Development to March 26, 2009, at the reqsé of
the applicant. (8-0)

Xll.  OTHER BUSINESS

12. Employee contract renewals for Brian Sexton anthiefAdams.
Approved,(8-0) Consent Agenda

13. Executive Director Reports

14, Legislative Update
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Xlll.  ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 6:15 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

d:/‘ The Planning Department does not discriminatehenblasis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion or
disability in access to, or operation of, its praogs, 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-Saldamr Denise Hopgood of Humah
Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategliries call 862-6640.
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