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Nashville, Tennessee 37

Minutes
of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
April 23, 2009
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4.00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road

PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:
Jar_nes McLear_l, Chair_man Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
Stewart Clifton Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
JUdY_ Cummings Bob Leeman, Acting Planning Mgr. Il
Derrick Dalton Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Tonya Jones Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer
H_unter Gee Brenda Bernards, Planner IlI
Victor Tyler . Brian Sexton, Planner |
Councilmember Jim Gotto Jason Swaggart, Planner Il
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Bob Eadler, Planner II

Jennifer Carlat, Planning Mgr. Il
Bob Eadler, Planner I

Carrie Logan, Planner Il

Jennifer Regen, Planner Il

Steve Mishu, Metro Water
Jonathon Honeycutt, Public Works

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission guides growth and development as Nashville and Davidson County
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.

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m.

1. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously to adopt the agendaeasmied.(9-0)

.  RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Bennett stated that she would addnesSommission after her item was presented fmudision.

Councilmember Claiborne explained that he wouldeskithe Commission after his item was presentedioussion.
Councilmember Toler acknowledged that Item #3, 8B-601 was to be reheard by the Commission. Hedatiat once this

item was presented for discussion, that Mr. Moeys$letro Legal, offer any legal information on tbeation and placement
of cell towers as written under the Metro Codeoutilmember Toler then stated he would wait waftiér the public hearing
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on ltems #4, and 5, 2009CP-012-002 and 2009SP-006t0 address the Commission.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFE RRED OR WITHDRAWN

1. 2009z-002TX-001 A council bill to amend of theetvb Zoning Code, Chapter 17.16, to allow mobiledas unable
to comply with the indoor-only provision to applyrfa Special Exception (SE) permit for outdoor
vending — deferred indefinitely at the requesthaf applicant

8. 2009z-021PR-001 A request to rezone variouseptigs from R40 to RS40 zoning along Ensworth PEagworth
Avenue — deferred to June 25, 2009, at the reguigke applicant

Mr. Clifton moved, and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the Defearel Withdrawn
Items as presented9-0)

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

V. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

7. 2009Z-020PR-001 A request to rezone from R83R@&a zoning for a portion of -Approve
properties located at 7554 and 7578 Buffalo RoatiBuffalo Road
(unnumbered).
FINAL PLANS
9. 2009S-026-001 A request for final plat apprdeatreate three lots at 1809 and 1811-Approve w/condition

Primrose Avenue, approximately 175 feet east ahRise Circle.
10. 2009S-029-001 A request for final plat apprdeatreate two lots on properties located at 24h22&enue South.

-Approve with condition, including a variance to Setion 3-4.2(f) of the Metro Subdivision
Regulations for lot depth to width ratio.

REVISED SITE PLANS

11. 68-79P-001 A request to revise the preliminaay and for final approval fora  -Approve w/conditions
portion of the Safety Kleen PUD Overlay located @86 Antioch
Pike, to permit the addition of a 672 square footlolar office for a
dairy distribution company.

12. 98-73P-001 A request to revise the preliminday and for final approval fora  -Approve w/conditions
portion of the Hickory Hills PUD Overlay located%it5 Hickory
Hills Boulevard, to permit a 10,100 square footkpag lot for utility
trucks and trailers.

OTHER BUSINESS

13. Capital Improvements Budget -Approve

14. Proposal to reduce the application fee fromi@2to $400 for certain infill subdivisions and -Approve
for consolidation plats.

15. Employee contract renewals for Rick Bernhatghthia Wood, Greg Johnson and Leslie -Approve
Meehan.
Ms. Cummings arrived at 4:09 p.m.

There was a brief explanation given by Mr. Gottd 8r. Bernhardt on the Capital Improvements Budbgat was slated to
be approved on the Consent Agenda.
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Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to adopt the Consgahéda as
presented.(10-0)

VI. PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2009Z-002TX-001
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend of the Metro Zoning Codéhdpter 17.16, to allow mobile vendors unable to mygrwith the indoor-
only provision to apply for a Special Exception {®Ermit for outdoor vending, requested by Couneiimber Pam Murray.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendment

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED TextAmendment 2009Z-0002TX-001 indefinitely at the regest of
the applicant. (9-0)

VII.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

2. 2009Z-004TX-001
Historic Bed and Breakfast Homestay
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A request to amend Chapters 17.16, 17.36 and bf #@ Zoning Code to delete Historic Bed and BfastkHomestay as an
historic overlay district and add it as a Spechatdption (SE) use and a use permitted by rightr(Rertain zoning districts,
requested by Councilmember Mike Jameson.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend Chapters 17.16, 17.36 and bf 4@ Zoning Code to delete “Historic Bed
and Breakfast Homestay” as an historic overlayidisaind add it as a Special Exception (SE) useaanse permitted by right
(P) in certain zoning districts.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The Zoning Code allows a historic bed and breakfastestay (historic B&B) within a historic overldistrict
known as “Historic Bed and Breakfast Homestay”.e Diverlay district must be approved by the Metran@ul with a
recommendation from the Metro Planning Commissimh ldetro Historic Commission. To qualify for thistoric overlay
district, the structure must be evaluated forate in local, state, or national history, mastefrgraftsmanship, or its listing or
eligibility for listing on the National Register éfistoric Places.

Proposed TextThis bill proposes to allow historic B&B as a s@xception (SE) use. The Board of Zoning Appeals
(BZA) would review and approve the use after reicgj\approval of the use’s location via a resolutigrthe Metro Council
and a recommendation from the Metro Planning Comimrisand Metro Historic Commission. In additiome bill would
allow historic B&B as a use by right (P) in certaioning districts.

Analysis Ordinance No. BL2005-701 was adopted by the MEwancil on August 19, 2005, making historic B&Biatoric
overlay district, and deleting it as a SE or Penta&in zoning districts. Under the prior SE pravis, the Zoning
Administrator notified the Metro Council of a pendihistoric B&B application, and the Metro Courtedd 60 days from said
notification to approve the specific location byudail resolution. If the Metro Council failed tatavithin 60 days of the
Zoning Administrator’s notification, the Board ob@ing Appeals could proceed with its consideratibthe application.

The proposed hill essentially repeals OrdinanceBI2005-701 and reinstates historic B&B as a SEaRduse as follows:

. Special exception (SE) in the AG, AR2a, all RSRlall RM, ON, OL, and OG districts subject to ke€Council
pre-approval of the proposed location prior to B&&iew and approval.
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. Permitted (P) in the MUN, MUL, MUG, MUI, OR20, OR40RI, CN, CL, CS, CA, CF, CC, SCN, SCC, and SCR
districts.

With the proposed changes, a property owner reipgeathistoric B&B could obtain approval in aslétas a few days, if
permitted by right, to at most six to eight weeks, SE were required. Currently, an owner must thaee to four months to
complete the rezoning process.

Besides reducing the time involved in getting applothis bill eliminates the more restrictive géahg criteria that a
structure currently is required to meet: (a)delin local, state, or national history, (b) magtef craftsmanship, or (c) its
listing or eligibility for listing on the NationdRegister of Historic Places. Instead, structuresld/need to be determined by
the Metro Historic Zoning Commission as “historlgalignificant structure”, as defined in Section@40.060 of the Zoning
Code. This change reflects how structures wereiqusly evaluated for historic B&Bs, prior to theaetment of Ordinance
No. BL2005-701.

Meeting with Bill Sponsor On April 14, 2009, staff met with the bill spomsa proposed historic B&B operator, and staff
member of the Metro Historic Zoning Commission.v&al items were discussed regarding enforcemehtransferability of
a historic B&B permit to a new owner/operator. Hpensor requested staff draft several conditioreltress these items,
and is currently reviewing those proposed amendsnebtaff will present to the Commission those ainegnts at the
meeting.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission The staff of the Metro Historic Zoning Commissioas reviewed the proposed bill and
recommends approval to the Planning Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of this bill as it reduttee time it will take to approve a
historic B&B from three to four months to approxitlg six to eight weeks. It also broadens thentidin of a historic
structure, enabling more opportunities for uniqaeel stays by visitors and family members in Nd@hv It also gives the
Board of Zoning Appeals the ability to place uniguaditions on the approval of a B&B Special Exompto address
specific neighborhood concerns.

Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reewiimg approval.

Mr. Ponder requested additional clarification oa tWo-year review provision included in the amendie
Ms. Regen explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the improvements this adraent would provide to the existing code relatiodged and Breakfast
Homestays. He then questioned the process thdthweuollowed if there were a need to implememettbde due to a certain
type of circumstance.

Ms. Regen explained the process to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to approve with amemdsn including
that an historic bed and breakfast homestay skadued a permit initially for two (2) years ahdttpermit may be renewed
thereafter without expiration subject to revievaay time by the Board of Zoning Appeals. The pemay be revoked after
a public hearing held by the Board of Zoning Appdadsed on any of the following findings: (1) tlee is detrimental to the
neighborhood's public health and safety; (2) onmare conditions of the permit have been violated3) activities on the
premises violate state or local law. The permitishot be transferable to another property owmearmther property(10-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-44

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2009Z-004TX-001 BPPROVED WITH
AMENDMENTS, including that an historic bed and breakfast homestay shall be issued a permit initiallydr two (2)
years and that permit may be renewed thereafter witout expiration subject to review at any time by tke Board of
Zoning Appeals. The permit may be revoked after a pblic hearing held by the Board of Zoning Appeals bsed on any
of the following findings: (1) the use is detrimerdl to the neighborhood’s public health and safety(2) one or more
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conditions of the permit have been violated; or (3activities on the premises violate state or locéw. The permit shall
not be transferable to another property owner or awther property. (10-0)

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: REHEARING

3. 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 (4.36exs), zoned SCC,
to permit a 180 foot monopole wireless communicatawer, requested by Verizon Wireless Tennessdaad?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 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
Shopping Center Community (SCC), to permit a 18@ foonopole wireless communication tower.

Rehearing The Planning Commission originally heard thisuest on March 12, 2009. The Planning Commissiondahat
the proposed wireless communication tower represeatignificant change requiring Council approvethe Commission
voted to disapprove the request as a “revisiont' tb@pprove the request as an “amendment” to the.P

Since the Planning Commission’s decision Metro Léga informed staff that, while the Planning Corssion does have the
authority under Federal Law to deny request fartoglers, such denial must be supported by subatartd material
evidence contained within the written administratrecord. According to a memo received from Méggal, state or local
governments canot (1) unreasonably discriminate among providersiatfionally equivalent services; and (2) shall not
prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the pigion of personal wireless services. The memaddeas included at the end
of the staff report.

For a state or local government to legally denglatower it would be required to support the démiith substantial and
material evidence that the proposed tower is netleé and that the carriers service would not bathedly impacted without
the new tower. Additionally, in response to conseraised at the public hearing, the applicantgnasented two different
styles of tower for the site (see Figures 1 anavBjch they believe to be less intrusive than thigimal proposal. Staff is
recommending approval of Option 1.

Based on the memo from Metro Legal and the apfiEa@esire to use a different style tower than whas originally
proposed, Commissioner Stewart Clifton requestatlttiis request be reheard. Based on this newniation, the Planning
Commission voted to rehear the request on AprikD®9.

PLAN DETAILS

PUD History The Williams Home Place PUD was originally approwed 989, for 45,000 square feet of retail andoeffi
space. The plan was last revised in 2000 for ¥bstflare feet of retail, office and restaurant ugggoroximately 29,190 sq.
ft. of the development has been constructed.

Site PlanThe proposed tower and facilities are located etrétar corner (north east) of the site. The tagthef the tower is

180 feet. The plan meets all zoning requiremeéntd, ding setbacks, buffer yard requirements aratigic requirements for
cell towers (see below).
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Zoning Ordinance requirements Section 17.16.080.C of the Metro Zoning Ordinaegow, details the requirements for a
cell tower.

C. Telephone Service.

1. Telephone Service. An applicant for a new owave or cellular tower shall demonstrate thattexgstowers, buildings or
structures within the proposed service area caacmimmodate the equipment planned to be locatéldeoproposed 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, thimimum lot size shall comply with the zone distfetlk provisions.

3. Setback. Telephone services, including accgdsoldings and vehicle parking areas shall convty the setback
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 residentiahe districts and districts permitting residentis¢, screening in the form of
Landscape Buffer Yard Standard A shall be applied.

5. Height. The maximum height of telephone ftiei shall be determined by the height control jgions of Chapter 17.12,
except in the MUN, ON, CN and SCN zone districteayht control plane slope of 1.5:1 shall apply.eiMha proposed tower
cannot comply with the maximum height provisiom® applicant shall be required to submit for a Epexception permit
per Section 17.16.180(B)(1).

6. Noatification. Prior to the issuance of a zgnpermit, and immediately after receiving an apgilan for a new tower, the
zoning administrator or, if applicable, the exeeatilirector of the planning department shall natify district councilmember
that an application for a new tower has been subdthiSuch notification shall only be required wiaetower is proposed
within a residential district, a district permittjmesidential uses (excluding the MUI, ORI, CF, &t SCR districts), or
within one thousand feet of the zoning boundarg bif a residential district or a district permigiresidential uses. Within
thirty days from the date on which the tower aggilmn was filed, the district councilmember maychalcommunity meeting
on the proposed tower. If a meeting is held, thaiegnt shall attend and provide information abibiat tower's safety,
technical necessity, visual aspects, and alteratiwer sites and designs considered.

The request complies with all of the criteria aho¥érst, the applicant has submitted the requiegart demonstrating the
need for the cellular tower. Second, the plan d@spvith minimum lot size and setback. Third, thever 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 or Option 1 with conditions.

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 Manmeege 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. Sigrmdanned unit developments must be approved bivitteo

Department of Codes Administration except in spedaifstances when the Metro Council directs therM&anning
Commission to review such signs.
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4, The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior fire
protection must be met prior to the issuance oftanlding 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 MetmnRig
Commission.

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

Administration to determine compliance, both in igguance of permits for construction and fielgpattion.
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 Plannirggrnission
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 conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure tomsitifa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resisian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.

Department of Law
Sue Cain, Director

memorandum 862-6341
to: Rick Bernhardt, Executive director, planning dépent
from: ted morrissey, ASSISTANT METROPOLITAN attorney

subject: cell tower regulation
date: april 10, 2009
QUESTION: You asked whether the Planning Commishimsithe authority to deny a request to build btceler.

ANSWER: Yes, the Commission has the authority toycerequest, but any such denial must be suppbyted
substantial and material evidence contained witénwritten administrative record.

DISCUSSION:
Federal law governs the Commission’s review of iellers. 47 U.S.C.A. § 332(c)(7) regarding limdas on local
regulation of cell towers states:

(7) Preservation of local zoning authority

(A) General authority

Except as provided in this paragraph, nothing is ¢thapter shall limit or affect the authority oState or local government or
instrumentality thereof over decisions regarding placement, construction, and modification of peas wireless service
facilities.

(B) Limitations

(i) The regulation of the placement, construct@mg modification of personal wireless service faes by any State or local
government or instrumentality thereof--

(I) shall not unreasonably discriminate among pexs of functionally equivalent services; and

(1) shall not prohibit or have the effect of prbhling the provision of personal wireless services.

(i) A State or local government or instrumentatitygreof shall act on any request for authorizatiplace, construct, or
modify personal wireless service facilities witlsimeasonable period of time after the requestlisfdad with such
government or instrumentality, taking into accotln nature and scope of such request.

(iif) Any decision by a State or local governmenirstrumentality thereof to deny a request to @laonstruct, or modify
personal wireless service facilities shall be iiting and supported bsubstantial evidence contained in a written record.

(iv) No State or local government or instrumenyatitereof may regulate the placement, constructiod, modification of
personal wireless service facilities on the babkib® environmental effects of radio frequency esiaiss to the extent that
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such facilities comply with the Commission's rediolas concerning such emissions.

(v) Any person adversely affected by any final @actor failure to act by a State or local governnwrany instrumentality
thereof that is inconsistent with this subparagnayaly, within 30 days after such action or failwett, commence an action
in any court of competent jurisdiction. The courak hear and decide such action on an expeditseid.bany person
adversely affected by an act or failure to act I8tate or local government or any instrumentaligréof that is inconsistent
with clause (iv) may petition the Commission foliek

(47 U.S.C.A. 8 332(c)(7). Emphasis added.)

Thus, the federal law makes it clear that any deciby a “local government or instrumentality theffeo deny a request to
place, construct, or modify personal wireless serfacilities {.e., cell tower) shall be in writing and supportedshigstantial
evidence contained in a written record.

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

Mr. James Weaver spoke in favor of the requestedgsal.

Mr. Richard Williams, 130 Blackburn Avenue, spokdavor of the requested proposal.

Mr. Matt Harris spoke in favor of the requestedpursal.

Mr. Steven Reed, 5605 Holland Way spoke in oppmsitd the requested proposal. He submitted agetif opposition for
the record.

Mr. Bill Johnson, 5617 Highland Way, spoke in ofpos to the requested proposal.
Mr. Johnny Dow spoke in opposition to the requestegbosal.

A resident of 5609 Highland Way spoke in oppositiothe requested proposal.

Mr. Gotto requested that Mr. Morrissey, Metro Legalvise the Commission on the topic of cell phimveers.

Mr. Morrissey provided his legal advice on cell ppdowers in relation to the Commission’s authooitgr these structures.
He also explained the stipulations if the Commissiere to disapprove a cell tower.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged both the intent of the agapit, as well as the disapproval of the constituaffected by the
proposal. He then questioned that if the case teebe litigated, would it take special personoettipport the Commission’s
final decision.

Mr. Bernhardt suggested that the Commission haigation information prior to disapproving this rexgt.

Dr. Cummings requested additional information omliffer yard included in the proposal.

Mr. Swaggart explained the buffer included in thegmsal to the Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt clarified that the buffer is a requirent of the Planned Unit Development and a re$uhe proposed cell
phone tower.

Dr. Cummings spoke in favor of the slick stick toweowever, was focused on the buffer and its adstehat would perhaps
assist with the aesthetics of the area on whiclider was to be placed.

Dr. Cummings then questioned whether the tower dvdlude any harmful emissions.

Mr. Swaggart explained that the Commission couldbase their decision on any radio waves that wbelémitted from the
tower.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the opposition expressgdhe constituents. He then spoke of the isswenfing the request
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without any legal authority.

Mr. Ponder asked whether the Commission could grette integrity of the tower and the affects @wd have on the
surrounding community if there were brought dowreliireme weather conditions.

Mr. Morrissey responded to Mr. Ponder, however réigponse was inaudible.

Ms. Jones acknowledged and expressed her concémthevvisual clutter created in many neighborlodde to the
demands of the society.

Mr. Dalton expressed concerns with regard to thpiegnt's claim that a cell tower was needed i tiriea and not having a
method in place to verify its necessity.

Mr. Morrissey explained that the Metro Code outiwertain criteria for placement of cell phone tosvend the cell phone
companies need to comply with the requirements.

Dr. Cummings questioned whether the slick stick ed@duld accommodate more than one cell phone coympa
Mr. Swaggart explained that the slick stick towewd only hold one provider.

Dr. Cummings suggested that the Commission con#lideérthe slick stick tower could only accommodatte company and
to keep in mind there could be additional requessimilar towers.

Mr. McLean questioned whether proper procedureg\iveplace to monitor the future aesthetics ofgtblke, i.e. if it were
damaged internally and no longer operable, colidrotompanies utilize the pole with their equipment

Mr. Bernhardt offered that certain conditions woh#&lin place and would need to be met before clsaoged be made to the
cell tower. He also explained that the applicaas wequesting to revise the planned unit developfoethe cell tower and
that the Commission could include any necessargitions.

Ms. LeQuire also acknowledged the need to carefiliiyose the proper tower that could possibly accodate future
requests.

The Commission requested that the applicant proatititional information on the proposed cell phtmeer and if any
additional carriers could be located on it.

A representative from Verizon explained the varityees of towers and how many carriers could batkxt on each type.
Mr. Gee questioned the number of carriers depicte@ption # 2.

The Verizon representative explained the numbeadaiers depicted in the photograph.

Mr. Gee questioned whether there were provisiodsided in the Metro Code that would address thestafit were no
longer in use. He suggested that a condition bedtb the recommendation to remove the towemnikite to become
inoperable.

Mr. Clifton moved, and Mr. Ponder seconded the amtivhich passed unanimously, to approve with d@vs as a revision,
Planned Unit Development 88-69P-001, includingdtweditions that the Councilmember and communitgieine, within

60 days, whether Option 1 or 2 is to be constrydteadter 60 days there is no decision, the aglids to determine which

option to build and that if activity ceases for sionths on the tower, it is to be removed at tipeage of the property owner.
(10-0)
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Resolution No. RS2009-45

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 88-69P-001 BKPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS,
including the conditions that the Councilmember andcommunity determine, within 60 days, whether Optia 1 or 2 is
to be constructed, if after 60 days, there is no desion, the applicant is to determine which optiorio build and that if
activity ceases for six months on the tower, it i® be removed at the expense of the property owngf10-0)

Conditions of Approval:
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 Mamaage 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 Enginegrsections of the Metro Department of Public Wddksall
improvements within public rights of way.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Sigrmdanned unit developments must be approved biviteo
Department of Codes Administration except in speaifstances when the Metro Council directs ther@ianning
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 issuance oftanlging permits.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of thgproved plans have been submitted to the Metmnitig
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¢paion.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&wancil.

7. A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incagdong the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrnission
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 conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure torsiifa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resisgian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.”

Mr. Clifton left the meeting at 5:00 p.m.

IX. PUBLIC HEARING: COMMUNITY PLANS

4, 2009CP-012-002
Map: 186-00 Parcels:014.01, 021, 026
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff ReviewerBob Eadler

A request to amend ti#utheast Community Plan; 2004 Update by changing Neighborhood Center (NC) and Neighbodho
General (NG) policies to T3 Suburban Neighborhoedt€r (T3 CC) policy for property located at thetbeast quadrant of
the intersection of Nolensville Pike and Burkittdio (See also 2009SP-006-001.)

Staff Recommendation: Approve

[Note: Items #4 and #5 were discussed by The Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #5 for
actions and resolutions.]
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X. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

5. 2009SP-006-001

The Shoppes at Burkitt Place

Map: 186-00 Parcels:014.01, 021, 026

Southeast Community Plan

Council District 31 — Parker Toler

Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards
A request to change from AR2a to SP-C zoning fopprties located at 7022 Nolensville Pike, NolelhsWRike
(unnumbered), and Burkitt Road (unnumbered), asthitheast corner of Nolensville Pike and Burkiig®g (17.98 acres), to
permit retail, office, and commercial uses, regegdty Regency/PGM-Burkitt, LLC, applicant, for Janaad William
McFarlin et al, Ruth Marie McFarlin, and Newco-BiftkLLC, owners. (See also 2009CP-012-002.)
Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions, sulgct to approval of the accompanying Community Plan
Amendment with the special policy provisions.
Mr. Eadler presented and stated that staff is recenaing approval.

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

Mr. Jeff Pape, 3315 Northside Parkway, spoke inifaf the proposed development.
Mr. Same 8923 McCulley Lane, spoke in oppositiotheproposed development.
Ms. Mary Ann Lawn, 8061 Canonbury, spoke in opposito the proposed development

Mr. Charles Lawn, 8061 Canonbury, spoke in oppmsito the proposed development

Ms. Betty Clifton 7114 Burkitt Road, spoke in favafrthe proposed development.
Mr. Christian Trotter, 7539 Kemberton Cout, spak@pposition to the proposed development.
Ms. Susannah Wilson, 8040 Canonbury Drive, spokapposition to the proposed development.

Mr. Vance Wilson, 8040 Canonbury Drive, spoke ipagition to the proposed development.
Mr. Tom Herbert spoke in favor of the proposed dgmment.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on whether theaawas considered rural or surburban.

Mr. Bernhardt addressed this question. He alstaggd that staff was unaware of the oppositioit a&s not expressed at
the community meetings.

Mr. Tyler questioned the square footage of a bugdhat constituted a big box store.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the building sizes includtethe Metro Code in relation to policies.
Mr. Gee questioned whether there was a differeli¢ypthat would allow the proposed building size.
Mr. Eadler explained the various policies that vdostipport larger centers.

Mr. Gee expressed his concern with the requested @oange due to the issues associated with iteectimity, walkability
and any additional traffic generated by its deveiept.
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Mr. Gotto questioned whether the community was neadare of the full implications of this developmantheir community
meetings.

Mr. Eadler explained the process that took placeeatommunity meeting.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the staff's recomméndavould have changed if there were more oppmsiéixpressed at the
community meeting.

Mr. Bernhardt stated it would have changed thd’stefcommendation.

Mr. Gotto then expressed issues with disapproviegéquest for this development as it could reoatside of the county.
Mr. Bernhardt offered that there was no bill peigdém this development.

Ms. LeQuire also expressed issues with disappraviagequest due to the possibility it would reted® another county.

Mr. Dalton agreed with the need to keep the devakg within the County lines, as well as heed thecerns of those who
were opposed to the development.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether two smaller buildiwgsild be also considered a special exceptiondgdiicy.

It was explained that two smaller buildings wouldrhore compatible to this area.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to defer Community RRORCP-012-
002, as well as Zone Change 2009SP-006-001 intidfiniThere were additional conditions added ley@ommission that
should be further studied during this deferrél.0-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-46

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that 2009CP-012-002 BEFERRED INDEFINITELY.
(10-0)”

Resolution No. RS2009-47

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssiisn that 2009SP-006-0010EFERRED INDEFINITELY.
(10-0)”

Dr. Cummings left the meeting at 6:03 p.m.

Ms. Jones left the meeting at 6:03 p.m.

6. 2009Z-005TX-001
Mobile Vendor Exemption for Non-Profit Organizatin
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend Section 17.04.060 of thetideZoning Code to exempt non-profit organizatictivaties and events

from the mobile vendor definition, requested by Gdlmembers Phil Claiborne and Karen Bennett.
Staff Recommendation: Approve
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APPLICANT REQUEST - A council bill to amend Section 17.04.060 of thetMeZoning Code to exempt non-profit
organization activities and events from the mobéador definition.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The Zoning Code allows mobile vendors as a usetiited with conditions” (PC) in the CL, CS, CARGF
zoning districts. Mobile vendors may sell goodares or merchandise within a permanently, enclegedture with no
outdoor vending or display areas (tables, cragasons, racks or other devices). No outside vendirdisplay area are
allowed except for vendors selling food, beverafieisig plants, or agricultural products, or if teFeet vendor is licensed.

Proposed Bill (BL2009-325) The bill exempts Cleveland Street from the mobéador provisions. Bill sponsor is
Councilmember Pam Murray. This bill was disapeatby the Planning Commission on April 14, 2009.

Proposed Bill (BL2009-410) The bill allows mobile vendors to be outdoors pded they meet certain conditions as a
special exception (SE) use. Bill sponsor is Cdomsinber Pam Murray.

Proposed Bill (BL2009-416) The bill exempts a non-profit organization’s furidiiag activities and events from being
classified as “mobile vendor”. The staff reportdve analyzes this proposed bill.

Proposed TextThe bill exempts from the definition of "mobile \@or" those non-profit organizations that are ndject to
federal income tax. Such organizations couldgmdids, wares, or merchandise indoors or outdoongged they held no
more than two (2) fundraising events per calenéar yith each event lasting no more than five é)sd

Analysis This bill exempts occasional fundraising activitythx-exempt non-profit organizations from beingsdified as
“mobile vendor”. As proposed in the bill, the exarstatus would allow organizations to hold two €2¢nts per a calendar
year with each event lasting no more than fived@)s. If an organization held three or more fuisilng activities within a
calendar year, the exempt status would not apiplgn organization held any event for more thae f{8) days, the exempt
status would not apply.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of this bill. Given thstricted number of events per calendar
year, and limited duration of such events, staffglnot anticipate the proposed exemption will erésgtues for the
community.

Ms. Regen presented and stated that staff is reemtimg approval.

Councilmember Clairborne further explained thigd #axendment and requested its approval.

Councilmember Bennett spoke in favor of the texeadment.

Councilmember Murray spoke in favor of the text anraent.

Mr. Jamie Hollin, 725 McFerrin Avenue, spoke indawf the text amendment.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether yard sales heldwatbles were associated with this text amendment.

Ms. Regen explained the yard sale as describdeiivietro Code.

Mr. Dalton spoke in favor of the proposed amendment

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to approve Text Amend2@09Z-
005TX-001.(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-48

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009Z-005TX-001 KPPROVED. (7-0)
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7. 2009Z-020PR-001
Map: 127-00 Parcelspart of 002, 249, 269
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from R80 to AR2a zoning fopbgipn of properties located at 7554 and 7578 BofRoad and Buffalo
Road (unnumbered), approximately 2,800 feet ndrtdighway 70 (8.27 acres), requested by Councilmemim Mitchell,
applicant, Edward Underwood et ux, Sydney Rogerd,2ydney Bennett, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone from One and Two-Family Regide(R80) to Agricultural/Residential
(AR2a) zoning for a portion of properties locateéds54 and 7578 Buffalo Road and Buffalo Road (unibered),
approximately 2,800 feet north of Highway 70 (8aZTes).

Existing Zoning
R80 District -R80requires a minimum 80,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and duplexearmm
overall density of .58 dwelling units per acre udihg 25% duplex 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 coma#gon or interim nonurban land use policies & teneral plan.

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN

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 predomindevelopment type is single-family homes, alttoegme townhomes
and other forms of attached housing may be appatgpri

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

Consistent with Policy? The request to rezone the property from R80 to ARZansistent with the NCO policy but not
with the RLM policy. These properties are in aeaathat is not yet served by sewer and are unliketievelop at a density
envisioned by the RLM policy in the near futureheTAR2a zoning district will not preclude thesegadies from being
rezoned and subdivided at a higher density oncécesrare available.

ANALYSIS This request would rezone portions of three priggefrom R80 to AR2a. Currently, these propertiage split
zoning with the front 400 feet zoned R80 and tmeai@der zoned AR2a. According to the Zoning Adstiritor, the
frontage of the properties along the western sfdguéfalo Road were rezoned to R80 in order to prevnobile homes from
being placed in this location. The applicant madated that the rezoning has been requestedier tw permit an organic
farming operation. Farming is not a permitted inséhe R80 zoning district

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.

Typical Uses in Existing Zoning DistricR80

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

detached(210) 8.27 0.58 4 39 3 5
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Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning DistriétR2a

Land Use Acres Densit Total Number | Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Y of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour

Single-family

detached(210) 8.27 0.5 4 39 3 5

Traffic changes between typic&80andproposedAR2a

Land Use Acres Densit Total Number | Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Y of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
8.27 0.08 0 0 0 0

Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning DistridR80

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

detached(210) 8.27 0.58 4 39 3 5

Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning DistridiR2a

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

detached(210) 8.27 0.5 4 39 3 5

Traffic changes between maximuR80 andproposedAR2a

Land Use Acres Densit Total Number | Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Y of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
8.27 0.08 0 0 0 0

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student GenerationAs this request to rezone from R80 to AR2a repitssgilown 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 regifésile the AR2a zoning district is
not entirely consistent with RLM land use polidyetrequested zoning would not preclude future regpand subdivision of
the property at a density envisioned by the pdiege services are available to this area.

Approved,(10-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-49

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2009Z-020PR-001A8°PROVED. (10-0)

The proposed AR2a zoning district is consistent whitthe Bellevue Community Plan’s Natural Conservatia policy, and
while not consistent with the Residential Low Medim policy the AR2a district calls for less density ad is more
consistent with the character of the area than a sdential zoning that would be supported by the paty.”
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8. 2009Z-021PR-001
Ensworth Place and Ensworth Avenue
Map: 103-16 ParcelsVarious
Map: 116-04 ParcelsVarious
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 24 — Jason Holleman
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone various properties from R4R$40 zoning along Ensworth Place Ensworth Aven8e3@acres),
requested by Councilmember Jason Holleman for varvners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2009Z-021PR-001 to June 25, 2009, at the uegt
of the applicant. (9-0)

XlI.  PUBLIC HEARING: FINAL PLANS

9. 2009S-026-001
Belmont Terrace, Resub. Lots 21 & 22
Map: 117-04 Parcels:373, 374
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 18 — Megan Barry
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request for final plat approval to create threts lat 1809 and 1811 Primrose Avenue, approximafébyfeet east of
Primrose Circle (0.70 acres), zoned R8, requestdblnl McRedmond and Dana Smith, owners, Joe Cugsngurveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create thrats lon property located at 1809 and 1811 Primrognie, approximately
175 feet east of Primrose Circle (0.70 acres) zéheel and Two-Family Residential (R8).

ZONING
R8 District - R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings and duplexesuat
overall density of 5.79 dwelling units per acreliring 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The final plat will create three new lots from texisting lots located at 1809 and 1811 Primrose
Avenue. Since the two existing lots were legatlyated by plat prior to August 1, 1984, and bec#use will be no more
than three lots, all three lots are allowed to hadeiplex.

Lot Comparability The lots meet the minimum lot size requirementtfier R8 zoning district, but Section 3-5 of the
Subdivision Regulations state that new lots in @apaviously subdivided and predominantly developedto be generally in
keeping with the lot frontage and lot size of tlestng surrounding lots. Staff performed a lotrqmarability analysis that
yielded the following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:
Minimum lot size (sg| Minimum ot frontage
ft.): (linear ft.):
Primrose 7,187 53

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

. Lot 1: 13,404 sq. ft. with 68 linear feet of froga
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. Lot 2: 9,188 sq. ft. with 53 linear feet of frontagnd
. Lot 2: 9,921 sq. ft. with 53 liner feet of frontage

All three lots pass the comparability requirememtlét area and lot frontage, and do not requie the Planning
Commission grant an exception from the requirement.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No building permit is to be issued on Lot #3 Lifite proposed sidewalk is
either constructed per the Department of Public k& @pecifications, bonded, or a financial conttidou payment is made in
lieu of construction of sidewalks.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with a condition offihal plat to create three lots. The
three proposed lots meet zoning and subdivisionirements.

CONDITIONS

1. No building permit is to be issued on Lot #3 utiié proposed sidewalk is either constructed peb#artment of
Public Works' specifications, bonded, or a finahcamtribution payment is made in lieu of constioietof
sidewalks.

Approved with condition(10-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-50

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009S-026-001 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (10-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. No building permit is to be issued on Lot #3 uttié proposed sidewalk is either constructed peb#martment of
Public Works' specifications, bonded, or a finahcamtribution payment is made in lieu of constioietof
sidewalks.”

10. 2009S-029-001
Cottage Cove, Resub.
Map: 118-01Parcel: 385
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 17 — Sandra Moore
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request for final plat approval to create twasloh properties located at 2412 9th Avenue Saythroximately 300 feet
north of Montrose Avenue (.43 acres), zoned R8jested by Kelvin Pennington, owner, Jason Smittveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition, including a variance to Section 3-4.2(f) of the Metro Sdivision
Regulations for lot depth to width ratio.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 2412 9th Avenue South, apprately 300 feet north
of Montrose Avenue (0.43 acres), zoned One and Havoily Residential (R8).

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 acrelirming 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS This final plat subdivides one existing lot intoattots. Each lot complies with the minimum lotesiz
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requirements for R8 zoning. Lot 1 is 9,713 squeet in size and Lot 2 is 10,025 square feet ia.siz

History The same request was approved by the Planning @Gsiem, including the variance, on April 10, 2008t because
the applicant chose not to record the plat, the@@b expired after six months.

Variance Section 3-4.2 (f) of the Subdivision Regulatiorstas the lot frontage shall be greater than 25epef the average
lot depth. The applicant is requesting a varigndéis section of the regulations stating thegualar lot configuration of the
original lot makes it impossible to comply withghiequirement.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5.1 of the Subdivision Regulations stitasnew lots in areas that are predominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with titdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougdts.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltle following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis

Street Requirements
Minimum lot Minimum lot frontage
size (sq. ft.) (linear ft.)

9™ Avenue 7,543 52

As proposed, the two new lots have the followingaarand street frontages:
. Lot 1: 9,713 sq. ft. with 60.9 ft. of frontage
. Lot 2: 10,025 sq. ft. with 60.9 ft. of frontage

Each of the proposed lots meets the minimum reouare for lot size and frontage.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No building permit is to be issued on Lot #1 uthié proposed sidewalk is
either constructed per the Department of Publick&¥@pecifications, bonded, or a financial contiilru payment is made in
lieu of construction of sidewalks.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION  Prior to recording, label existing 6 and 12-incht@vanains on the plat.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with a condition thabiptd the recording of the plat, the

existing water mains be labeled on the plat. lditazh, staff recommends that the variance forlthelepth to width ratio be
granted.

CONDITION

1. The requirements of the Metro Water Services Depamt shall be met prior to the recordation of ihalfplat.

2. No building permit is to be issued on Lot #1 uttié proposed sidewalk is either constructed peb#martment of
Public Works' specifications, bonded, or a finahcantribution payment is made in lieu of constioigtof
sidewalks.

Approved with condition, including a variance tacen 3-4.2(f) of the Metro Subdivision Regulatidios lot depth to width
ratio, (10-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-51

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009S-029-001 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a variance to Section 3-4.2(fof the Metro Subdivision Regulations for lot deph to width
ratio (10-0).

Conditions of Approval:
1. The requirements of the Metro Water Services Depamt shall be met prior to the recordation of ihalfplat.
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2. No building permit is to be issued on Lot #1 uttié proposed sidewalk is either constructed peb#martment of
Public Works' specifications, bonded, or a finahcantribution payment is made in lieu of constioietof
sidewalks.”

Xll.  PUBLIC HEARING: REVISED SITE PLANS

11. 68-79P-001
Safety Kleen (Dairy Office Revision)
Map: 148-00 Parcel: 078.01
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 28 — Duane A. Dominy
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Safety Kleen Rlesh Unit Development
Overlay located at 1636 Antioch Pike, approximatig20 feet north of Haywood Lane (5.13 acres)edo@R20, to permit
the addition of a 672 square foot modular officedalairy distribution company, requested by Wdliavidson & Associates,
applicant, for Greg Irby, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST Revise Preliminary and PUD Final Site Plan

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Safety Kleen rfifled Unit Development
overlay located at 1636 Antioch Pike, approximatie420 feet north of Haywood Lane (5.13 acres)edddffice/Residential
(OR20), to permit the addition of a 672 square footular office for a dairy distribution company.

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

PLAN DETAILS This is a request to revise the preliminary plad fam final site plan approval for a portion of anemercial
Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD was o&lifjnapproved in 1979, for various commercial used has been
revised numerous times since the original approVais portion of the PUD was approved for officela day care center.
The proposed change is to allow an office for ayddiistribution company.

Site PlanThe site plan calls for a 672 square foot modulalding. The building will be located near the gwern lot line
next to parcel 178. The plan also calls for add#i plantings within the green space between #nkimg area and Antioch
Pike. No other changes are proposed.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that the request be approvedoeittitions. The revision is minor in
nature and the proposed use is consistent withr ades in the PUD.

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 Manmeege 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 bivitteo
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Department of Codes Administration except in spedaifstances when the Metro Council directs therbl®anning
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 issuance oftaniding permits.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tAgproved plans have been submitted to the Metmnitig
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 incagdong the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrnission
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 conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure tomsitfa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resissian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.

Approved with conditiong,10-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-52

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 68-79P-001 SPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(10-0)

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 Mamaag# division of Water Services.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatié®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metro Department of Public Wddtsall
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 ther@ianning
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 issuance oftanlgding permits.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill 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@ngmission will be used by the Department of Codes

Administration to determine compliance, both in ibsuance of permits for construction and fiel¢paion.
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 Plannirgrnission
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 conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure tomsitifa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resissian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.”
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12. 98-73P-001
Hickory Hills Pud (Verizon Wireless Parking Expaos)
Map: 031-00 Parcelt54
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan
Council District 3 — Walter Hunt
Staff Reviewer: JasoBwaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Hickory Hills Rlzed Unit Development
Overlay located at 575 Hickory Hills Boulevard, apgmately 1,500 feet north of Old Hickory Bouleda12.39 acres),
zoned OR20, to permit a 10,100 square foot parkinfpr utility trucks and trailers, requested blB® & J, applicant, for
Verizon Tennessee Partnership, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary and PUD Find Site Plan

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Hickory Hills Rlaed Unit Development
Overlay located at 575 Hickory Hills Boulevard, apximately 1,500 feet north of Old Hickory Bouledg12.39 acres),
zoned Office/ Residential (OR20), to permit a 10,$Quare foot parking lot for utility trucks anditers.

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

PLAN DETAILS This is a request to revise the preliminary plad fam final site plan approval for a portion of tHeckory
Hills Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD waigiinally approved in 1973, for various commercaffice and
residential uses. This portion of the PUD is apptbfor 51,404 square feet of office and equipnsgaice. The proposed
revision it to permit a new parking area for therage of utility trucks and trailers. No new stures are proposed.

Site Plan The proposed plan calls for a new paved arearomy0,100 square feet. The additional parkiregpawill be
located at the back of the lot at the northwesheoand accessed from Hickory Hills Boulevard tigtothe existing drive on
the lot.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. All Public Works' design standards shall be mebipid any final approvals and permit issuance. Apgroval is
subject to Public Works' approval of the constautplans.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved with conditions:
1. Provide Dedication of Easement, Long Term MainteedPlan, and Grading Permit fee.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that the request be approvedowittitions. The proposed parking
area is consistent with other uses in the PUD aeeltsrall zoning requirements.

CONDITIONS
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 Manmeege 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. Signdanned unit developments must be approved bivigiteo
Department of Codes Administration except in spedaifstances when the Metro Council directs ther&anning
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 issuance oftanlging permits.
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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 Metmnitig
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 igmuance of permits for construction and fiel¢paion.
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] anany event no
later than 120 days after the date of conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure tomsitifa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resissian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.

Approved with conditiong(10-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-53

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 98-73P-001 SPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.
(10-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaaklbe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mamaag# 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 EnginegrSections 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 biviteo
Department of Codes Administration except in speaifstances when the Metro Council directs ther@ianning
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 issuance oftanlgding permits.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the Metmnitig
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¢paion.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé&@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&wancil.

7. A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incaqting the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrinission
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 conditiopakaval by the Planning Commission. Failure tomsitfa corrected
copy of the final PUD site plan within 120 dayslwibid the Commission’s approval and require resigsgian of the
plan to the Planning Commission.”

Xlll. OTHER BUSINESS

13. Capital Improvements Budget
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Approved,(10-0) Consent Agenda
14. Proposal to reduce the application fee from $2tb400 for certain infill subdivisions and fornswlidation plats.
Approved,(10-0) Consent Agenda

15. Employee contract renewals for Rick Bernhardt, @nWood, Greg Johnson and Leslie Meehan.
Approved,(10-0) Consent Agenda

16. Executive Director Reports

17. Legislative Update

Xll. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 6:15 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

A DVD of the Metro Planning Commission meeting,luting a video of all discussions, can be obtaiaed
http://www.nashville.gov/metro3/Tape.htirom the Metro Information Technology Services Bement.

d‘? The Planning Department does not discriminatehenbasis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion or
disability in access to, or operation of, its pags, 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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