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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 Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
Stewart Clifton Doug Sloan, Legal Counsel
Judy Cummings Bob Leeman, Planning Mgr. Il
Derrick Dalton Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Tonya Jones Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer
Hunter Gee Brenda Bernards, Planner IlI
Victor Tyler Brian Sexton, Planner |
Councilmember Jim Gotto Jason Swaggart, Planner Il
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Anita McCaig, Planner llI

Jennifer Carlat, Planning Mgr. Il
Carrie Logan, Planner I

Steve Mishu, Metro Water
Jonathon Honeycutt, Public Works

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission guigesth and development as Nashville and Davidson
County evolve into a more socially, economicallg anvironmentally sustainable community, with a
commitment to preservation of important assetgiefit use of public infrastructure, distinctivechdiverse
neighborhood character, free and open civic lifed &hoices in housing and transportation.

l. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m.

Mr. Gotto announced that a Metro Police Officer whet while on duty earlier this afternoon and dskeat everyone
keep the officer and his family in their thoughtelgrayers.

. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Ms. Hammond announced that minor housekeeping @sawgre made to the agenda.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the nmtishich passed unanimously, to adopt the agendaasded.
(9-0)

1. APPROVAL OF JUNE 11, 2009, MINUTES

Mr. Gotto explained a correction that was neededhie June 11, 2009 minutes, which was locatedageB2. He
explained that resolution number RS2009-80 shoatchave included the Scottsboro/Bells Bend DNDP AAD
2008CP-007G-03. It should read as follows:

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comisian that the public hearing for 2008SP-022G-03 bél
open at the June 25, 2009, meetify0-0Y’



Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously to approve the Jun2dd9
minutes as amende(®-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Forkum acknowledged the need for gramthe City, however, expressed his oppositmothe
proposed May Town Center. He spoke of issues edsdowith the project, such as its size and itgppsed location,
in relation to vacant commercial properties locatedntown and the request to locate the developmente of the
last pristine farm areas of the city. He explaihedserves as a Greenway Commissioner and was feotar of
developing this area of town. He also mentionaduhicertainty on the success of the proposal anddsts the city
would acquire to maintain infrastructure for thejpct.

Dr. Cummings arrived at 4:10 pm

Councilmember Jameson expressed his oppositidretMay Town Center. He spoke on the negative enino
impact that this development would have on the down area. He explained that he represented the&@&usiness
District and that he had not received any favorabigport from the current business owners locateechtbwn. He
mentioned the economic impact study that was caebley Dr. Fox and explained that these findingeeviblased on
the premise that the project was built out in fiSrety and that the study did not take into coesition any fallacies.
He asked that the Commission deny the requestesl cGtange.

Councilmember Baker explained that he was origynalfavor of the May Town Center. He then expeeshkis
opposition due to the fact that a proposed bridgg be built from Charlotte Park to Beacon Squafectihg the
residents of his district. He further explainedtthe sent letters to all the residents in Dis2to see how they felt
about the project and that the responses refléctedl against. He asked that the Commission trenyequest for a
zone change.

Councilmember LalLonde expressed opposition to tag Wown Center. She acknowledged a long-time essidf the
Bells Bend area and his opposition to the develepm8he then acknowledged those residents whaddube
development in that it would bring economic devetemt and jobs to their area of town. However,adied that this
proposal be turned down by the Commission and egdavarious economic and environmental reasonBdor
opposition. She acknowledged that eventually gnowitl take place in the Bells Bend area but sutgg¢hat this
growth be sustainable and include new developmenlets that will respect and attract businessescrashare an
exciting vision of what this City can be in thedta.

Councilmember Evans expressed opposition to thegsed development and explained that if it were@apm, that
her district would host two of the proposed bridg&&e spoke on how the City would become a partitérthis
development as the city would be responsible fantaming all infrastructure components associat@t it. She
mentioned various other projects located throughttwitity experiencing economic difficulty that édypossibly house
this type of development. She spoke of the Gerleal and its guidelines for development and erpliithat the May
Town Center was inconsistent with this plan ancughbe disapproved.

Councilmember Barry briefly expressed her concevitis the May Town Center Development and askedttiat
Commission disapprove the zoning request. Sheespbthe neighborhood impact the development whaleék on the
Bells Bend area and the community planning protiesse residents participated in to shape their camtypnwhich did
not include the May Town Center. She then spok@einfrastructure costs and explained that tiogept would
require funds long before any tax revenues arergéseto support the project. Her final concers wart growth.
She acknowledged that Nashville will grow in théufie and stated that the city should focus ontigortance of
capitalizing on existing opportunities for infilkqgjects.

Councilmember Harrison too spoke in oppositiornte firoposed development. He spoke of the curpamanic
conditions and the issue of infrastructure coste@ated with the project, which would ultimatedfl fon the taxpayers.
He asked that the Commission disapprove the reggigsine change.

Councilmember Cole expressed opposition to theqmeg project. He spoke on the size of the devedmpiand its
proposed location which is one of the last rurabarin the county. He spoke of other large devetoys located
within the city that were successful due to thegdtions and existing infrastructure and the spidkbe greater level of
risk with the May Town Center development due ® ithany uncertainties associated with the projelet.then spoke
of the consequences if the proposal were to falltae blemish it would leave in this pristine aoéahe county.



Councilmember Holleman spoke in opposition to threppsed May Town Center. His district would algodffected
by one of the proposed bridges for the projectun@dmember Holleman spoke on the West Nashvillex@ainity
Plan and impact that the May Town Center would f@véhis plan. He spoke of the many meetings bgltis
community to complete their updates and expressees that the community plan was not heard bZdmemission at
their May 28, 2009, meeting prior to the May Towanter development. He specifically spoke to thadportation
plan included in the West Nashville Community Plgndlate as well as the Alternate Development Ar¢aeMay
Town Center and expressed various concerns witmtrey conflicts the development would cause higidis He also
spoke of possible eminent domain as well as thé&iaddl burden placed on taxpayers if this projgete to be
approved. He urged the Commission to disapprozg@tbposal.

Councilmember Holleman then spoke in favor of 1#3020092-013TX-001, Community Gardens. He exgdithat
this code will allow more agricultural uses in tmdan core and requested its approval.

Councilmember Holleman spoke in favor of Item #202Z-021PR-001 which was on the Consent Agenda for
approval.

Councilmember Holleman then spoke on Item #4, 2608ZTX-001, Lobbying, Public Relations, and PolisteHe
briefly explained the intentions of this bill toetfCommission. He then asked that it be deferredder to allow for
additional review and comments from other stakedral@ffected by this amendment.

Councilmember Matthews opened his comments byngtétiat “there are many times when a plan is chdihged then
stated “there are many times and great moments wiodiange is planned.” He explained this comnetie
Commission in relation to the May Town Center Depehent. He explained that the May Town Center dqubvide
the much needed tax base currently lacking in tlhe Ge also mentioned that the development wauiiide a
sustainable future for the City. He referencedebenomic impact study prepared by Dr. Fox and ioeetl the many
attributes the development would provide corporatiand constituents. Councilmember Matthews spbkee
potential tax revenues that the City would gain miee development was complete and quoted theefigincluded in
the study. He then spoke of the positive impawds the Tennessee State University Research Parklwave on the
Middle Tennessee region. He mentioned the manymaamity meetings held as well as the various stuclespleted
on the project. He spoke of both the positive aagative comments that were made by both sideghétestated that
if the project were not approved, that the Comroissiould be asked to explore alternative useshitand, as he
would not support the current zoning on the paré&. acknowledged Councilmember Baker’s concerrisaatting
one of the bridges in his district and requested tine Commission and planning staff explore atttve placements
for the bridge. He then acknowledged the numbergiged by George Rooker as reported by Councilnerilvans
and questioned the length of time he used to peothdse numbers as compared to the time Dr. Faktogarepare his
numbers. Councilmember Matthews commended thefstaheir work on the staff report and noted Hewenteen
conditions placed on the development. He explathatithe conditions could be used as tools tonessjtowards the
final development. He asked that the Commissigr@ag the Alternative Development Area as wellresMay Town

Center SP.

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

4. A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Coddyapter 17.40 to require persons to register asyletsh
whenever they are contracted by an entity to conicate directly or indirectly with the public aboairezoning
andare paid $1,000 or more — deferred indefinitelthatrequest of the applicant.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to adopt the Deferred an
Withdrawn Items as presentedlL0¢0)

Resolution No. RS2009-81

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Case No. 2009Z-014TX-001 be deferred
indefinitely (10-0).




Ms. Hammond announced, “As information for our aumdie, if you are not satisfied with a decision mag¢he
Planning Commission today, you may appeal the aeclsy petitioning for a writ of cert with the Dalson County
Chancery or Circuit Court. Your appeal must bedfitethin 60 days of the date of the entry of tharfhing
Commission’s decision. To ensure that your apisefiled in a timely manner, and that all procedueguirements
have been met, please be advised that you shomtdatandependent legal counsel.”

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2007SP-162U-05 A request for final site planrapal for the Winberry Place -Approve w/conditions
Specific Plan located at 927, 929, 1001 and 10688Hay
Avenue, to construct up to four single-family resitial units,
four townhome units, and a one-story commercidbing.

2. 2009Z-021PR-001 A request to rezone variousgatis from R40 to RS40 zoning -Approve
along Ensworth Place and Ensworth Avenue.

REVISED SITE PLANS
6. 2004P-015-001 A request to revise the prelinyipdein and for final approval for -Approve w/conditions
a portion of the Matlock Residential Planned UnévBlopment
located at Waterburg Lane (unnumbered), on thestdestof the
Old Franklin Road, to reduce the overall density@d
townhome units, replacing 104 townhome units anthfi¢he
development of 12 townhome units.

OTHER BUSINESS
9. Employee contract renewals for Adetokunbo Onkishalennifer Regen, Nicholas Lindeman, -Approve
Jennifer Higgs, and Ann Hammond.

10. Employee contract amendmefaisHilary Kahnle, John Broome, David Kline and Ala -Approve
Maxwell Baker.

11. Contract between the Metropolitan Govt. of Néihand Davidson County on Behalf of the -Approve
MPO and PB Americas, Inc. for General Planning Qiast Services.

12. Amendment No. 1 to Contract No. L-2183 Betw#enMetropolitan Government of Nashville -Approve
and Davidson County on Behalf of the MPO and theATGtoup.

13.  Amendment No. 2 to Grant # Z-07-036300-00 Betwihe State of Tennessee Dept. of -Approve

Transportation and the MPC (for the MPO) for Tramggtion Planning and Coordination for
FY 2010.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to adopt the Consenhd@eas
presented(9-0-1) McLean - Abstained

VIl.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2007SP-162U-05
Winberry Place
Map: 082-03 Parcel: 461, 462, 463, 464
East Nashville Community Plan
Council District 5 — Pam Murray
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request for final site plan approval for the Wity Place Specific Plan located at 927, 929, 11003 Lischey
Avenue, on the east side of Lischey Avenue (0.7d)azoned SP, to construct up to four single-famekidential
units, four townhome units, and a one-story comima€hailding, requested by Barge Cauthen & Assasaapplicant,
for B and V Development and Vernon Winfrey, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions



APPLICANT REQUEST - SP Final Site Plan

A request for final site plan approval for the Wity Place Specific Plan located at 927, 929, 1 1003 Lischey
Avenue, on the east side of Lischey Avenue (0.7d)azoned SP, to construct up to four single-famekidential
units, four townhome units, and a one-story comiaéhaiilding.

Existing Zoning

SP-MU District Specific Plan-Mixed Usés a zoning District category that provides fod@idnal flexibility of
design, including the relationship of streets tddings, to provide the ability to implement theesffic details of the
General Plan. This Specific Plan includes resideuases in addition to office and/or commerciatsis

PLAN DETAILS The SP was approved for a two-story, mixed-usedmg| a three unit townhouse development and
six, single-family residential units. The finatesplan includes a one-story, 2,050 square footneeruial building, and
up to four single-family residences and four towmleoresidential units. This final site plan onlgludes the first

phase of the commercial portion of the developmEné preliminary plan proposed condominium-type exghip for

the residential portion. The proposed final sienprovides for each unit to be placed on its ¢atn

While the final plan makes minor modifications e tayout, the changes are still consistent wighaverall concept
approved by the Council in terms of uses and dgveént type.

The architectural style of the commercial buildiras been modified to ensure that the one-storgimgilcontinues to
create an urban presence at the corner. This@aaished through decorative masonry treatmemtsirgs, large
windows, and a first floor approximately one anubif stories in height.

The four townhomes have been reconfigured, butimeato address both street frontages, and continbe proposed
at two stories in height. The four single-famigsidences have maintained the style of the predingiplan.

Signs In addition to signs prohibited by Section 17.32.0%the Metro Zoning Ordinance, prohibited sigrithim this
SP will include roof mounted signs, pole mounteghsi billboards, and signs that flash, rotate tdiite, blink, flicker
or vary in intensity or color, including all electric signs. Permitted signs will include threeldinig signs. Building
signs are attached directly to, or supported bgkats attached directly to a principal building.

Signs are to be externally lit with steady, stadign down-directed, and completely shielded lighirses or may be
internally illuminated or back-lit with a diffuseat shielded light source. Sign backgrounds musigagjue, only
letters and logos may be illuminated.

The applicant has not presented a sign prograitihéocommercial building and will need to includpragram with the
corrected copy of the Final SP plan. Two sign$ vélpermitted on the protruding corner bay, oneach

side, centered within the masonry lines and align&dhird, smaller sign, for the second storefrawit need to be
similar in style as the first two signs and in pogjon to the space is will be occupying.

Access and ParkingVehicular access remains from the alleys to the re&since the properties are located within the
Urban Zoning Overlay (UZO), the SP parking standane consistent with the UZO requirements. Tis 3,000 sq.

ft. of retail uses are exempt from parking requieets. In addition, the proposed development gealibr a full 25%
reduction based on proximity to transit, pedestaacess, and contextual front setbacks. The grojeginally required
18 parking spaces with 16 spaces provided on siewwo spaces provided on the street. While thealvdensity of
the development has been reduced, 16 parking spaesite and six on-street spaces are includeldeiplan.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATIONS

. If Metro Planning Commission will not be plattingeteasement, a separate Dedication of Easemerittewill
needed for each parcel containing a water qudlitctire.

. Register of Deeds fees for the Long Term Mainteadflan will be $67.

. Downstream stormwater system analysis was cheakéldeoGrading Permit Application Checklist. However

the analysis is missing from the design calculatidtiease provide analysis showing the existinteaysan
accept the proposed concentrated flow versus tiséirexoverland flow regime.

. Add NGVD"-29" to the site benchmark note.

. Minimum construction entrance length is 100 feet.

. Runoff entering Grates #s 2 and 6 do not receivamgquality treatment.
. Detail ADS to RCP connections.



Provide perforated pipe beginning invert elevatidis-retention areas are to have minimum 3 featlhe
Concentrated flow from roofs to bio-retention areasst be less than or equal velocity of 2 fps awvjle
forebays.

Provide level spreaders and stone diaphragm afitiéorgrass strip for overland flow into bio-reteon areas.
Add a note on the plans that all erosion controhsnees are to be removed prior to as-built appsoval

Add a note stating the FEMA Community map, PanahRer and Date for the site location.

URBAN FORESTER RECOMMENDATION Approved.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

All Public Works' design standards shall be medptd any final approvals and permit issuance. Approval is
subject to Public Works' approval of the constrautiplans. Final design and improvements may vasgt on
field conditions.

Show a 25' minimum curb radius at the interseatbischey Avenue and Vernon Winfrey Avenue.

Show a pedestrian curb ramp for the crossing afleag Avenue. ldentify / construct reciprocal ctaip on the
east side of Lischey Avenue.

Remove proposed 4" solid white lines along LiscAggnue.

Construct curb and gutter per standard detail ST.-20clude detail.

Construct alley ramps per detail per ST-325. ldeldetail.

Construct Alley #301 along property frontage to Erepartment of Public Works standards and spetiifios.
Provide full width pavement overlay.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions as tloppsed Final SP site plan is
consistent with the concept approved by Council.

CONDITIONS

1. Signs shall be limited to three building signs asalibed in the staff report. A sign program, ¢capproved
by staff, shall be included in the corrected copthe Final SP Plan.

2. The eastern lot lines for the single-family lotsthaf Vernon Winfrey Avenue shall be moved to test of
the parking lot and sidewalk.

3. The requirements of the Public Works Departmentl fleaaddressed on the corrected copy of the Bial
plan.

4, The requirements of the Stormwater Division shalbddressed on the corrected copy of the Final&Paop
prior to the issuance of building permits as désatiabove.

5. The uses for this SP are limited to commercialefgdd in the approved preliminary SP plan, upotar f
single-family residences and up to four townhomes.

6. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations, and requirements of the MUL zoningratisfor the Residential District at the effectidate of
this ordinance, which must be shown on the plan.

7. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéapproval of this proposal shall be forwardedh®
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetigidn of Water Services.

8. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metropolitan Department of Rubli
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

9. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to theuance of any building permits.

10. A corrected copy of the SP final site plan incogiimg the conditions of approval by the Planning

Commission shall be provided to the Planning Departt prior to the issuance of any permit for thiggerty,
and in any event no later than 120 days after denation by Planning Commission. If a correcteplycof the
SP final site plan incorporating the conditiongrétie is not provided to the Planning DepartmenhimitL 20
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11.

12.

days after the date of conditional approval byRlening Commission, then the corrected copy oSRdinal
site plan shall be presented to the Metro Courscdrmamendment to this SP ordinance prior to appaiany
grading, clearing, grubbing, or any other develophagplication for the property.

The SP final site plan as approved by the Plan@ioignmission will be used to determine complianceh o
the issuance of permits for construction and fiepection. While minor changes may be alloweghificant
deviation from the approved site plans may reguepproval by the Planning Commission and/or Metro
Council.

Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdmethe Planning Commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall bagistent
with the principles and further the objectivestw tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perdhittacept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council ithatease the permitted density or intensity, askekunot
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditi@msequirements contained in the plan as adoptedidjn
this enacting ordinance, or add vehicular accesggnot currently present or approved.

Approved with conditiong9-0-1) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2009-82

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-162U-05A48PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (9-0-1)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

10.

Signs shall be limited to three building signs asalibed in the staff report. A sign program, ¢capproved
by staff, shall be included in the corrected copihe Final SP Plan.

The eastern lot lines for the single-family lotsthaf Vernon Winfrey Avenue shall be moved to st of
the parking lot and sidewalk.

The requirements of the Public Works Departmentl fleaaddressed on the corrected copy of the Bial
plan.

The requirements of the Stormwater Division shalblldressed on the corrected copy of the Final&Pap
prior to the issuance of building permits as déstiabove.

The uses for this SP are limited to commercialefgdd in the approved preliminary SP plan, upotar f
single-family residences and up to four townhomes.

For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the statgla
regulations, and requirements of the MUL zoningratisfor the Residential District at the effectidate of
this ordinance, which must be shown on the plan.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéapproval of this proposal shall be forwardedh®
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemefisidn of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbpreliminary approval of this proposal shall bevarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metropolitan Department of Rubli
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to theuance of any building permits.

A corrected copy of the SP final site plan incogiing the conditions of approval by the Planning
Commission shall be provided to the Planning Depant prior to the issuance of any permit for thisperty,
and in any event no later than 120 days after denation by Planning Commission. If a correcteplycof the
SP final site plan incorporating the conditionsrétire is not provided to the Planning DepartmenhinitL20
days after the date of conditional approval byRhenning Commission, then the corrected copy oSdinal
site plan shall be presented to the Metro Courscdrmamendment to this SP ordinance prior to appafiany
grading, clearing, grubbing, or any other develophagplication for the property.
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11. The SP final site plan as approved by the Plan@iognmission will be used to determine complianceh o
the issuance of permits for construction and fiegbection. While minor changes may be alloweghificant
deviation from the approved site plans may reguepproval by the Planning Commission and/or Metro
Council.

12. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdyethe Planning Commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall basistent
with the principles and further the objectivestod tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perdyiggcept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council ithatease the permitted density or intensity, askesunot
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditi@msequirements contained in the plan as adoptedidjn
this enacting ordinance, or add vehicular accesggnot currently present or approved.

2. 2009Z-021PR-001
Ensworth Place & Ensworth Avenue
Map: 103-16 Parcels:012, 013, 014, 015, 022, 028, 025, 026, 027,
Map: 116-04 Parcels:001, 066-068, 070, 073, 078, 076, 077, 078, 188, 191, 197, 215, 216
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 and Ensworth Ae¢n8.34
acres), requested by Councilmember Jason Holleorarafious owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone various prgerties from One and Two-Family Residential (R40)
to Single-Family Residential (RS40) zoning along Eworth Place and Ensworth Avenue (48.34 acres).

Existing Zoning
R40 District - R4Qrequires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtsrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 1.16 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS40 District - RS40equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density
of .93 dwelling units per acre.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN
Residential Low (RL) RL policy is intended to conserve large areas t#ldished, low density (one to two dwelling
units per acre) residential development. The predant development type is single-family homes.

Consistent with Policy?Yes.The request to rezone the properties from R40 #WORS consistent with the RL policy.
This 48 acre area is an established, low denssigeatial development with predominantly single-lgmesidences.

ANALYSIS This request would rezone 27 properties from ®4RS40. All but one of these properties is astiea
40,000 square feet in size, ranging from 0.94 atr&s43 acres. The one property less than 406s608re feet is
currently, under the R40 zoning, a substandardgbarith approximately 2,600 square feet. This propresulted
from the re-alignment of Ensworth Place and EngwAxtenue on the north side of Woodlawn Drive. Pheperties
on Ensworth Avenue are within the Woodlawn Westgbbrhood Conservation Overlay District. The Histo
Commission reviewed this rezoning request and loaobjections.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student Generation As this request to rezone from R40 to RS40 reptesedown zoning, the number of
expected students to be generated would be lessthad be generated under current zoning.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the zone change reéqiié®® RS40 zoning district is
consistent with the RL land use policy.

Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-83

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2009Z-021PR-001APPROVED. (9-0-1)

The proposed RS40 is consistent with Green Hills/Miown Community Plan’s Residential Low policy, whid is
intended for residential development with a densitypetween one and two units per acre.”

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

3. 2009Z-013TX-001
Community Gardens
Staff Reviewer: Tifinie Adams

An ordinance amending Title 17 of the Metropoliaode, Zoning Regulations, by amending Chapters4]172.0.08,
and 17.16 to add community gardening as a permitseda use permitted with conditions, or a sp&ciegption use in
certain zoning districts, requested by Councilmenmtdason Holleman, Megan Barry, Kristine LaLonde#k Eole,
Emily Evans, Bo Mitchell, Jerry Maynard, Sandra MeaCarter Todd, and Darren Jernigan.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with comments

APPLICANT REQUEST - An ordinance amending Title 17 of the MetrolitCode, Zoning Regulations, by
amending Chapters 17.04, 17.08, and 17.16 to acdncmity gardening as a permitted use, a use peanittth
conditions, or a special exception use in certaimray districts.

ANALYSIS

Proposed Uselhe proposed council bill defines commercial comityugardens as an individual or group of
individuals growing and harvesting food crops anamn-food, ornamental crops, such as flowerscfonmercial sale.
Commercial community gardens may be divided infmasate plots for cultivation by one or more indivads or may
be farmed collectively by members of the group amay include common areas maintained and used lupgro
members.

The proposed bill also defines non-commercial comityugardening as a group of individuals growingl drarvesting
food crops and/or non-food, ornamental crops, ssctiowers, for personal or group use, consumptoonation.
Community gardens may be divided into separates fdotcultivation by one or more individuals or mag farmed
collectively by members of the group and may ineladmmon areas maintained and used by group menhbens
commercial community gardening refers to cropau®/consumption by growers only.

Community gardens may serve a recreational funacicserve a commercial function, both of which pdevfood to
the immediate community. Also referred to as traefice of urban agriculture, community gardens/g® a food
source in urban environments, and therefore aiiealp allowed in more urbanized residential areas.

Per the council bill, community gardens may be udsedhe commercial production and sale of cropfoonon-
commercial production of crops.

Existing Law & Background The Zoning Code currently does not have a “ComiguBdarden” land use. Rather, the
Zoning Code includes “Agricultural Activity,” whiclneans “the raising of animal, fowl, fish and agttiaral or
horticultural crops, including but not limited s@dns, tobacco, timber, orchard fruits, vegetalflesers and/or
ornamental plants for commercial purposes.”

Agricultural Activity is permitted by right in agrultural zone districts (AG and AR2a). It is perenit as an accessory
use in RS80, RS40, RS30, RS20 and R80, R40, R8(R26 residential zone districts, with the conditibat the
minimum lot size shall be five acres and shall biside of urban services district. This essentipibyhibits
“Community Gardens” in many more urbanized aredh wmaller lot sizes.

Despite the limitations for the existing “Agricuttd Activity” land use, community gardens dgist in Nashville.



Under the existing law, some community gardensetiily operating may be considered illegal.
Proposed TextThe proposed council bill addresses the following:
Definition The bill proposes two types of Community Gardeme®rmmercial and non-commercial.

PermittedNon-commercial community gardens would be a peedittse in all residential, industrial and commércia
zone districts.

Commercial community gardens would be a permitsalin the AR2a, R80, RS80, R40 and RS40, as well as
commercial and industrial zone districts.

Commercial community gardens would be a permitt@ti-aonditions use in the R20, RS20, R15 and R%itfng
districts.

Commercial community gardens would be a speciadgtion use in the RS10, RS7.5, RS5 RS3.75, R1&R&R6
zoning districts.

StandardsThe proposed bill adds standards to the ZonindeGor commercial community gardens including:
landscape buffers, lighting, on-site storage of post, drainage, refuse storage and disposal, gar&ird
buildings/structures height and coverage.

Analysis Community gardens serve as a food source imuaibeas, particularly for populations of the eldeuhd
those on fixed incomes where healthy food sourceset readily available. Meanwhile, from a lané gsandpoint,
community gardens are also ideal in that they eragmuthe interim use of underutilized land.

Community gardens, while beneficial, may also hatyeer impacts on a neighborhood. Therefore, corsias to
location, parking and access, signage, and thagegayf compost materials should be made. Thesects\pzay be
amplified if the community garden is a commercipémtion. For this reason, planning staff suggiststhe
commercial and non-commercial community gardens bsepermitted as a use through a Special Exceati@mot a
Permitted or Permitted with Conditions land use.

As a Special Exceptions land use, the Board of agpiippeals will hold a public hearing and decidemthe
appropriateness of a community garden. The SpEgigdption process provides an opportunity for pubimment,
and establishes a review process to encourage ratetility on the part of the owner(s) with reganchtanagement and
maintenance of the community garden. As a Specie¢ition land use, the Planning Commission alsgiges a
recommendation on the community garden land usétadnsistency with the General Plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of this bill acknowletdgihe following issues may
need to be addressed by the Metro Council pritinéahird reading.

Comments The following are issues raised by Metro CodestriviStormwater, the Metro Traffic Engineer and ftdet
Planning staff that need to be considered pridhital reading.

DrainageThe site shall be designed and maintained to ptenereased water runoffom irrigation and/or other
activities and/or fertilizer from draining onto adgnt
property and to receiving streams

Parking Where the minimum parking space standard reqaild&ional parking area to be constructed, sueh ahall
comply with the perimeter parking lot landscapileg@ding to Chapter 17.24 of this code. In urbdtirggs, the board
of zoning appeals may consider on-street parkirgatsfy the minimum parking standard, providedétis a finding
of sufficient available public space. Minimum pandirequirements shall be established by the Meaiftid engineer
(Section 17.20.030F). (Note — regardless of whetieeparking is determined per the parking tablbythe Metro
traffic engineer, the Community Garden land useighbe added as a land use to the parking tabteénzoning Code
(Section 17.20.030F.)

Building/Structure Height and CoveragBlo buildings or structures constructed on the &gl exceed twenty feet
(20") sixteen feet (16) in height or five percdBfbo) two percent (2%) of the total area of the girbp

Definitions The definition “Commercial Community Gardeninghould clearly state that on-sites sales are not
10



permitted.

The order of the wording of the definitions of coommity gardens should be changed to say:
“Community Garden (Commercial)” and “Community GamdNon-Commercial)”

This will allow them to be next to each other ie ttefinition section of the Code.

Land Use Table Planning staff recommends that all community gasdeommercial and non-commercial) should be
permitted only by Special Exception. A Special Eptaan will allow review of the each garden casechge with regard
to management accountability, review of appropriass of the location, and potentially time limdséview the
maintenance and upkeep of gardens, as well as gpleral exception general provisions.

Standardslf Community Gardens (commercial and non-comnadyeire permitted only by Special Exception, then
Sections 3 and 4 of the original bill should be bamed (which discuss conditions of approval forrRigied with
Conditions land uses and Special Exception land tesgpectively) to then have conditions that addoaty Special
Exception land uses.

LandscapingPlanning staff recommends amending the ZoningeGoekisting landscaping standards (Section 17.24)
to create appropriate standards for community gexdeotentially including the use of fences. Thndards proposed
by the council bill may prove too onerous for conmityi gardens especially as it requires irrigatidthe landscape
buffer.

On-site Storage and Use of Compastl Organic Mattein addition to the standards proposed in the caduuilti
Planning staff recommends that a “Community Gafdenagement Plan” be required, by the Board of Zgnin
Appeals, as part of the application for a commugéyden. The Board could then determine if the mameent plan
provided adequate safeguards against the commganitien becoming a nuisance.

Additional Issues Raised by Planning Stafaddition to the conditions proposed in the cdlunit, the following
issues should be considered as the council bittgeds.

Signage- Per Metro Codes, if the council bill does natlide a signage standard, then signage would hewes per
the zoning district where the community gardenragppsed. In residential districts, signs not exaggtivo square feet
in area are allowed only if they are identifyingicents’ names, mailbox sign, or signs relateddspassing, private
parking, and dangerous animals. Being silent onagjg may not allow gardens to have identificatipallathe
councilman should consider adding signage standdbae sign at a maximum of three square feetpsagpiate.
Location — Planning staff recognizes that the locatiomadfvidual community gardens could present issuethi®
neighborhood or community. Staff recommends adtiinguage that gives the Board of Zoning Appeadsrétion in
an SE case to determine if the proposed locatiappsopriate. The Board could consider the locatibcommunity
gardens with regard to the guidance of the Commurian, the proximity to other community garderns] &e like.
Management Plan- Planning staff recognizes that a poorly maintdioemanaged community gardens could have
adverse impacts for the neighborhood. Staff recontmeequiring a “Community Garden Management Plan,”
including the option for periodic review of the mnance of the community garden, as a conditioafproval as a
Special Exception to encourage accountability.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with the comments iredud the staff report.

Ms. Carlat presented and stated that staff is resemding approval with comments.

Ms. Charlotte Hagood, 1915B Sweetbriar Avenue, @sggd concerns with the proposed text amendment.
Ms. Jane Fleishman, 204 Garrett Drive, expressadearas with the proposed text amendment.

Ms. Kate Lassiter expressed concerns with the megpoext amendment.

Ms. Cassi Johnson, 309 Gaywood Drive, expressedecos with the proposed text amendment.
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Ms. Pippa Holloway, 2813 Sherbourne, expressedesosovith the proposed text amendment.

Ms. Vanessa Schimmels, 1600 Russell Street, spolevor of the proposed text amendment.

Mr. Chris Farrell, 700 Prescott Court, spoke inoiaef the proposed text amendment.

Councilmember Holleman explained that he has hadl gpmmunity meetings regarding this bill and astked the
comments made by the staff remain only commentsandonditions. He further explained that he wilhtinue to

work through any issues that are perceived as ivegay communities prior to adopting the amendment.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motwmich passed unanimously, to approve Text Amendmen
2009Z-013TX-001 as recommended by stff0-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-84

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2009Z-013TX-001 SPPROVED WITH
COMMENTS. (10-0)"

4. 20097-014TX-001
Lobbying, Public Relations, and Pollsters
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Cteadl 7.40 to require persons to register as lolbywenever they
are contracted by an entity to communicate diremtlyndirectly with the public about a rezoning aaré paid $1,000 or
more, requested by Councilmember Jason Holleman.

Staff Recommendation: No recommendation on bill calent. If the Metro Council desires this amendment,

then the existing portion of the Metro Code addresag lobbying should be amended, Chapter 2.196 "Lobjist
Registration and Disclosure”, to ensure compliancand enforcement.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED TextAmendment 2009Z-014TX-001 indefinitely at the
request of the applicant. (10-0)

IX. PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS

5. 2009S-027-001
Poplar Hill Subdivision
Map: 154-00 Parcel: 282
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request for final plat approval to create onefdotproperty located at 8706 Poplar Creek Roagdr@pmately 625
feet north of Poplar Creek Road (7.1 acres), z&R2a, requested by Wyatt and Wendy Rampy, ownesgph
Brown, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions, inalding a variance to the Subdivision Regulations tallow
more than 10 lots to access a private street

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create onefdotproperty located at 8706 Poplar Creek Roagr@pmately 625
feet north of Poplar Creek Road (7.1 acres), zé&ggitultural Residential (AR2a).

ZONING
AR2a District- Agricultural/Residentiatequires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intelrfde uses that generally
occur in rural areas, including single-family, tfamily, and mobile homes at a density of one dwgllinit per 2
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acres. The AR2a District is intended to implentbetnatural conservation or rural land use polioiethe general
plan.

PLAN DETAILS The applicant is requesting final plat approvaldaeven acre lot that is within a Natural
Conservation Policy and is accessed from a prinadd. The Subdivision Regulations allow up to di8 | five acres or
greater, within the Natural Conservation or Ruaald use polices, to be accessed from a privatet stigis will be the
13" improved property to take access from this prisateet and a variance to Section 3-9.3.c.1 willdspiired.

Access The applicant has agreed to construct a privagessin the access easement to Metro standarde¢2off
pavement with two four-foot shoulders). The stwgifitextend from Poplar Creek Road to the poinewit meets the
access driveway for the property. No other drivgaecess will be permitted to this lot from theazaent running
along the eastern edge of this property unlesspihidion of the easement is also brought up tstme Metro street
standards. Construction plans have been approy@diblic Works. The road will need to be constedobr bonded
prior to the recording of the plat. Upon complatf the road, it will need to be inspected by Rutforks, or the
applicant will need to obtain a letter from a régjied engineer certifying that the road has beastoacted to Public
Works standards.

Prior to recording the final plat, a joint maintena agreement will need to be prepared and signéebapplicant and
all owners of adjacent property up to the point rehtbe improved roadway will be located. Futwats using this
shared access easement will be required to upginadead to Public Works standards to the pointrevtiee driveway
access intersects with private road, and eachefudtmwill be required to sign the joint maintenaragreement with the
owner of this property and any others who follow.

History This parcel of land is one of 21 parcels creétedeed in 1995. The access for these 21 parttsais the
extension of an existing private ingress-egressraant from Poplar Creek Road. With the additiothese 21 parcels,
there are now approximately 28 parcels that wosklat least a small portion of this access easeasetheir sole
access from Poplar Creek Road.

Although it is legal to create parcels of land faces and greater by deed, it does not autonigtivake them
“buildable” lots. If a parcel accesses utilitiesrh a public right-of-way, a subdivision plat istmequired. This parcel
will obtain water and electric service from comniimes that run through the private easement and bruplatted.

In March 2003, the Planning Commission approveth wonditions, a final plat for a property adjactnmthis parcel.
That plat was never recorded. The conditions theti

. that the private road be brought up to public watedards from Poplar Creek Road to the point evlievas
to intersect with the access drive serving the @riyp
. that a joint-access maintenance agreement be pepad signed by the applicant and to be recordhthe

next parcel on the joint access easement recasdbdivision plat. All future applicant for build&dots using
the private road would be required to sign thistjonaintenance agreement
. Metro health approval for the septic system wasireq before the plat could be recorded

Staff is recommending that these conditions algiyatp this request with some minor modifications.

Variance Request The applicant has requested a variance to SegthB.c.1 of the Subdivision Regulations. Section
1-11 of the Subdivision Regulations permits thenRilag Commission to grant variances if it findsttegtraordinary
hardships or practical difficulties may result fratnict compliance with these regulations provitleat such variance
does not have the effect of nullifying the intentigurpose of these regulations.

The findings are based on a number of criteriaes€hinclude conditions unique to the property énatnot applicable
generally to other property and the particular tatconditions of the property involved. The piegs$ conditions
must cause a particular hardship to the ownerisimguished from a mere inconvenience, if thecstdtter of these
regulations were carried out.

Due to the location of the property and its proxyntdo Poplar Creek Road, and the fact that thisipowof the private
road is not maintained as well as other portiorthéonorth, permitting the variance will improve tkafety of this
portion of the private road, and benefit all prap@&wners accessing this private road. The imp&cbnverting this
parcel to a lot will be minimal, as this lot is séoto Poplar Creek Road. Staff is recommendingtitteaPlanning
Commission grant this variance request.
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION Construction drawings approved
HARPETH VALLEY UTILITY DISTRICT RECOMMENDATION Approve
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

» A sprinkler fire line shall only be installed byT@&nnessee licensed sprinkler contractor.

* My review shows that this project will require theilding to be sprinklered.

e Approved based on earlier and current commentghbagt.

e The angle of approach and departure for any mefdire @epartment access road shall not exceedlifofi in 20
ft.

» Fire department access roads shall be designechaimained to support the imposed loads of fireaapius and
shall be provided with an all-weather driving saga

» Before a plat for one or two family buildings cam dpproved, plans must show results from fire hyidsx flow
test, performed within 6 months with a minimum 600 gpm @ 20 psi available at fire hydrants.

* When a bridge is required to be used as part néaépartment access road, it shall be construntddmaintained
in accordance with nationally recognized standards.

* Fire department access roads shall be providedtbatlany portion of the facility or any portion ah exterior
wall of the first story of the building is locatadt more than 150 ft (46 m) from fire departmerdess roads.

» Afire department access road shall extend to willd ft of at least one exterior door that can pened from the
outside and that provides access to the interitmebuilding.

» Any fire flow less than 20 psi will require a megiwith the sprinkler division of the Fire Marshals

» Developer needs to provide more information toRlie Marshal's Office.

« All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requid®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes tempotarnarounds.

» Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thanyear shall be approved by the Fire Marshaffe©

» All fire department access roads shall be 20 férimum width and shall have an unobstructed vertizarance
of 13.6 ft.

* No part of any building shall be more than 500dii a fire hydrant via an approved hard surface.roa

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions of tmalffiplat, and that a variance be
granted to Section 3-9.3.c.1 of the SubdivisionRatipns to permit this lot to take access frommproved private
road.

CONDITIONS
1. The private road shall be brought up to Metro Rutliorks standards from Poplar Creek Road to thetpoi
where it intersects with the access drive serviglot.

2. A note shall be added to the plat that specifias o additional access points shall be permittech the
easement that runs along the eastern edge of thenty unless the easement is brought up to PWhtidks
standards to the point where it intersects withattieitional access.

3. The road shall be constructed or bonded prioréadicording of the plat. Upon completion of thadpthe
road shall be inspected by Public Works or theiappt shall obtain a letter from a registered eagin
certifying that the road has been constructed tdi®Works standards.

4, Prior to the recordation of the final plat, a joindintenance agreement shall be prepared and sy
applicant and all owners of property where the mrpd roadway will be located and shall be recorddid.
future applicants for buildable lots using the ptevroad shall be required to sign and join inis jibint
maintenance agreement.

5. Prior to the recordation of the final plat, Metre&lth Department approval shall be indicated orptaefor
septic systems prior to recording of the plat.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @weending approval with conditions, including ai&ace to the
subdivision regulations to allow more than 10 lotaccess a private street.

Ms. Lisa Bradley, 8680 Poplar Creek Road, spokapimosition to the proposed development.
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Ms. Beverly Lawson, 8654 Poplar Creek Road, spolapposition to the proposed development.
Mr. Joe Doyle, 8680 Poplar Creek Road, spoke irosijpn to the proposed development.

Mr. Jared Gray, 8170 Coley Davis Road, spoke infaf the proposed development.

Mr. Gotto stated he was in favor of the proposedtipment.

Mr. Gee requested clarification on the extent efrtew road as recommended by staff.

Ms. Bernards explained the new road constructignirements included in the staff report.

Mr. Gee expressed issues with the access poirg tséd during the construction phase of the project

Mr. Bernhardt acknowledged the concerns expresgddrbGee and explained that staff had similar @ns. He
explained that the Commission could add a conditian would barricade access to the road priohédgsuance of a
building permit.

Dr. Cummings requested that staff address theyssfaies mentioned during the public hearing.

Ms. Bernards explained the improvements that wbeldnade to the entrance roads contained in thislolement.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional explanation on tied for a variance prior to the issuance of arlgling permit for
many of these lots in this location.

Dr. Cummings requested clarification on the nundddots permitted in this area.
Ms. Bernards explained the number of lots alloweddcordance to the subdivision regulations.

Mr. Ponder questioned the length of the road impnoents and whether they were to be completed furithre
beginning of construction.

Ms. Bernards explained that the road improvemee¢sied to be constructed or bonded prior to recordaft the plat.

Mr. Ponder suggested that the road improvementséake prior to construction and that he would inelthds
condition with the motion.

Ms. LeQuire requested additional clarification be humber of lots allowed in this area in relatiothe subdivision
regulations.

Ms. Bernards explained the number of lots allowethis area in accordance to the subdivision reiguis.
Mr. Gotto questioned whether the Commission watdddclude a condition requiring the constructidritee new road
prior to the issuance of a building permit duehie affects that heavy constructions trucks woulehan the newly

constructed roadways.

Mr. McLean offered that if the road is brought oplie public standards, it would be able to withdtaonstruction
traffic.

Mr. Gotto reiterated his concerns with the constamcvehicles using a newly constructed roadway.

Mr. Ponder moved to approve the staff recommendsatind to include a condition that would requit@rdation of
the plat prior to construction.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether the added conditiuld cause any additional concerns to the ownéneproperty or
the neighbors affected this proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information on fi®cess followed by developers when they purclaase for
development in relation to cash flow and bondiny the issue with this case in which the propeviper already
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owns the land for the development.

Mr. Clifton requested that the representative fier éwner be allowed to address the added condigorg placed on
this proposal.

Mr. Gray addressed the Commission.
Mr. Gotto asked that Public Works address the stad®dfor road improvements.

Ms. Bernards suggested a condition that would hotvaoccupancy for the residence until final toppion the new
road was complete.

Mr. Honeycutt explained new road construction regmients to the Commission.

Ms. LeQuire asked that Mr. Honeycutt explain argdronaintenance requirements to the Commission.

Mr. Ponder withdrew the condition that requiredarelation of the plat prior to construction.

Mr. Gee reiterated his concerns on the extentehdwly constructed roadway as a result of thiebgment.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the nrmtto approve with conditions Final Plat 2009S-0®1,
including a condition that construction traffic lmited to accessing the property from the impropedate street, as
well as approve the variance to the subdivisiomli@gns to allow more than 10 lots to access po\ate street. (10-

0)

Resolution No. RS2009-85

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2009S-027-001 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a condition that construction traffic be limited to accessing the property fromthe
improved private street and that a variance to theSubdivision Regulations be granted to allow more @10 lots
to access a private street. (10-0)”

The Commission recessed at 5:50 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 6:19 p.m.

X. PUBLIC HEARING: REVISED SITE PLANS

6. 2004P-015-001
Matlock, Ph. II.
Map: 163-16-C Parcel:part of 004
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 32 — Sam Coleman
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval for a portion (0.82 acres) of the Meitl Residential
Planned Unit Development Overlay located at Wateythiane (unnumbered), on the east side of the @dkhin
Road, zoned RM15, to reduce the overall density0tb townhome units, replacing 104 townhome units@ermit the
development of 12 townhome units, requested by WailAssociates PLLC, applicant, for J2K BuildensQ,
owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary Plan and PUDFinal Site Plan

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval for a portion (0.82 acres) of the IbkEt Residential
Planned Unit Development Overlay located at Wateytuane (unnumbered), on the east side of Old RiraRoad,
zoned Multi-Family Residential (RM15), to reduce thwerall density to 101 townhome units, repladig townhome

16



units and permit the development of 12 townhomésuni

PLAN DETAILS

Site PlanThis request is to revise the preliminary planeduce the total number of units from 104 townhotoes)1
townhomes and to construct Phase IIA, which wiligiet of 12 attached units. These units will beeased via a
private drive, Smedley Lane, which will connecQta Franklin Road via Isabelle Lane.

The preliminary plan has been revised to addresssadssues raised by the Fire Marshal. One wstremoved from
Phase 1A and two units were removed from Phase MBe driveways in these two sections were comakict order to
provide a sufficient turn-around to accommodate rgecy vehicles.

Future ConnectionsApproval of Phase | in February 2007, included adition that no final plats were to be approved
or recorded for any other phase within this PUDIthné entirety of the extension of Isabelle Laimejuding the stream
crossing, is completed or bonded. With the currequest, this condition has been amended to ethér stream
crossing be included as part of the Phase Il Faii@ Plan. No permits will be issued for any mortof Phase Il until
the entirety of the extension of Isabelle Laneh® ddjacent property, including the stream crossingonstructed or
bonded.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

. All Public Works' design standards shall be medpto any final approvals and permit issuance. Any
approval is subject to Public Works' approval & tionstruction plans.
. Identify plans for solid waste collection and dispb Identify dumpster pad locations. Servicekrpickup

routes to accommodate SU-30 turning movementsid 8@lste collection and disposal plan to be appitdwe
the Department of Public Works Solid Waste Division

. Prior to building permits, restripe Old Franklin&bto provide a continuous center left turn lanprasiously
conditioned.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

1. Add note to plans stating that this site is covareder Stormwater Detention Agreement # ...

2. Add note on erosion control sheet stating: “Carttvato provide an area for concrete wash down and
equipment fueling in accordance with Metro CP -ah@l CP — 13, respectively. Contractor to coor@inat
exact location with NPDES department during pretroic§on meeting.”

3. Add note to plans stating that Stormwater Deterdgiod Water Quality measures are treated within SWGR
2006-021.
4, Provide 4 sets for approval.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION  Approved

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Conditional approval upon the construction and apglrof Metro
Project No.09-WL-20 ( public sewer line extensi@netro Project No. 09-WL-17 (public water main ersion).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION The request is consistent with the concept anouagf the originally approved
preliminary plan. Staff recommends that the regbesipproved with conditions.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the issuance of any building permits,nipstOld Franklin Road to provide a continuous eefdft
turn lane as previously conditioned

2. The PUD Final Site Plan for Phase Il shall incldlde entirety of the extension of Isabelle Lanéh®
adjacent property, including the stream crossirgbhilding permits will be issued for Phase llliuttie
extension of Isabelle Lane, to the property lileconstructed or bonded.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemefigidn of Water Services.

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

Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineering fets of the Metropolitan Department of Public Wofés
all improvements within public rights of way.
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5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to theuance of any building permits.

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

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes Adminigirat
to determine compliance, both in the issuance ohjis for construction and field inspection. Siipant
deviation from these plans will require reapprdwathe Planning Commission.

8. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr (4)
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemisiglol to and approved by staff of the Metropolitan
Planning Commission for filing and recordation witle Davidson County Register of Deeds.

Approved with conditiong9-0-1) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-86

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2004P-015-001 A°PROVED. (9-0-1)"

XI.  PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

7. 2008CP-007G-03
Scottsboro-Bells Bend DNDP (ADA)
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 1 — Lonnell R. Matthews, Jr.
Staff Reviewer:  Anita McCaig

A request to amend ttgcottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Ptarinclude detailed policies for an area refemed
as the Alternate Development Area that permits ldgweent of a mixed use town center and corporatgoaes, while
permanently preserving significant open space hedural character of the remainder of ScottsbatiéEBend.

Staff Recommendation: Approve as amended

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend tt&cottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Ptarinclude detailed
policies for an area referred to as the Alternaggdlopment Area that permits development of a mix@town center
and corporate campuses, while permanently pregesigmificant open space and the rural charactédreofemainder
of Scottsboro/Bells Bend.

SCOTTSBORO/BELLS BEND DETAILED DESIGN PLAN HIGHLIGH TS

Community Participation From October of 2007 through June of 2008, staficeted nine meetings in the
Scottsboro/Bells Bend Community to create $tuettsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Plahe Alternate
Development Area policies were included in the D&afottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Pthat was presented
to the Commission at the July 24, 2008 meetingthAtAugust 14, 2008 Commission meeting, the Comsionsvoted
to adopt thescottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Péard defer indefinitely the Alternate Developmene&policies
until additional details could be presented regaydhe proposed May Town Center Specific Plan riexp(2008SP-
022G-03).

Vision for Scottsboro/Bells Bend Scottsboro/Bells Bend is a rural portion of David€2ounty located to the north
and west of Downtown. The Scottsboro/Bells Bend di@s a variety of stakeholders. Community meetihgig the
detailed design plan process revealed that a gignifmajority of stakeholders identify the rurhbcacter of the
Scottsboro/Bells Bend area as a valuable attribiBavidson County which should be preserved.

The May family, who controls a roughly 1,500 acreaain the southeast portion of Bells Bend, prog@sealternative
vision for their property — the creation of a camicated, mixed-use town center with adjacent cat@campuses
surrounded by a significant portion of permaneptigserved farmland and land with environmentallysgere
features.
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In addition to these two visions, there were offr@perty owners interested in varying degrees vélibpment
opportunity for their properties.

The goal of théScottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Plaas to balance the preservation of rural charaetée
allowing thoughtfully-designed development oppotties in appropriate areas. The Alternate Develaptreea was
proposed to be one area where a balance betwesgryaton with growth could be struck.

Current Land Use Policy When it was adopted in 2008, tBeottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design P&pplied
unique land use policies to the community that watlered to respond to the community’s environraéfgatures and
emphasize preservation of the rural and naturatcier.

Two policies were applied to the May property whieaScottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Pileas adopted in
August 2008 — Natural Conservation policy and RRasidential policy.

Natural Conservation Policy Natural Conservation policy was applied to 58 percd the entire Scottsboro/Bells
Bend Community to preserve the area’s environmigngahsitive features such as steep slopes, riggetmstable
soils, floodways/floodplains, woodlands, waterwaystlands, viewsheds, and wildlife habitat. Nat@ahservation
policy was applied to any environmentally sensife@tures present on the May property.

Land use options in Natural Conservation policyude:

- Maintain the land in its natural state;

- Small-scale farming if environmental constraintshaf land allow; and/or

- One dwelling unit per five acres if environmentahstraints of the land allow.

Natural Conservation policy also encourages landes®/to use additional tools, such as conservatgements or
purchase of development rights, to permanentlygovesiand.

The density of one dwelling unit per five acreNiatural Conservation areas is less density thatatitkis currently
zoned for (AR2a zoning, which allows one dwellingtyper two acres). This was done to acknowledgéttiat
existing environmentally sensitive features arasuiited for higher density, and that it would b#iclilt to achieve that
density today, despite the zoning.

Rural Residential Policy Rural Residential policy covers almost 15 percérhe Scottsboro/Bells Bend Community
and is located along the flatter portions of thenowinity where the majority of homes are alreadgated. Rural
Residential policy preserves the rural and nattiakacter of the area while allowing limited resitl@ development
opportunities that contribute to the rural characte

Rural Residential policy land use options include:

- Maintain the land in its natural state;

- Small-scale farming;

- Large-scale farming if environmental constraintshef land allow;

- One dwelling unit per five acres;

- One dwelling unit per two acres if environmentahsiaints of the land allow; and/or

- In some selected areas, well-designed layouts miesayrouped together to preserve surrounding
environmental features may be possible by workiith tihe Planning Department on designs that prestrmy
rural character of the landscape. Any proposaliregua rezoning to Specific Plan zoning.

The majority of the Scottsboro/Bells Bend Communrit98.5 percent — is zoned AR2a which allows onellitvg unit
per 2 acres. The Rural Residential policy allows dwelling unit per two acres, acknowledging tlosing. However,
Rural Residential policy offers opportunities tovraaway from that lot and land use pattern and @mcres larger lots
and agricultural uses. If property owners and/er@ouncil member wanted to rezone to a lower dgtisét is more
rural in character, this policy would support thetoning. The Rural Residential policy also alldarsconservation
subdivisions — siting homes so that significantiemmental features are preserved.

Alternate Development Area Policy As noted above, when Planning staff recommendetbappof the
Scottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Blamprovided an alternate vision for one portidritee Scottsboro/Bells
Bend Community. The “Alternate Development Arealiges are recommended for this area, which is aised of
approximately 1,500 acres or 11 percent of theelaBgottsboro/Bells Bend Community. Refer to tttecied map.

The Alternate Development Area includes land wéhsitive environmental features, including steepe$ and
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floodway/floodplain. It also includes some of thegtiest, most developable land in Scottsboro/B2diad.

During the detailed planning process, two alterpatlécies — representing two worthy public poliayads — were
proposed for the Alternate Development Area.

One policy calls for this area to be preserved matral/rural state consistent with the rest efdetailed design plan
area. An alternate policy for this area proposasttie site be redeveloped as a compact, mixecadestrian friendly
town center with adjacent corporate campuses, snded by a zone of permanently preserved ruralyalsénd
farmland areas including prime farmland, greenwan trails, woodlands, viewsheds, streams and mgg]|aills and
ridgetops, existing cemeteries and archeologitas si

This policy concentrates development onto approteétgane-third of the property while permanentlggerving at
least 900 acres in a natural/rural state, includinigfined edge to delineate and buffer the cdrder the surrounding
rural area and the Old Hickory Boulevard rural mtor.

To ensure the alternative policy of a mixed usenteenter and corporate campuses supports thegsofimi the
remainder of the Scottsboro/Bells Bend area — pvatien in a rural and natural state — additioredlg and conditions
are applied to the Alternate Development Area.

First, there are goals and conditions that musheefor the Alternate Development Area todbigible for Regional
Center and Corporate Campus policies (that woydthoe the Natural Conservation and Rural Residigmbigcies).
These are titled “Conditions that Trigger the SpeEiolicy.”

Second, there are general goals and conditionslésatibe how the Alternate Development Area (i gligible for
Regional Center and Corporate Campuses developimégicts with the rest of the Scottsboro/Bellsi@e
Community. These are titled “Conditions for BalargcEconomic Development and Rural Preservation.”

Finally, there are the goals specific to the Regi@enter policy and the Corporate Campus policy.

Conditions that Trigger the Special Policyl he provisions and conditions of the Alternate Depment Area allow

the creation of a town center and corporate cangpuggile preserving the rural character of the riager of the

Scottsboro/Bells Bend Community. These conditiowuide building a bridge(s) as primary access ¢ostte and

submitting a master plan that:

- Provides a unique development concept whereitheisd building design meet high standards of
sustainability;

- Provides true transportation options for pedass; cyclists, vehicles, and transit;

- Does not extend commercial, office or higheriisigy residential development to the north of the
southernmost defined ridgeline;

- Ties development of the Alternate Developmentafiepreservation to the north of the Area to perndy
preserve the natural/rural character of the rensinél Scottsboro/Bells Bend;

- Includes significant protection of environmengadensitive features and a defined buffer to cradiem edge
around the proposed development (at least 900 sxtespermanently preserved);

- Includes a completed archeological survey forahtre site, except for those portions left undiséd, and
preserves significant sites, cemeteries, and dtiagures;

- Preserves at least 200 acres of prime farmlanthfming;

- Buffers development from the existing Bells Bdtatk and Nature Center; and

- Includes an application for inclusion of the Aiaahe Urban Services District.

Any proposed development in the Alternate Developgea would be required to be implemented throzmhing
that includes a site plan, such as Specific Plainzp

Conditions for Balancing Economic Development and Bral Preservation The purpose of these goals and

conditions is to balance economic development aral preservation. The conditions address developofethe

Alternate Development Area, but also address hiswtfined area relates to the remainder of thetSwmaro/Bells

Bend Community. To address how the Alternate Dgwalent Area interacts with the rest of the Scottsigrlls Bend

Community, several conditions must be met thatidel

- Preserving viewsheds from Old Hickory Blvd.;

- Preserving buffers between the Alternate Develair\rea and the rest of the Scottsboro/Bells Bend
Community;

- Limiting development and instituting a land pmesgion program to assist in maintaining Old Hick&lvd.
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as a rural corridor and prevent “strip developmérain occurring;

- Requiring access from the south or east viadge(s), with guidance on preserving Old Hickorydlas a
rural corridor; and

- Requiring sustainable design of the site laymat luildings, per standards established by the ership in
Energy and Environmental Design — Neighborhood xraent (LEED-ND) program.

Regional Center PolicyThe goal of Regional Center policy is to creaténg@nse, mixed use, multi-modal center that
forms a unique, sustainable and walkable commufiltg. Regional Center policy provides additionaldgimice through
urban design principles and development guidelimesiding addressing access to and within the piteserving
significant environmental features, block lengthilding form, connectivity, appropriate densityndescaping, lighting,
parking, signage, and transit. These include spiagthow buildings interact with each other, wikieir unique setting,
and with the surrounding rural area.

Corporate Campus PolicyThe goal of Corporate Campus policy is to creatpleyment and office centers that are
uniquely integrated into the adjacent mixed usdeareserved by multi-modal transportation systeans| uniquely
designed to complement the existing rural settimdj @reserve environmental features. The CorporatepDs policy
provides additional guidance through urban desigrciples and development guidelines, includingradding access
to and within the site, preserving significant eaaimental features, building form, connectivitypegpriate density,
landscaping, lighting, parking, signage, and triafigiese include specifying how the campuses #&d and how they
interact with each other, with the Regional Ceatadl with the surrounding rural area.

Changes to the Initial Alternate Development Area Blicies Staff recommends two minor changes to the initial
Alternate Development Area policy that was presgmbethe Commission on July 24, 2008.

The first change concerns the height of buildimgthe northern portion of the Corporate Campuscpolihe original
draft of the Alternate Development Area policieiezhfor buildings in the Corporate Campus polioynbt exceed
600’ in elevation. There are proposed buildingthi Specific Plan for May Town Center that may extthe 600’
defined elevation cap. It will not be known if tledsuildings will exceed the 600’ elevation heighp aintil
development is finalized.

Staff proposes that the 600’ elevation height oaghmnged to instead measure the height of thelsknigs in stories
and allow up to 12 stories. These corporate camipess were initially proposed for an area withtéatand along Old
Hickory Boulevard across from the Bells Bend Parét Blature Center. Staff requested that these Ingiédbe moved
away from Old Hickory Boulevard to preserve viewang Old Hickory Boulevard, preserve a buffer beaweld
Hickory Boulevard and the town center, and to dnaffic away from Old Hickory Boulevard. The May Wwa Center
applicant responded by placing these corporate aaegoat the entrance to the development — neardpesed bridge
across the Cumberland. While this land is encuntbbyesome steep slopes, the proposed building foeése
corporate campuses avoids the steep slopes thatrisenthe continuous ridgeline and the applicaoppses to design
the structures to address the slopes through tegac

Staff has amended the Corporate Campus policytpulage on building height to state “due to the uailpeation and
desire to minimize intrusion onto the steep slopegdings in the Corporate Campus area are allaaviedilding height
of up to 12 stories.”

The second change proposed by staff decreasesriimmum and maximum heights of the buildings in kieart of the
Regional Center policy. The original draft of thiéefnate Development Area policy required a minimuerght of 12
stories and a maximum height of 18 stories fordigs in the town center portion of the Regionah€e policy. The
recommended change is a minimum height of 8 stamesa maximum of 15 stories.

ANALYSIS The community planning process seeks the inpatl@ommunity stakeholders. It also requires Pilagin
staff to provide professional recommendations &uesthat each community meets the goals of Ndsiydvidson
County’s General Plan and the County’s commitmersiustainable development. In doing so, the praservand
development of each community is considered irtlaghits role in Davidson County and the Middle Tiessee region.

During the detailed planning process for the Sbetts/Bells Bend Community, two important public ipglgoals —
rural preservation and economic development thrdhgttreation of sustainable development and catpaampuses
— were weighed.

Whenever a community plan or detailed design mamdertaken, stakeholders are asked to compramikeir
visions — to accommodate competing visions anattommodate the needs of the overall County. Thés &aunique,
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however, in that the Alternate Development Aredqies represent significant compromise for some roomity
stakeholders and includes significant guidance fileenPlanning staff on how the Scottshoro/Bellsd€ommunity
can meet two equally valid public policy goals.

Planning staff recommends adoption of the Alterfzggelopment Area policies. Correctly implementbe, detailed
policy guidance can allow a unique economic devamt opportunity in Nashville/Davidson County, ajomith new
businesses, jobs, and increased revenues. At e thae, the policies call for significant rurakgervation of at least
900 acres, to be permanently preserved in a natunal state that can contribute to the rural cbiranot only in
appearance, but can provide certain community amerguch as hiking trails, equestrian trails, gvesys, farming
opportunities, and local food production. The preaton of this land provides a viable option faegervation in
Scottsboro/Bells Bend.

The Alternate Development Area policies also prevadviable option for development of land thatusrently zoned
ARZ2a and could be developed today as numerousesfagiily homes, which could also negatively impiet rural
character of the community. A subdivision of thiagnitude also could result in pressure to changeutal character
of Old Hickory Boulevard since it would likely natclude a provision for building a bridge across @umberland
River.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends amending tBeottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Ptan
include the Alternate Development Area policieswiite changes noted above, as a model to balaradgraservation
with economic development.

Mr. Bernhardt announced that the Commission cldisegbublic hearing on #7, 2008CP-007G-03 ScottsBaits
Bend DNDP (ADA), and requested that additional infation be provided to the Commission on this peaho He
further explained that it is strongly recommendgdtaff that the Commission deliberate and makedastbn on Item
#7, 2008CP-007G-03, prior to Iltem #8, 2008SP-023G-0

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to amend the orddreobyenda,
and hold the Public Hearing on Item #8, 2008SP-023@Eay Town Center prior to deliberating Item 2008CP-
007G-03, Scottsboro-Bells Bend DNDP and then 1t&2808SP-022G-03(10-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-87

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that the motion to approve 2008CP-007G-03
FAILED. (5-5)" (See discussion under Item #8)

XIl.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS MEETIN GS

8. 2008SP-022G-03
May Town Center
Map: 079-00 Parcel: 002
Map: 090-00 Parcels:001, 002, 003, 010, 011, 202,
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 1 - Lonnell R. Matthews, Jr.
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to change from AR2a to SP-MU for progsrtocated at 3886, 3920, 3924, 3992, 4068, 40/2%,4and
4206 Old Hickory Boulevard and Old Hickory Bouledgunnumbered), approximately 4,700 feet southleé&s
Ferry Road (1,487.69 acres), to create a new migsedSP district called "May Town Center" proposadaf maximum
of 8 million square feet of office uses, 600,000a® feet of retail uses, 600 hotel rooms, and®Bt88idential units,
and a minimum of 900 acres of open space, requést@ivil Site Design Group, applicant, for H.T.P ZPartnership
and Bells Landing Partners, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions as $ited at the end of the staff report if the accompaying
Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan amendment, whih adopts the Alternate Development Area (ADA)
policy, is approved.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Approve with conditions as listed at the end o$ tl@iport if the accompanying Bordeaux-Whites Cit@eknmunity
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Plan amendment, which adopts the Alternate Devetoprrea (ADA) policy, is approved.

Most of the Bells Bend area is eligible for resitd@mdevelopment under current zoning; the SP wallilswv a more
compact mixed-use center surrounded by conservatigas, an existing Metro park, and a proposedugrial-
research farm. Staff has evaluated May Town Cangeibstantial economic impact, its aggressive lzorservation
plan, and its developers’ commitment to constracpinblic roads and bridges over the life of thggubto manage off-
site traffic impacts.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to change from Agricultural/Resident/&iR@a) to Specific Plan Mixed Use (SP-MU) for prajes located
at 3886, 3920, 3924, 3992, 4068, 4072, 4194, afé @d Hickory Boulevard and Old Hickory Boulevard
(unnumbered), approximately 4,700 feet south o&Cds Ferry Road (1,487.69 acres), to create a nesdrmse SP
district called "May Town Center" proposed for axmaum of 8 million square feet of office uses, G square feet
of retail uses, 600 hotel rooms, and 8,000 residlemits, and a minimum of 900 acres of open space

Existing Zoning - AR2a District

Agricultural/Residentiatequires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and isnidéel for uses that generally occur in rural
areas, including single-family, two-family, and nilethomes at a density of one dwelling unit pec2a. The AR2a
District is intended to implement the natural comagon and rural land use policies of the genplah. The AR2a
district, using the grodsuildableacres, would permit approximately 550-600 buildioig of which 25 percent could
be duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning - SP-MU District

Specific Plan-Mixed Usés a zoning district category that provides fodiéidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of streets to buildings, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of Beneral Plan. This
Specific Plan includes office, commercial, hotekidential, recreational, agricultural, and civées, and open space.

REGIONAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

At its core, the issues surrounding the May Townt€eSP zone change revolve around two seemingpadate public
policy goals — providing opportunities for econordi&velopment and preserving valued open spaceatndah
features. An appropriate balance between the gwidally important to the city and the region,veal as to Bells
Bend, and that challenge is made even more prebyitfte overall regional growth and developmemds=facing
Metro Nashville and Middle Tennessee.

Census Bureau projections predict population irsgea@ver the next quarter-century of more thane26gmt in Metro
Nashville/Davidson County, and more than 50 peraetite ten-county Middle Tennessee region. Thigtiaues a
long-standing pattern. In 1965, 56.5% of the ragiopulation lived in Metro Nashville/Davidson @udy, compared
to 39.3% today and a projected 29.9% in 2035.

According to the Census Bureau, Metro NashvilleiBsen County will continue to experience contingeodwth, with
over 750,000 residents projected by 2035. Thectemty region, though, will grow even more quicklyer the same
period, to a projected 2.6 million. Metro Nashefdlbavidson County will have a progressively smadleare of a
growing regional populatioh.

That trend is represented in the chart below.

! Growth forecasts provided by the Nashville Area®Ahe middle Tennessee region includes CheathawigBon,
Dickson, Maury, Montgomery, Robertson, Rutherf@dmner, Williamson and Wilson Counties.
2 .
Ibid.
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Figure 1. Regional Population Growth

Those significant population increases, projedbedughout the city and the region, make the patiéfature growth,
development and preservation critical, both to fatimg continued economic opportunity and to presgrthe open
space and natural features which give Middle Tesems competitive advantage over so many othesnegi

Compact, walkable, mixed-use development offerdthst potential combination of housing, employment,
entertainment and services in a rapidly-growing aitd region. A more sustainable city, with redltravel times and
carbon footprint, can best meet the daily needdidtlle Tennesseans in a manner that can accommbdate
residents, preserve open space, and provide ceaqtipotential for economic development.

Building employment centers closer to housing vatluce commuting distance and associated costsseof
productive time, cost of infrastructure, excesdia consumption, and reduced air quality. Recesearch also
suggests that locating employment centers neageanather can create new avenues for economic lytoyvt
providing opportunities for new synergies amongmng businesses.

The compact, walkable, mixed-use development patteat can provide economic development opporesitihile
preserving open space is, unfortunately, relativatg in Middle Tennessee, and is certainly noteggntative of the
region’s growth and change since the mid-1960sveld@ment patterns since 1965, as reflected irchiagts below,
have become less centralized, and the 2035 projepresents the projected regional developmeterpdf the
current trend of largely low-density developmenttiaues.

% Gerald Carlino, Satyajit Chattergee and RoberttHiitban Density and the Rate of Invention.” WariPaper 06-
14 (Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, 2008¢f&senced in “Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changirg@aphy of
Metropolitan Employment.” Elizabeth Kneebone fooBkings, April 2009.

24



Bl Fropeties affected by development in 1965

Figure 2: 1965 Development Pattern

M Froperties affected by current development

Figure 3: Today’'s Development Pattern
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Figure 4: 2035 Development Pattern

Current development patterns must change if opacespnd natural areas are to be preserved. Nimdrdulithousand
new residents, rising energy costs, and increas@mgand for services and infrastructure make it vetikely that the
existing, decentralized approach can be sustainadh less used as a base for future economic gavelat.

Economic Development: Regional Development, Job Sgpwl, Competition, and Downtown

A study provided to the Planning Commission Jun20D9 by The University of Tennessee’s Center fasiBess and
Economic Research (CBER) included an assessméimt gfroposed May Town Center’s impact on Nashwille’
existing downtown. That study also consideredpibesible effects of May Town Center’s likely conifmat in
Davidson County and in the Middle Tennessee region.

Suburban Competition

CBER found that May Town Center’s primary rival ftew business will be the Cool Springs area andaim
dispersed suburban areas — not downtown NashWNeile there will be some competition between Mawh Center
and existing Downtown office developments, CBERgart noted that businesses locating Downtown tersee their
presence Downtown as part of their image and bnandvhile businesses locating or relocating to sbiéiu markets
are more oriented toward building and location giesithat meet their business needs and the neduksioémployees.

Recent development in the Middle Tennessee redlisirates this trend. The attraction of suburbHic® parks and
corporate campuses for prominent corporations dedithe availability of land and space (for offiegpansion and
construction phasing), close proximity to relatedhpany divisions, interaction between employeed,feeedom in
design (corporate branding and amenities). Thesditions are difficult to achieve in a built-outaan downtown
environment. Janet Miller, Chief Economic Development and Mirg Officer for the Nashville Area Chamber of
Commerce, discusses the characteristics compaukgdr when relocating:

“. .. corporations have made the choice more oftean not to locate into a corporate campus subuarbetting -like a
Century City office park — much more often thaytbpt for a Downtown or West End/Gulch location.”

CBER states that 13.9 million square feet of offipace has been built in the Brentwood/Cool Sphirgsaklin area in
Williamson County’. Patrick Emery, until recently Regional Vice Presitiof Crescent Resources LLC, which owns
277 undeveloped acres in Cool Springs, cited lidn#igace choices, zoning, cost of sites, and tlieutfy of finding

* B. Hampton, Site Selection Magazine Online, Jan@an2.
® Richard Lawson, Nashville Post, August 14, 2008.
® CB Richard Ellis, “2009 Nashville Market Outlooleport; Colliers International Real Estate ServiRegort, First
Quarter 2009.” 20009.
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sites in Nashville’s Downtown core as reasons bimgany chose to develop in Cool Springs.

Other companies have made the same claim. Meridéatthcare announced its move to Cool Springs 0v26iting a
need for extra space. Verizon Wireless, which md&@l jobs from Grassmere Office Park, and Nissdmiclwmoved
1,500 jobs from Downtown, noted site location, sered tax incentives as reasons for relocating fudman Nashville
to Cool Springs.

The Unique Role of Downtown

While certain companies have indeed moved to s@uabeas in outlying counties, Patrick Emery ameistin the
real estate community suggest that there is stilbeket for office space in Downtown. While CookiBgs has
historically filled its available space more quigkhan Downtown, close proximity to customers, vadliity, and the
growing presence of residential development, alwitly the previously mentioned branding advantagi|ead some
companies to prefer urban-center locations. CBE&I®rt commented that:

“The synergies gained from Downtown and MTC (Mawi &enter) will not only potentially expand busimes
employment and shopping opportunities but could alsrease and strengthen the social activity andlity of life in
both communities®

CB Ellis Managing Director Tom Frye suggests that ¢reation of new Downtown vacancies, no matteatuleir
cause, creates new opportunities to provide offfimce for other companies which prefer to be lacB@wntown?

Job Sprawl

CBER's conclusion that the proposed May Town Ceésitmympetition is more likely to come from suburbacations
than Downtown resonates with Nashville’s recentegignce in attracting and retaining corporate haaders. This
reflects a common pattern nationwide — the disparsf employment centers away from cities’ Downtaanes.

An April 2009 Brookings Institute study,Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing Geography ofdpetitan
Employment found that employment in nearly all of the nat®largest metro areas decentralized steadily ft898
to 2006. While the total number of jobs may be@asing, as is the case in the Nashville-Davids@min-
Murfreesboro MSA, the location of those jobs isridiag, with the number of jobs diminishing withirée miles of
Downtown, and increasing in outlying aréas.

The Brookings study found that the Nashville-Dawiag-ranklin-Murfreesboro MSA experienced the sahift.9~-rom
1998 to 2006, the total MSA gained 84,991 jobs,thetnumber of jobs within three miles of Downtodnopped by
4.6 percent and the number of jobs within thregetomiles of Downtown dropped by 1.6 percent. Mdaiteythe
number of jobs between ten and 35 miles of Downtgrew by 6.2 percerit.

The Brookings study is intended to draw attentmthe phenomenon of “job sprawl” so that policymakean address
its potential impacts, which include:

= The cost to cities, counties and the state of piingiinfrastructure (roads, sewer, water, openepschools),
and reduced funding to cover those costs througliépletion of the tax base when jobs leave a dommt

= The cost — both to businesses and governmentgrowiding transportation or transit options, esphyiif
there is a “jobs-housing imbalance” where housgngat provided in proximity to the jobs, requiring
employees to commute further to work;

= The challenge of a “spatial mismatch” between jahd housing, which could reduce some potential aistk
access to job opportunities. The Brookings studgsitWhen overlaid onto existing patterns of residehtia
segregation, employment decentralization can réaulifferent levels of geographic access to emplenyt
opportunities for different demographic groups...higbels of employment decentralization may thusdep

" The City Paper, August 2007 and September 2007.
8 William F. Fox, LeAnn Luna, Larry Bray, and De@hepard. “The Economic Impact of the May Town Cente
Development on Davidson County, Tennessee.” Theddsity of Tennessee Center for Business and Ecimnom
Research, June 2009.
® Getahn Ward, The Tennessean, May 25, 2009.
19 Elizabeth Kneebone, “Job Sprawl Revisited: Ther@lirg Geography of Metropolitan Employment.” Metotifan
lPlolicy Program at Brookings, April 2009.

Ibid.
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efforts to connect historically under-employed vesskto job opportunities.”;

= The environmental impact of job sprawl, specifigall reduced air quality through increased emissimd a
greater number of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT); and

= Reduced innovation; recent research and theoryestigigat'the decentralization of employment, by lowering
density and interaction among proximate firms armikers, may also lower the rate of innovatiof.”

The relevance of the Brookings study to the May m@enter proposal lies in the study’s findings lo@ $cale of job
sprawl. While the Nashville-Davidson-Franklin-Mwésboro MSA is, according to the study, th8 &st centralized
of the “large employment” (500,000 jobs or more}nos, it still has just 24.8 percent of its jobghin three miles of
the Central Business District (CBD), 31.9 percdrjbbs within three to ten miles of the CBD, and3!Bercent of jobs
more than 10 miles away from the CBb.

While the Nashville area may rank as th& hibst centralized, there is still significant jgirawl and significant
impact as described above and illustrated in the lbedow, which shows the 3-, 10-, and 35-mile bauies
surrounding Downtown.

Regional Competition — Suburban Developments

CBER'’s economic impact study on the economic impédthe proposed May Town Center cites several g
locations in outlying counties, including Cool Sm$, McEwen, Berry Farms, Indian Lake, Provideneed] and
proposed development in Murfreesboro, as currefutare “regional competitors” to the proposed Mawn Center.

Several of these are mixed-use developments whépramoted, with varying degrees of accuracy veelKable.”

Future projects such as McEwen and Berry Farmshailke a diversity of uses, including office, resiil and
commercial, and are planned to be more compactvaticable than existing competitors — for examghie, temaining
unfilled areas of Cool Springs and Maryland Farms.

The CBER report asserts that the strongest corigretitill come from Cool Springs and new developrsdntthe
south, including McEwen and Berry Farmg he “Alternative Non-Davidson County Centers” nmpvides the type
and location of each current and proposed developraad lists sites which CBER has identified ateptial regional
competitors to the proposed May Town Center.

12 |bid. Page 2.

'3 |bid.

14 Given the proximity of McEwen to Cool Springs ahé scale of the map, McEwen is not listed seplyatet is
included within the boundary of Cool Springs. Befigrms, which is further to the south and separtted Cool
Springs, is indicated separately.
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DISTANCE FROM DOWNTOWN

* Alternative Sites/ Areas

* Approximate May Town Center area proposed for development

Diistance from Downtown (3, 10, 8 35 Miles)

35 Miles

: 5
e ROBERTSON 4

RiverGate

Providence Place

Gatewaylfvenues
at Murfreesboro

Bermry Farms

MAURY CO /

4 . B oo Dot o

§ ; 1 - Land Use Character Areas

s

i BC-Activity Center
R
.j EC-Employment Center

TTC-Tradiional Towm Center
FVillage

GU-General Usban
S-Subutban

R-Fasral

Figure 5: Distance from Downtown
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ALTERNATIVE NON-DAVIDSON COUNTY CENTERS

- Alternative Sites/ Areas
- HApproximate May Town Center area proposed for development
4-Mile Pop Boundary

4 Mile Pop = the estimated current population within 4 riles of the
applicable center ot adjusted for overlap or instituticnal pepulatien]

Indian Lake
Gross Acres: 480
Vacant Acres: n/a
Office: 2,300K Planned
Retail: 570K Planned
- Housing Units: 5.
“‘;,'-}_m;,,.‘: 1000 Planned ROBERTSON 4
o 4-Mile Pop: 56 0380 i)

MOFTG=RERY CO SUMNER CC

-
Providence Place
Gross Acres: 9890
Vacant Acres: n/a
Office: 0
Retail: 682K Planned
Haousing Units:
3,737 Planned
4-Mile Pop: 33,000

Way Town Center
'Development” Acres: est 550
Conservation Acres: 800
Office: 8 000K Planned
Retail: 600K Planned
Housing Units: 8,000 Planned
A-Mile Pop 53,070

A,

'
Yo

DICKSON CO

Maryland Farms
Gross Acres: 425
Yacant Acres: n/a
Office: 5,120K Existing
Retail: {incl. wirsetail)
Housing Units: 0
A-Mile Pop: 72 360

Cool Sprngs {includes McEwen)
Parcel Acres: 2,990
Vacant Acres: nfa 2
Office: 5,000K Existing
Retail: 4 553K Existing
Housing Units

1,420 Planned

Gatewawtvenuss
at Murfreesbore
Gross Acres: 810
Vacant Acres. nfa
Office/Retall: 332K Planned

; I
4-Mile Pop: 93,780 RY CO Housing Units:
// i | , Land Use Character Areas 4-Mile Bop 104,070
// ;J i‘\. - DT'C-Dountoum Cote
I T
/ }‘}\ AC-Aoctvity Center
Berry Farms £y i
- BC-Ernplagment Conter
Vacant Acres: nfa TTC-Tradtional Toum Center
Office: 3,081 Planned
Retail: 1,794K Planned F¥illage
Housing Units: G1T-General Urban
1,152 Planned
4-Mile Pop: 35,700 S-Subutban
N R-Faural
Miles

V=0 T e —

Figure 6: Alternative Non-Davidson County Centers

Measuring Sprawl

The Brookings study addresses an issue that hasabeeint of disagreement throughout the debath@proposed
May Town Center — what should be the scale for oméag whether the proposed location constitutesasgi? If the
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guestion is approached from a Downtown Nashvillespective, with the scale being the distance fraswBtown,
May Town Center is clearly on the edge of curredtlyeloped land in the northwest corner of DavidSonnty. If,
however, the scale for comparison is the MiddleriEssee region — which is the scale consideredifare population
growth and the area within which air and water pémnpacts will be felt by development throughaolue region — the
proposed May Town Center site is more accuratefgicered “inner ring” development.

At a distance of three miles, the proposed May T&enter location is much closer to the regionateethan Cool
Springs, twenty miles away, or McEwen and Berrynfi@areven further. The relative compactness optbposed May
Town Center site in relation to Downtown is everrenapparent in comparison to proposed developniévitBwen
and Berry Farms south of Cool Springs, the propdéedreesboro Gateway development over 30 milesifro
Downtown, and proposed projects in Hendersonvilig Gallatin, 25 miles or more from Downtown.

It is revealing that the CBER study included matanped or proposed future developments, such ay Barms and
McEwen, as competitors to the proposed May Town&eatevelopment. Berry Farms and McEwen are botthen
south edge of Cool Springs, even further from Dommt. This reinforces what the Brookings study atudhat job
sprawl will continue in the future, that new empiwgnt centers will form at even greater distancenftbe region’s
core.

The proposed Murfreesboro “Gateway” developmentthadngoing development at Indian Lake Village and
Providence Place also suggest that the competitiboontinue to get tougher — that there will berms, not fewer,
locations for Nashville/Davidson County to compeith in the future. These developments also sughestdespite
discussion and concern about sprawl and its negatipacts, there is no evidence that oppositisptawl is affecting
regional thinking on development or new developnmaiterns. Bottom line — sprawl is already a mdgrelopment
issue in our region, it is happening at severalenistant locations, and, from a regional pointiefv, May Town
Center would be a much more compact and centratieedlopment.

Compact Development and Preserving Regional OpaneSp

A major challenge posed by more distant employmenters in Middle Tennessee is that job dispersioratens to
devour one of our region’s major competitive adeges - its unique and valued open spaces and higtarares. This
issue, the balance of natural preservation andanmnprogress, must be addressed as our city @mohreontinue to
grow.

Sprawling development also results in the lossrimh@ farmland. The U.S. Department of Agricultueports that the
number of working farms in Tennessee fell by actifir27,000 to 84,000) from 1970 to 2008. The ArariFarmland
Trust, which focuses on better farming practices preservation of productive farmland, estimates Trennessee is
losing 42,000 acres of farmland each year, mudhaifto development. Good farmland — well-drairestessible, and
relatively flat — tends to make good developmentjdarming is a difficult business even in goodmamic times, and
a market which places more dollar value on devaldaed tempts many farm owners to sell their propfar low-
density suburban developméntThe proposed May Town Center, while intensivepsemely compact with 8.6
million square feet of office and retail uses o 3%res, compared to Cool Springs’ 9.5 million squaet on nearly
3,000 acres. Berry Farms places 4.9 million sqtestof office and retail on 600 acres, more cochfgan Cool
Springs but less than the proposed May Town Cemilere compact development potentially increasesegtion of
surrounding open space and natural features, amdgtes their use as amenities. It is significaat the proposed May
Town Center permanently preserves at least twolthof its area, some 900 acres, protecting nafeatlires such as
streams, wetlands, floodplains, hills, prime adtimal lands, and woodlands.

Economic Impacts of May Town Center

The CBER economic impact study assesses the pi$eater impact of the proposed May Town Center kbgpveent
by providing estimates of job creation and assedi@come generated by the center’s constructidmagoing
operation. It also measures the proposal’s pugaitor impact by estimating both increased saldaoperty tax
revenues and the additional operational costs wiimlid be borne by Metro government.

1> Farmland Information Center. “Why Save Farmland.”
American Farmland Trust. State Issues and Programs.
Ralph E. Heimlich and William D. Anderson, “Devetopnt at the Urban Fringe and Beyond:
Impacts on Agriculture and Rural Land.” AgricultUEeconomic Report No. 803. Washington,
D.C.: USDA ERS, 2001.
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The CBER study concludes that the Center’s devedopitihrough Phase Il (also referenced as “Sceddjiwould
result in a $16.7 million annual surplus (sales praperty tax revenues minus ongoing operationssd¢oDavidson
County) for Davidson County, which would increag&26 million at the project's completiohlet new tax revenues
are the total of annual sales and property tax@sthee annual cost of providing county serviceshasv in Table 22 of
the CBER report®

TABLE 22
Ongoing Annual Cost of County Services versus Tax Revenues (Thousands, 2009 Dollars)

50% Built Out 75% Built Out 100% Built Out
Total Annual Sales and Property Tax Revenues 33,303 46,666 55,845
Annual Cost of County Services 16,607 24 117 29,819
Met Mew Tax Revenue 16,696 522,549 526,026

It is worth noting that the study included the talptosts of a proposed school, police station,fmadstation among the
costs to Metro Government. The zone change apiglickir May Town Center requires, however, thatdegelopment
pay for these civic buildings.

The mixture of uses within the proposed May Towmt€edevelopment is one major reason for thosedfgignt
projected surpluses. The CBER report’s authors tiwit the largest operating cost covers ongoitjgachool
operation and maintenance, made necessary byditential space included in the proposed May Towntér.
Meanwhile, non-residential components — office anthmercial uses — generate revenues in the fosale$ and
property taxes, but require fewer services thaideesial-heavy communities.

1 william F. Fox, LeAnn Luna, Larry Bray, and Devithepard, “The Economic Impact of the May Town Cente
Development on Davidson County, Tennessee.” Theddsity of Tennessee Center for Business and Ecimnom
Research, June 2009.
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ALTERNATIVE DAVIDSON COUNTY CENTERS

- Alternative Sites/ Ateas in Davidson County

Land Use Character Areas
4-Mile Pop = the sstimated current population within 4 rriles of the
applicable center [not adjusted for overlap or institutional population] - DTC-Downtown Core
AC-Activity Center
Joelton 5
Parcel Acres: 177 RiverGate Be-Bmployment Center
Vacant Acres 65 Parcel Acres: 590 | ROBERTSON TTC-Traditional Town Center
Office: 25K Existing Yacant Acres: 21 (010 ¥illage
Retail: 186K Existing Housing Lnits: 189
Housing Units: 26 Existing 4-Mile Pop: 82320 N\ GU-General Urban
b
d-Mile Pop: 8,965 \\\ < Suburban
N
CHEA A g R-Rural
co N N <
N,
MetroCerter ™ % SUMNER
Parcel Acres: 684 \\ CO
Vacant Acres: 117 3 Daowntawn

Office: 1,200K Existing
Retail: <100k

Housing Units: 550
4-Mile Pop: 162,910

Midtawn-West End
Parcel Acres: 570
Vacant Acres: 21
Office: 3,311K
Retail: 1,186K
Housing Units: 2,770
4-Mile Pop: 182,180

May Town Center
"Development” Acres. est 550
Conservation Acres: 800
Office: 8 000K Planned
Retail: 500K Planned
Housing Units: 8,000 Planned
4-Mile Pop: 53470

Bellevue
Parcel Acres: 181
Vacant Acres: 30
(Mall is 46 ac.)
4-Mile Pop: 49850

WILLIAMSON CO

Miles :
W 5 25 0 e
Y

Figure 7: Alternative Davidson County Centers

Potential Alternative Sites in Davidson County tloe Proposed May Town Center

Parcel Acres: 845
Vacant Acres: 95
Office: 7,115K
Retail: 358K
Housing Units: 1,747
4-hdile Pop: 199,700

\J

4 McCrory Creek

Parcel Acres: 120

Vacant Acres: 120

Fending Approval at Council
d-Mile Pop: 78,760

Fairgrounds
Parcel Acres: 129
Vacant Acres. 0
Specialty Use
4-Mile Pop: 157 420

Hickory Hollow
Parcel Acres: 774
Vacant Acres: 354
Housing Units: 828
A-Mile Pop: 132,900

RUTHER-

FORD CO

Several other locations have been mentioned ashp@sptions during the public discussion of thegwsed Center,
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including Downtown, the Bellevue, Hickory Hollowné RiverGate mall sites, the East Bank, MetroCettiter
Fairgrounds site, the McCrory Creek area near Nlshmternational Airport, and the Joelton areaninterstate 24.

Staff Analysis of Alternative Sites

Downtown

Some opponents of the proposed Center have argaetaly Town Center, or equivalent developmentughonly be
located in Downtown, that the city center is ndlyfdeveloped, and that any other location woulgéae Downtown’s
growth and progress. This argument representsdafaantal misunderstanding of the factors that gdelelopment
in Downtown, and of the impact those factors haveéheform of development in Downtown.

Development in Downtown benefits from the presesfoestablished infrastructure - roads, water, seaed utilities.
This same infrastructure can, however, be a limifactor when the objective is to assemble landafproject.
Downtown’s available land is fragmented by the klaad alley structure (a network that needs to hmtained for the
area’s continued function), and by the presenagilifies which may need to be moved for new depeient.
Ownership of land in Downtown is also fragmentetlich can make it difficult to assemble. Add to théssues the
presence of brownfields, which adds further chgiéento assembling and preparing land for developmen

The challenges of assembling land, dealing withtigiel current owners, working within establisheftastructure, and
potentially building in brownfield areas make aayger-footprint project particularly difficult in @downtown setting.
Corporate campuses and other projects covering memn®g are far easier to develop in greenfieldngmstt where
building uses, rather than the limitations of érigtsystems and structures, can drive project desig

Suburban Mall Sites

Redevelopment of the three conventional suburbdhsites (Bellevue, Hickory Hollow, and RiverGatafers two
major challenges. The sites are too small, thgektr Hickory Hollow, is less than one-third theesof the proposed
May Town Center and each of them encompassesa tammber of parcels with numerous landowners.

* Proposed May Town Center: 550 acres, 8 parcasner

» Hickory Hollow Mall site: 157 acres, 44 parcel8,@vners
* RiverGate Mall site: 132 acres, 39 parcels, 29aran
» Bellevue Mall site: 111 acres, 18 parcels, 13ensn

Redevelopment of the malls could result in redgwedent of surrounding properties, but the same issagsembly of
land for a comprehensive, complete developmentwdvonly be compounded in this case. The largerissowever,
is that Metro Nashville/Davidson County does natéha history of assembling land and preparingitty waster plans,
for redevelopment. Rather, the County has histllyieavaited proposals by individual property ownbesed on their
assessment of the potential for the land.

The East Bank
The East Bank site occupies 376 acres across timb€iand River from Downtown.

The East Bank site has several strengths: (1) edjao Downtown across the Cumberland River, (Ppstts the
policy goal of building concentrically from the @&r(3) support for redeveloping the site and relogdess desirable
land uses with regard to visibility and efficieahtl use in Downtown, (4) infill site that has aahle infrastructure
(roads, sewer, water), (5) located in a Brownfidk Incentive zone which allows for federal fundiogassist in clean-
up and development costs, (6) excellent accessitéestates and rail lines, (7) premiere gatewagtion, (8) support
for a mixed-use project in this location, and @4dted in the USD which generates higher tax rezgnu

However, the East Bank also has its challengediffigulties in assembling property given multipieyners and their
interest in remaining on the river, (2) involvesWwnfield redevelopment which can have more coste@ated with it
and a longer time frame to resolve potential emitental issues, (3) location may not appeal tatrporate campus
subset of the corporate market as its neither nagakuburban, (4) site is too small for corpoampuses, (5) the
Titans stadium and parking occupies a portion efdite, (6) corporate campuses may be an undeatitin of land in
such an urban setting, and (7) only moderate priyxitm executive housing.

The MetroCenter Area
The MetroCenter occupies 684 acres along the CuartzeRiver northwest of Downtown.
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The MetroCenter Area has several strengths: (Rimity to Downtown (approximately 2.5 miles), (2ifiil site that
already has available infrastructure (roads, sewater), (3) good access to interstates, (4) thgelaize of the site, and
(5) located in the USD which generates higher éaenues.

However, the MetroCenter Area does have severdleciyes: (1) the site is mostly built out (only 14dtres is vacant),
(2) difficulties in property assembly due to nume@wners, (3) potential competition with DowntoMidtown for
the corporate mid-rise buildings, (4) may have nuwgts associated with development since this iafdhsite,
especially with the potential for brownfields, (6fation may not appeal to the corporate campusesuds the
corporate market as its neither rural nor suburbad,(6) not proximate to executive housing.

The Fairgrounds Site
The Fairgrounds site occupies 129 acres on Wedggweenue, south of Downtown and north of 1-440.

The Fairgrounds site on Wedgewood Avenue has desteeagths: (1) support for the relocation of Hargrounds and
its uses, (2) infill site that already has avaiainifrastructure (roads, sewer, water), (3) progirte Downtown
(approximately 2 miles), (4) involves relativelyrgile property assembly, and (5) located in the W#iizh generates
higher tax revenues.

However, the Fairgrounds site does pose severdénbas for redevelopment: (1) finding anotherathii location for
the Fairgrounds and its uses in Davidson Counysi¢Z2 may not accommodate the corporate campsesabthe
corporate market as it is too small, (3) poterd@hpetition with Downtown/Midtown for the corporated-rise
buildings, (4) location may not appeal to corpo@mpuses as it is not a premier gateway locatias ljetween
Nolensville Pike, the railroad tracks and the ianieg neighborhoods), (5) not proximate to exeautiousing, (6)
moderate access from Wedgewood at 1-65 and Nolén&ike at 1-440, and (7) corporate campuses neagrb
underutilization of land in such an urban setting.

The McCrory Creek Area
The McCrory Creek Area occupies 190 acres in Damelslose to the Nashville International Airport.

The McCrory Creek Area has several strengths: (@}ipity to Downtown (approximately 8 miles), (2)gximity to

the Nashville Airport, (3) involves building upoand that is surrounded by existing developmentgéd access via |-
40 and with the proposed Harding interchange,rn®lives some greenfield development so there mdgdser costs,
and (6) involves relatively simple property assembl

However, the McCrory Creek Area also presents ehghts: (1) recent development approval for angit@gect that is
a different product than the May Town Center (theQvbry Creek Business Park development plan wasfiedd
because the owners determined that the site isamatucive for corporate campus development beaafis®eing too
close to the airport and flight traffic), (2) si§inant office development in the area that is ndtrely leased, (3) its
small size may not appeal to the corporate camyloses of the corporate market, (4) its location mayappeal to
corporate campuses since it is neither rural nbusan, (5) since it is in the flight path of a oragirport it is not a
good location for additional residential developitné€) even though it is surrounded by existingedegment it
remains a greenfield site and will require the egien of infrastructure, (7) not proximate to exémihousing, and (8)
it is located in the GSD and generates lower tagmaes.

The Joelton Area
Within the Joelton Area, centered at the |-24 artut®é Creek Pike interchange, is a site occupyifigdcres of
mainly office and retail uses.

The Joelton Area has several strengths: (1) coaméniccess adjacent to the interstate, (2) infdlthat already has
some available infrastructure (roads, limited seawet water) and includes some greenfield area(@ngroximity to
Downtown (approximately 9 miles).

However, the Joelton Area does have its challer{d¢s$ack of some services in this area, (2) sizg mot
accommodate the corporate campus subset of theredepmarket as it is too small, (3) lack of proitynto executive
housing, and (4) located in the GSD which generatgsr tax revenues.

The Use of Eminent Domain
It has been suggested that Metro Government cadceminent domain, the “authority of a governmeriake, or to

35



authorize the taking of, private property for pohise,*’ to secure land for corporate headquarters.

Metro Nashville/Davidson County, however, has granare reluctant to use eminent domain for privateetbpment.
Eminent Domain is defined as the “authority of &gmment to take, or to authorize the taking ofygie property for
public use,*® with that government obliged to pay fair-markeluesfor the property.

The American Planning Association, in its onlinédguto eminent domait!,describes the conditions under which
eminent domain is used typically by governmentschiiiave been authorized to take private propertypiablic use.”
Courts have defined “public use” as publicly owneskd by the public or having public benefit or ambtage; that
includes acquiring land to build or expand a highwaairport, or revitalize a depressed neighbodhddost recently,
eminent domain has also been used as a tool t@mapit comprehensive plans.

Eminent domain, though carrying a negative conimtahas been used to further the vision of a conityily
adherence to a comprehensive plan. Use of emimenaith has been most successful, and most accepligdally,
where obvious and legitimate blight exist within@mmunity, and there are revitalization plans tratsupported by a
comprehensive plan. In Nashville/Davidson Countyremt domain is rarely used, and when it is used, most
commonly used in areas designated as Redeveloigritts by the Metropolitan Development and HogsAgency
(MDHA).

COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY ANALYSIS FOR MAY TOWN CENTER

As mentioned previously, the proposed May Town €ehas regional impacts that directly or indirectffect three
community planning areas at the policy and infrasdtire levels: Bordeaux-Whites Creek, West Nashvihd
Bellevue. Refer to the Figure 8 below.

1" Michael Davidson and Faye Dolnick. A Planners Ditary, American Planning Association,
August 2004.

'8 bid.

' Ibid.
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Figure 8: Community Plan Policies
» Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan. The propdday Town Center is located entirely within the
Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan, and is paiti@ Scottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed Design Plaaar
The Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan is mastadliy affected by the proposed development in germ
of location, scale and community character.
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The associated plan amendment, if approved, supporAlternate Development Area (ADA) with a comtgagvn
center, corporate campuses, and conserved laddegas rural character is preserved in the renesiinfithe
Scottsboro/Bells Bend Community. The May Town Cefeecific Plan and its recommended conditiongppfaval
are consistent with the proposed Alternate Devekgmrea amendment policies of the Scottsboro/Heaisd
Detailed Design Plan. (The details of the recomrediDA policy are provided in the accompanying fstaport for
the plan amendment request.)

While the developer states that only one bridgebeiineeded, Planning staff has identified the rfeed limited
access bridge — for pedestrians, bicyclists, aadgit— based on the recent independent review of thkcapt's
Traffic Impact Study by RPM Transportation Consuadta(RPM). This bridge is required and most likefil be
located near the old Cleeces Ferry site. Howeherdetails regarding a limited access bridge havdeen finalized,
and will require further discussion with Scottsbi@ells Bend and Bordeaux-Whites Creek stakeholders.

During the planning process for the ScottsboroBB#nd Detailed Design Plan in 2007/2008, someehtalkers
wanted to remove the bridge crossing the CumberRinelr from the Metropolitan Planning Organizat{dhPOs)
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This brigggect has been on the books since at least Ho®ilits
illustrative configuration goes through Bells Bdpark, which was created after the bridge was iredud the LRTP.
The bridge discussion grew increasingly complexmie developers of the proposed May Town Centgate
discussing possible bridge locations to accommoaitti&ie project. Planning staff discussed the issfugmoving the
bridge project from the LRTP with Public Works, ahe decision was made to leave the bridge prajeitie LRTP as
there will likely be a future need for it, evertlie proposed May Town Center is not approved.

After further study, an additional full-access lggdmay be needed in the area representative ofidhge included in
the LRTP. If this third bridge is needed in theufat, the presence of Bells Bend Park, the inteabaerving the rural
character of Old Hickory Boulevard in Bells Benddahe presence of environmentally sensitive nafaedures placed
in Natural Conservation special policy need todetdred into its design in order to minimize anygpial negative
impacts. Refer to the figures 9 and 10 showing LRR& Major Street Plan (MSP) projects.
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MPO Long Range Transportation Plan Projects (LRTP)
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Figure 9: LRTP Projects
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* West Nashville Community Plan. Across the CumbetIRiver, to the east and south of the proposed May
Town Center site is the West Nashville CommunignPdrea. Secondary effects of the proposed develapm
will be felt in the Cockrill Bend area of West Nagle and on some of West Nashville’s major trarmsgiion
facilities.

Since the fall of 2008, Planning staff has beenkimgy with stakeholders to update the West Nash@benmunity
Plan, utilizing the Community Character Manual pigls. The plan update is in draft form and wasioaidy placed on
the May 282009, Planning Commission agenda. However, wheMéneTown Center zone change request moved
forward, the plan update was moved to the Augus28®@8 Commission Agenda, due to timing concerktha
complexity of the May Town Center rezoning request.

The proposed May Town Center will receive primacgess from Cockrill Bend, in the northern sectibthe West
Nashville area, where a multi-modal, full accesdde (the first bridge) is required. To provideligti transit,
pedestrian and bicycle access, a limited accedgd(ithe second bridge) is also required. The dichétccess bridge
will most likely span the Cumberland River and lamdVest Nashville along the old Cleeces Ferry, sitieich is
publicly-owned land and is placed in Conservatioliqy. West Nashville stakeholders want to see $iis preserved
for its historic value and for it to remain as pafrthe open space and greenway network, whicbtignconsistent with
building a bridge for pedestrians, bicyclists arahsit that would also provide greater accessdadlated Bells Bend
Park. Conservation policy is along the floodplainh® Cumberland River, and needs to be takendotount with any
bridge construction so as to protect environmentdhsitive features in West Nashville. Howevee, ditails regarding
a limited access bridge have not been finalized,vaili require future discussion with West Nashwititakeholders.

The draft plan update has placed District ImpadtRistrict Industrial policies in much of Cockrilend due to its
current isolation and unique combination of prigacilities, industrial uses, the John C. Tune Aitpthe marina, and
the quarry. If the ADA policy and the May Town Centezoning are approved, the community charaaticypalong
Centennial Boulevard, where the first bridge wilhaect into, may need to change to a mixed usédoonpolicy and
further discussion with West Nashville stakeholdeitsbe needed.

While the May Town Center SP is not inconsisterihwhe currently adopted West Nashville CommunignP
(adopted in 1999), the draft update of the plarmiéuway since the fall of 2008), recommends remotakrtain
transportation improvements from the LRTP to reftae community’s preferences.

The draft plan recommends removal of the widenimgget of 1-40, from Highway 70 South to 1-440 fan additional
lane in each direction, and the removal of the widg project for White Bridge Road, for an addi@blane in each
direction, from the LRTP. A recommendation to thBe®for removal of these transportation improvememsld not
be appropriate if the ADA policy and the May Towarer rezoning are approved. Therefore, staffgeizes that
there are some inconsistencies between the ADAYalid the current draft of the West Nashville Camity Plan
Update.

. Bellevue Community Plan. Across the Cumberland Ritcethe west of the proposed May Town Centerisite
the Bellevue Community Plan are¥n additional full access bridge (the third bridgs)ikely to be required
of May Town Center for connectivity and for imprdteaffic distribution.This bridge, currently a project that
is included in the MPO’s LRTP and the adopted BekkeCommunity Plan, would preferably connect Bells
Bend to Old Hickory Boulevard with access to I-AGhe Bellevue planning area.

This area of the Bellevue Community is impactedteep topography, and much of it has been placbidtaral
Conservation and Rural policy, similar to policiesScottsboro/Bells Bend. A key focus for Bellewstakeholders is to
prevent hillsides from being cut away, as has hapgén the past with development and to proteavsieds. There is
also a special use area policy recognizing therguHrthe third bridge is deemed necessary inftihere, careful
attention needs to be given to the environmensahsitive features, especially the topographyhisfarea.

As stated before, the details regarding an additifuil access bridge have not been finalized aitid@quire future
discussion with Bellevue stakeholders. Becauséirfiag of this bridge is unknown, the next updat¢he Bellevue
Community Plan (adopted in 2003) may need to examinether or not any policy changes or infrastmectu
recommendations are necessary if the ADA policyrainmeent and the May Town Center rezoning are approve
Staff has reviewed community character and publdifies in all three community planning area®ider to anticipate
and evaluate any potential impacts. However, steifhowledges that because of the proposed projecfisnal scale
and long-term build-out, not all effects of the MBgwn Center project can be known at this poirttrite. Because of
the project’s scope and decades-long build-outdadbeother changes will continue to take placend around the
area affected by this development. Subsequent caitymian updates will reflect those changes ad aslupdated
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data on the progress and impacts of May Town CeWahile recognizing the work currently underwayupdate the
West Nashville Community Plan, should the assodiptan amendment be approved, the SP will be cemgigith
currently adopted community plan policies.

Additional Study

While staff believes that the traffic impacts oé throposed project are generally understood antfahsportation
recommendations provided herein will offer the ¢getopportunity for success, there are develops@ntoffs that
warrant additional study should the project be appd. With the success of this project, it is@ptted that pressure
will increase for compatible redevelopment alongaia transportation corridors linking the regianthe May Town
Center. It is appropriate that certain additiotatlies be undertaken to ascertain the offsite imp&ihe project on
development patterns to a similar degree to theeptions provided to preserving the natural andlrcinaracter of the
remaining Bells Bend area.

Staff recommends that the developer of May Townt&€eprovide the Metropolitan Planning Commissionding, in
an amount not to exceed $300,000, for developingfimalizing detailed corridor design plans and liempentation
recommendations in the following five (5) area®pto approval of Phase |l of the project and #mat approval for
Phase Il be conditioned upon the findings of thaas and recommendations to the degree that th&cits can be
credited to the approval of this application.

1. Cockrill Bend Corridor from the Cumberland Rivwong Cockrill Bend Blvd, Centennial Blvd and Jd¥ierritt

Blvd to Tennessee State University.

2. Bordeaux Corridor from Briley Parkway along Aaidl City Highway, Clarksville Highway to Rosa L.rkaBlvd.
3. The Charlotte Pike/Richland Park Corridor frdma tailroad east of 42nd Ave to a point west of /Riridge Road
with specific consideration of the appropriatengsisnplementing a storefront and development eas¢metransfer of
development rights program to preserve the histitaracter of the neighborhood center in lightgefasfic increased
development pressures attributable to May Town &ent

4. The White Bridge Road Corridor from 1-40 soutiNashville State Technical Institute.

5. The Old Hickory Blvd Corridor from the CumberthRiver south to a point south of 1-40 should thied full-access
bridge be required with specific evaluation of himaminimize environmental impacts immediately soottlhe
Cumberland River.

PLAN DETAILS

Existing Conditions

The site is bound by Old Hickory Boulevard to theth and west, the Cumberland River to the easdtstaep wooded
hills to the north. The site is composed of thatestinct areas: floodplains on the eastern poytst@ep wooded hills on
the northern portion, and rolling hills on the domést portion. A TVA line cuts across the northpaontion of the site.
There are wetlands and streams that are propogslléft undisturbed and in some cases restored.

There are a number of historic features on thetlsétewill be preserved. There is one structufeymstead that has
been designated Worthy of Conservation, two cengsteand three possible prehistoric burial groundis.required by
the ADA, an Archaeological Inventory Report was @acted and additional archaeological surveys wdlcbmpleted
on any area proposed for development prior to fital plan approval.

Staff recommends that as a part of the initialfsite plan filed for approval a plan for protegtisignificant
archaeological resources finds be presented ahthihapplicant work with the Metro Historical Conssion, the State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the State Arcliagist in preparing the protection plan.

Approximately 725 acres of the site can be classifis prime farmland. This is primarily locatedhia floodplain and
floodway along the Cumberland River and along stréanks. Most of this will be included in consdiva
easements.

Overview

May Town Center is proposed on a site of approxehget,500 acres in Bells Bend. The plan callssf@ompact,
mixed-use town center composed of high densitylesdial, commercial, and office uses with a grolaw|
environment of retail and service uses within eaalking distance of office and residential dissiof varying
intensity. Specific areas around the town cendsetbeen designated for corporate campuses aice bffildings. A
minimum of 900 acres will be left in open spaceluding undisturbed areas, urban parks and plgraenways, and
agriculture. Associated with the agricultural cament is a research park to be owned by Tennesatziversity
(TSU). The developer has formed a partnership W&k and has donated 200 acres of farmland andaai®dcampus
site for the research park.
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The proposed access to May Town Center will be fedonidge across the Cumberland River from Cockelhd to the
east. Old Hickory Boulevard will serve as a se@pdccess to the development. The compact develoipand
preservation of sensitive environmental featurelay Town Center are consistent with the ADA polidds discussed
below, a second bike/pedestrian/transit bridge lvélrequired to complement the primary, full-seavicidge.

Development Components

The development area is divided into four major ponents. These include the Town Center, the OBjistrict,
Corporate Campus and Residential Districts. Thenggpace plan includes conservation areas, agieufiure, local
parks, recreation areas, greenways and the bu#aradong Old Hickory Boulevard. The locationshef components
are shown on Figure 11.

The Town Centeis where the most intense development will betkdta Office, residential and hotel buildings
surround a central urban green that serves astia¢ point of the district. Ground floor retailide sidewalks and
streets designed for multi-modal trips are propdeetteate a vibrant pedestrian environment.

The Office Districtto the north of the Town Center will accommodatagety of office types.

Corporate Campus Districése proposed for areas north and south of the T@ewter. The northern campuses are
partially within some environmentally sensitive fians of the property. Of the 270 acres, at |&é&&t acres will be
dedicated for permanent conservation. Buildal#aswill be defined and the remainder of eachvgitde left in a
natural state. While some development may occuheslopes, the northern boundary of any allowhhl&ling site
will be the TVA line. An exception to this bounglanay be granted if the developer can demonsthaieain
alternative location for a campus is a more suatdeoption. Staff would need to approve the iocadf any
development north of the TVA line.

The southern corporate campuses lie between OkbHiBoulevard and the stream marking the soutbdge of the
Town Center. A 300-foot buffer along Old Hickorpievard will remain undeveloped. Also proposedtsf the
Town Center is a research park dedicated to explgratudies in the environmental and agricults@énces. As
noted above, this will belong to TSU.

Residential Districtsare located to the east and west of the Town €eResidential options include high and medium
density buildings and townhomes. In addition, agik estate homes may be developed within therslatu
Conservation areas. Sidewalks and trails will pleypedestrian connections from each district toTthwen Center.
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Figure 11: Development Components of May Town Ceat
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Several civic sites have been included in the @anyell. These will provide locations for a numbguses including
a school serving kindergarten through twelfth grdide station, police station, religious institutis, and a district
energy system-related facility. Depending on tbe, @nd subject to Metro approval, sites, or looatiwithin
buildings, will be donated or provided for civicass

The applicant will provide land for, and pay theastuction cost of, a school within May Town Cerdéa location
acceptable to the Metro School Board. The samaritmrent has been made to provide a fire statioolic® facilities
will be provided in locations acceptable to thei@wDepartment, such as storefronts, or as ancilipace in
commercial buildings.

A future marina location has been identified onpglan. Development for this use will require asedpuent
amendment to the SP, as limited standards weredeadl|

Design Related Issues

Several outstanding design-related issues remaimtiwé Town Center and the Residential Distridhto east of the
Town Center (the Park Residential). In some aoé#ise Town Center, the street network loses itssigtency as larger
blocks alter the street grid. These larger blatiksupt the consistent street grid present througtite rest of the Town
Center. Staff will continue to work with the apgant to resolve street layout issues.

The Park Residential area is not currently desigrged neighborhood. Instead it is an isolatedieasial component of
the plan, much like the Corporate Campuses, withdistinct parts adjacent to each other.

. One area allows for residential buildings up tcsfidries in height that are positioned away fromatigcent
street along a secondary street.

. One area allows shorter buildings up to four switieheight that would be located along a mairestre

. The differences in the allowable building heightl gmositioning across the street from each other litite

relationship to each other creates an awkward tiondbetween two dissimilar residential types.

Staff will continue to work with the applicant tedesign the Park Residential to promote more ctemsig in building
height and street relationship, while promotingstrer interactions between individual buildingseimforce a
neighborhood design rather than a one-sided extedithe Town Center and to revise the Town Cestteet
network.

Staff recommends that a redesigned Park Residéititrict that promotes more consistency in buidieight and
street relationship and a neighborhood design stergiwith other districts in the Town Center anéased street-
layout reflected onto the Requlatory Plan and #lépplans within the SP that includes the stragbuit shall be
included in the corrected copy of the preliminaB/$an.

Open Space

More than 900 acres will be left in open spacehasve on Figure 12. The open space includes ahaasite to be

conserved in perpetuity through conservation eantsrief at least 900 acres) These open spacesepiirate May

Town Center from the remainder of Bells Bend aniillvé placed in a conservation easement. The gegpplan

identifies the following categories of land to lmnserved:

« Natural Conservation areas to be left in their eniristate, the only permitted development will peaisix estate
homes. Approximately 200 acres.

» Natural Conservation with Agriculture areas arenarily within the floodplain and floodway, the orpgrmitted
development are a greenway and farm-oriented tiasili Approximately 330 acres with a minimum ob2res
for active agricultural use.

» Office Campus Conservation areas are the portibtteeacorporate campuses that are to remain umbistu
Approximately 227 acres.

» Local Parks and Civic Sites may be developed teesas active or passive parks or locations forcdiacilities.
Approximately 103 acres.

» Greenways in accordance with the Greenways Maerwill be provided. Approximately 78 acres.

» Buffers of 300 feet will be provided along Old Harly Boulevard which may be used for growing cropd aiees
but will not be developed. An additional use thladuld be added to the corrected copy of the pieding SP plan
is a multi-use path. Approximately 66 acres.

Staff recommends that a multi-use path be addedp@smitted use in the Buffers in the Conservaiasement Plan of

the corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan.

45



The conservation easements for the more than 9@8 at May Town Center to be permanently presearedo be
irrevocably in place prior to the issuance of thiédding permit for construction of the bridge. Aap for the timing of
the transfer of the easements for tax purposestshaetermined subject to approval by the MetanRing
Commission or designee. Staff recommends transfarptan for irrevocable transfer of the easemémttax purposes
accompany the first final site plan approval after permit for the initial bridges has been recgive

Open Space Plan

- Natural Consarvation
! Natural Consorvaton with 200 acre
Minirtirrs Active Ageeutture
| O Campus. Conurvathon
B Local Farks | Recrestion

Figure 12: Open Space Plan
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Preservation

The plan provides for significant protection of siéime environmental features including ridgelinéisw sheds, woodlands,
floodplains and floodways, unstable soils, steepes, waterways, and wetlands. More than 900 aéithe 1,500 acres
that makeup May Town Center are proposed to begrently preserved using conservation easements.

In addition to preservation within the developmenég applicant has proposed two programs for pvasen outside May
Town Center.

The first program makes funds, up to $1,000,008ilable to property owners within Bells Bend toisisi the cost of
applying for conservation easements. This suppletpolicy goal of limiting development north ofayl Town Center. The
funds would be held by a non-profit agency, sucthad.and Trust for Tennessee or another agenaypeapg by the Metro
Planning Commission, and would become availablenwgompletion of the bridge. Property owners wchdate three years
upon completion of the bridge to indicate inteiasapplying for the program and an additional thyears to complete the
easements. At the end of the six-year period ramgaining funds will revert to support conservatiom preservation efforts
within May Town Center.

Following testimony provided to the Planning Comrsios at the public hearing on May 28, Director Bemdt conferred
with The Land Trust for Tennessee. With regardtaements that the Land Trust would not accegreasts from the May
Town Center developers, Executive Director Jeamiisdh clarified that The Land Trust for Tennessae ot taken this
position. She stated that the Land Trust worké witliverse set of landowners, including at timegetbpers, who are in a
position to present a concrete proposal. The dpeelbas not presented The Land Trust with suclopgsal and The Land
Trust, per policy, does not consider projects speculative nature. She further clarified that emyservation easement
proposed to The Land Trust would be evaluated doeptance in accordance with the organizationisdstads and practices.

The second program makes available funds, up @0$3)00, for the applicant to purchase developmights in order to
secure a conservation easement for a buffer aldtdgi@kory Boulevard. The purpose of this progrisno meet the ADA
requirement for maintaining the rural nature of Glidkory Boulevard north of May Town Center. A riulse path should
be a permitted use within the buffer. These fumdsld also be held by a non-profit agency, sucthad.and Trust for
Tennessee or another agency, approved by the B&trming Commission and would become available goonpletion of
the bridge._Staff recommends that agencies thabdaninister the funds and hold these easemergsdanded to include
government agencies and the uses in the easens@rdéra multi-use path in the Preservation Plahéncorrected copy of
the preliminary SP planProperty owners would have four years upon cetigni of the bridge to indicate interest in
applying for the program and an additional threargeo complete the easements. At the end ofdhedto indicate
interest, staff and the applicant will assess hawemof the funds will be needed to complete theants based on the
indicated interest. At that time, the surplus Wil given to TSU to be used for the sustainablieagural program. At the
end of the seven year period, the remaining funilsiso be directed to this program. These fucats only be used for
sustainable agricultural efforts within Bells Bend.

Impact on Farm Lands

There are 3,202 acres of land that can be clagdsiiegprime farmland in the Scottsboro/Bells BerehaOf that acreage, 725
acres are found within the May Town Center sithisTomprises 22.6 percent of the total prime flmd in the area and 49
percent of the May Town Center site. This is pritgdocated in the floodplain and floodway alongtG@umberland River
and along stream banks.

The majority of the prime farmland within May Tov@enter would be preserved. Approximately 330 aisrgseserved in
natural conservation with at least 200 of thosesgpreserved as active agriculture, another 7& é&preserved as a
greenway trail along the Cumberland; another 58sawiill be the TSU Research Park and conservatisareents, and a 300
foot buffer along Old Hickory Boulevard. A portiafi the site proposed for corporate campus land g preserved with
conservation easements, the streams, stream baffdraetlands are preserved, and a portion ofithécsbe local parks and
civic sites is on prime farm land. The prime faands where development is proposed are locatdeiRark Residential
District and a portion of the Southern Corporaten@as District.

Development Standards

The SP prescribes the design parameters of May Teemter including land uses, street locationsding heights, the
relationships among the elements within the devakqt, landscape standards and parking. Consisteitityhese elements
will be reviewed by staff with each SP final sitap A regulatory code has been developed witkifipestandards to
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ensure that the plan for a compact, mixed-use,gtgde-oriented center is realized. The componeftse code include a
Regulating Plan, Building Envelope Standards artthdrSpace Principles. The uses in May Town Cegégrerally,
include those permitted in the MUI district to theme extent provided in the Zoning Code with adewaeptions.

Building heights range from 3 to 15 stories, whik tallest buildings surrounding the central urgezen in the Town Center.
Some civic or exceptional uses and the CorporatepDaes may be allowed in a building that is a mimmof one-story.
The ADA limits the height of development in the Retal Center policy to no higher than the majogélihes and
landforms directly to the north of the site. Thejanaidgeline in the ADA is defined at 600 feetalevation. The ADA

policy proposes two exceptions to this standare: fiist exception to this is for a limited numbémdesignated buildings in
the Town Center where it is deemed appropriatéi®building form to have increased height to pdeviocal points and
vista terminations. The SP plan incorporates tiegseptions.. The second exception is for buildingke northern
Corporate Campus, which may need to exceed thdd@@levation due to their unique location andirde® minimize
intrusion onto the steep slopes. As a resultdingks in the northern Corporate Campus area avevedl to rise to a
maximum of 12 stories in height.

Parking

Parking will generally be accommodated in structurkimited surface parking may be included in®@féce and
Residential Districts, or as a temporary conditidmy surface lots will be screened with landscgpifParking setback lines
are proposed along the majority of streets. Tlires indicate the street frontages where parkingtires need to be lined
with active uses or screened with landscaping.rd hee areas where there is no parking setbackyiitén the Town
Center. Standards to minimize the impact of expgmserking structures through landscaping and sktblaave been
included.

Sustainability

A key component of the ADA is sustainable developméhe May Town Center proposes to achieve thvabtpnt of 45
credits for the LEED ND pilot program. Of theseptiints, specific credits related to constructioactices, water
conservation, transportation and housing choiaed tlae prevention of light pollution are requirebhe applicant has
proposed a comprehensive program to meet this coemp@f the ADA. In order to monitor compliancegeport prepared
by a LEED accredited professional will be prepagedry three years from the initial constructionggéo substantial build-
out at the end of Phase V. The report will degcghd substantiate progress made to achieve LEEDHjiatives.

The applicant has set a goal that 20 percent afetsidential units in May Town Center will be waskée housing available
to those earning between 80 percent and 120 pest#iit median household income for the Nashvilktigpolitan
Statistical Area. At this time the commitmentnigtiie appendix portion of the SP Plan. A componétiie LEED program
is diversity of housing types. Staff has discuss#h the applicant moving this goal into the reggaly portion of the SP
plan as part of the discussion on sustainabi8taff recommends, in the corrected copy of the ISR, phat the goal of 20
percent of workforce housing be included in thet&unability section of the SP plan.

Architectural Standards

The plan also includes architectural standardsgeeg by the applicant, which are to be enforced Bgwn Architect. The
Town Architect will be responsible for design revjeand ensuring that the development complies thighadopted
architectural standards. The standards will appBll construction within May Town Center. Tharsards have been
reviewed by staff and any changes to the standaitbieequire staff approval.

Phasing

May Town Center is proposed to be developed infivases. Phases | to Il represent “Scenario fiefTraffic Impact
Study (TIS) prepared by the applicant. The purpdgbe phasing plan is to ensure that completepmorants of May Town
Center are built to provide a walkable, compact wamity from the initial stages. The phasing ofastructure has been
designed to complement development phasing.

Although there are five phases identified, the pigaprogram in the SP groups Phases | to Il aresB& IV and V as
Follows:

Last printed 8/7/2009 12:38:00 PM 48 of 68



DRAFT

Scenario 1 Scenario 2

Phase I to Il Phase IVto V

Office — up to 5 million square feet Office — up to 3 million square feet
Residential — up to 4,000 units Residential — up to 4,000 units
Hotel — not to exceed 300 rooms Hotel — up to 300 rooms

Retail — up to 300,000 square feet Retail — up to 300,000 square feet

The applicant did provide a chart breaking downghases further. Staff recommends that the cadembpy of the
preliminary plan describe the development for gattdise as providing up to the following maximumseach use:

Phase Office (sq. ft.) Residential (units) Hotel Goms) Retail (sq. ft.)
I 1.2 million 900 300 150,000

Il 1.95 million 1,350 0 105,000

11 1.85 million 1,750 0 45,000
Phase I-llI 5 million 4,000 300 300,000

v 1.7 million 2,250 300 275,000

\Y 1.3 million 1,750 0 25,000

Build Out 8 million 8,000 600 600,000

When the maximum of the office, residential, hatefetail use is reached in any phase, no additlouitding permits will
be issued for that use until a minimum amount efdther uses within the phase have been constru@igid will ensure that
a mixed-use development will be developed.

Staff recommends that the corrected copy of thénpirgary plan establish the following minimums feach phase:

Phase Office (sq. ft.) Residential (units) Hotel Goms) Retail (sq. ft.)
I 480,000 450 0 50,000

Il 780,000 675 0 35,000

1] 740,000 875 0 15,000
Phase I-llI 2.0 million 2,000 0 100,000

v 1.13 million 1,125 150 92,000

\Y 870,000 875 8,000

Total 4.0 million 4,000 150 200,000

Access to May Town Center

As noted above, the SP Plan proposes a primargatoéay Town Center via a single bridge from GdicRend. The
applicant has indicated that one bridge will bdisigint to accommodate the proposed developmehe HAlanning
Commission has raised concerns regarding thistassand concerns have been raised regardingriiget connectivity
provided by a single bridge. In order for Old Hick Boulevard to retain its rural character, it ceny be considered as a
secondary access. A single primary access to MaynTCenter does not support sound planning priasiptgarding
connectivity.

In order to address these and other transportatiaed issues, an independent review of the sgulEe TIS was conducted.
This review used an alternate method of determitiiegraffic that will be generated from the propdsievelopment. The
conclusion of the review found that, with implensgidn of certain transportation demand manageniddiA) practices, the
bridge could support up to approximately 90 perodiiRhases |, Il, and Ill of the development. Tpk&ctices encourage
alternate modes of travel than single-occupancycietravel. These could include ride-share progrand increased
opportunities for bicycling, walking and transiteus

The independent review of the TIS noted that alsibgdge crossing into Cockrill Bend will mean timost external bike or
pedestrian trips will be at least four miles indgdn This distance will severely limit those ogtito travel by foot or by
bicycle to May Town Center from other parts of ian County. The independent review found thatcaisd bridge
limited to pedestrians, cyclists and transit usessing the Cumberland River at the southern er@aHickory Boulevard
would bring the Town Center approximately one rfritien existing neighborhoods. By providing a bridgehis type at this
location in addition to the Cockrill Bend locatidhe independent review estimated that approxim&@% of development
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proposed in Phases I, Il, and Il could be acconatedl

The TIS and the independent review used differezthods to calculate the number of trips generayetthids proposed
development. While one method may have been naeetvative in estimating the amount of trips gatest, the
maximum development approved through this appbeatiill be limited by the actual level-of-servicétbe transportation
system regardless of the projection method used.

In addition to addressing capacity issues, thieigment must also address connectivity. A sibgiége providing
primary access, with secondary access from OldddicBoulevard, does not provide sufficient connéttifor a
development of this nature and extent. The PWilicks Department has recommended that the Plaridépgrtment
require additional options to improve connectiviitly both vehicles and other travel modes and torurodate the
projected traffic volumes.

Staff recommends that two bridges be provided gadhe initial development of May Town CentéFhese bridges would
include a full-access, multi-modal bridge from CoktlBend and a second bridge limited to pedessjanyclists, and transit
from the southern end of Old Hickory Boulevardhet tocation of the former Cleeces Ferry.

There are methods available to measure level gfcge(LOS) and determine when infrastructure imgroents and
additional TDM methods are sufficient to improvevéee, but measuring the appropriate timing of #ddal connectivity is
more difficult. Mobility 2030,a functional plan of the General Plan adoptedheyRlanning Commission in September
2007, identifies connectivity as an essential camepd of a well balanced street system. A well emted street system can
more easily distribute traffic, more efficiently m@people and goods, reduce trip distances, amease route choices for all
modes of transportation. This is accomplisheduphothe provision of more direct routes, which gatefewer vehicle
miles traveled. Connectivity also supports transé, walking and bicycling by providing more diremuting and routing
options.

The Community Character Manual (CCM), adopted lgyRkanning Commission in August 2008, also idezgiBtreet
connectivity as an important element in creatinvgedl designed community. The CCM calls for linkingw development,
via road, sidewalks, bikeways, and greenways tmanding development as well as future planned ldpveent. The
proposed May Town Center SP has well connectedtstieternal to the development and provides oppdrés for
greenway connections but this development willbetvell connected with the surrounding communitthwainly a single
bridge as a primary access and Old Hickory Boulkegra secondary access.

To ensure that Old Hickory Boulevard within Belle&l remains rural in character, that a LOS of Dmamaintained, and
that May Town Center is well connected to the waspsrtion of Davidson County and the region, adhiridge will likely
be necessary as May Town Center develops. A thiddyb that provides full-access is advantageous iaonnectivity
perspective, as well as to provide access to Betlei40 West and other regional destination poistdevelopment of this
size needs sufficient access to disburse thedriaffienerates without limiting primary access @ @oint to the east. The
third bridge located at the western portion of B&lend (as indicated on the adopted MPO Long Rangesportation Plan
and the Bellevue Community Plan) with a direct ation to the intersection of Old Hickory Boulevandd Charlotte Pike
would significantly increase the connectivity artessibility of this development to the more urpartions of Nashville
and Davidson County. This access would allow diaecess to Bellevue via an urban arterial (Old bligkBoulevard) and
regionally to points west via 1-40 without the néga implications of potentially disrupting the sking collector and local
roadway network in the West Nashville area.

Staff recommends that absent a direct findingitiatunnecessary to achieve the stated objectévéisird full-access bridge
be provided as the development of May Town Centegnesses The purpose of this bridge is for community cectivity
and access rather than to improve LOS on otheremdioms (although it will also accomplish this).eFéfore, the threshold
to necessitate the third bridge will include theahéor connectivity to the west, opportunity towed travel distances to
reach the initial access point, as well as triggesh as level of service on roads leading intowititin May Town Center,
and the impact of this project on the adjacenesisgstem.

Staff recommends that the responsibility for ensythat all three potential bridges are construééid exclusively to the
developer(s) of May Town Center and that the Meititgn Government will not assume any financiabtirer obligations
for the construction of the bridges or associatdichstructure improvementsStaff recognizes that while there may be
unrelated development interests that benefit fioenthird bridge and could contribute to the casglfresponsibility and
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ability to utilize any development entitlements anthis rezoning shall be assigned to the deve{spef May Town Center.

In order to determine when a third bridge is ne@gst provide increased connectivity, the monitgrprogram will need to
include a component to assess the impacts of MaynT@enter on the adjacent street system and andietgtion of the
ability of the existing street system to continaesfficiently move people and goods without addigibconnectivity. This
will be reviewed by Planning, Public Works, MPO, Kand TDOT staff. If staff determine that an aduial connection is
required, staff will make a recommendation to tkenRing Commission to require an additional conioact The
recommendation will include the type of bridge rieed, limited or full-access.

Monitoring and Concurrency Program

In order to ensure that the decisions relativenfiastructure are made prior to the actual neethiinfrastructure, a
concurrency management program is proposed. Taetsiffic generated by the development does nodexk
infrastructure capacity, specific development teigghave been proposed. Failure to adopt necessappropriate
infrastructure conditions will result in the limig of any future development until such time asigsae is resolved. The
applicant originally proposed a concurrency progtaransure that the proposed development maint@nedDS E or better
on the proposed full service bridge connecting Wittkrill Bend or any roadway leading from thatdge to the interchange
with Briley Parkway. This condition would includelaee year monitoring process to measure LOS. LD limit would
establish that when actual and projected (basexttwal building permits issued) roadway level-afvgee was projected to
fall below LOS E. No building permits for new camngtion would be issued until the projected leveservice improves.
Both Planning and Public Works staff raised consetdmout the three-year monitoring period and tp@sed LOS trigger.
Staff has worked with the applicant and an altéveanonitoring period and trigger have been agteed

Staff recommends that a traffic monitoring plandeseloped by the developer acceptable to Publidkg/dtlanning, MPO,
Metro Transit Authority (MTA), and the TennesseepBement of Transportation (TDOT) and includedhia torrected
copy of the preliminary SP plan. The monitoringipg will be annually, with a report due July 1e#ch year beginning
with the opening of the recommended bridges togtdject build out (90% of full development entitients).The
monitoring will include traffic conditions in thdainity of May Town Center in order to determiner@nt and projected
operating levels-of-service. The annual monitogen report will include details on the frequetanyd location of traffic
monitoring stations, the application and reviewhs collected data, the application and use ofl{efrservice as a measure
of effectiveness, and any other associated regpréiquirements. The developer(s) of May Town Qewtk be required to
monitor the capacity of the street system and pungcessary mitigation strategies when the levskofice is projected to
drop from a LOS of D to a LOS of E on any accesmeations into May Town Center.

The proposed annual monitoring system will identityen the recommended two bridges and street syfsiénielow LOS
D. Mitigation measures will be required to proceéth development at the point when LOS falls belo®S D. Any and all
mitigation measures will be considered as necegsamnaintain acceptable LOS on the recommendedtidges and
related public streets.

Staff recommends that no building permits for cargton of any new structures be issued when tbgepted level-of-
service reaches a LOS of mid-level E.

Following approval to proceed into Phase I, theali@per shall add another component to the annaiffict study. The new
component shall be a "Before and After" vehicleemifraveled (VMT) analysis using the MPO trafficdab The model
would measure VMT with the first full access bridgdy. The model would also measure VMT with tldeliion of a new
full access bridge for determination of the impachird bridge would have on connectivity.

Staff recommends that following approval for depetent within Phase Il as outlined in the phasirgiise of this report,

no further site plans or building permits autharigany new structure in Phases Ill, 1V, and V maydsued or approved

until the Metropolitan Planning Commission evalgaed determines the need for construction andebign of the third
bridge as conditioned hereif.determination to require the construction of iielge shall specifically consider the need for
connectivity to the west, opportunity to reduceéadistances to reach the initial access poitteaed on the VMT findings
of the Transportation Monitoring report, as wellfastors such as level of service on roads leatittgand within May

Town Center, and the impact of this project onatimcent street system.

The determination of the Planning Commission shalfinal absent an appeal to the Metropolitan CibuAin appeal may
be filed by the developer or a Metro Councilmembery appeal shall be filed within 30 days of theid®n of the Planning
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Commission. The Council shall consider any appégilimv6 months from the filing and by resolutiother accept the
determination of the Planning Commission with oth@ut conditions, reject the determination of thenRing Commission,
or take no action thus allowing the determinatibthe Planning Commission to become final. Thisditon shall be in
place until such time as the third bridge is carg&d, or the project is approved to proceed ittase V.

Street Framework
The plan proposes nine types of streets that riingeboulevards to alleys. Lighting, landscapilage widths, sidewalks,
bicycle facilities and street sections vary witlcleatreet type. The streets can be categorizedant basic types:

. Boulevards that create entry portals and connatticlis

. Local streets that provide secondary connectiodsagoess to individual lots

. A main street which serves as the commercial center

. Mews and alleys that provide mid-block connectiand service and parking areas.

Larger streets include separate bike lanes, amdjalarrower streets with slower traffic speeds ¢y are incorporated into
vehicle lanes.

The independent review of the TIS found that therimal street system, rather than the bridge, neagy imore limiting factor
for the capacity of the infrastructure. The revim@ommended that additional analyses be condtetientify the internal
infrastructure needs as they relate to traffic capa The applicant has indicated that the intestieet system will be
modified to address this concern. Staff recommehalsthe corrected copy of the SP plan include¢iesed street-layout
in the Regulatory Plan and all other plans withia SP that include the street layout of the prelami SP plan.

The Public Works Department will require that, pitie any final SP approvals, the developer(s)’ agr develop a traffic
model in order to analyze the proposed street né&twiahin May Town Center. The model will be usasia guide to
determine the appropriate roadway cross-sectiodsra@rsection designs. All modes of transportatidll be considered
during the modeling process, including pedestriaityclists, motorists, and bus riders of all aged abilities so that the
integrity of a complete street design is promotBeévelopment and use of the model is be coordinattdand approved by
Metro Public Works.

Staff recommends that all requirements of the BuMorks Department be met.

Transit Plan

Transit is proposed to serve May Town Center irgiyrand be connected to the wider transit netwodvided by the
Metro Transit Authority (MTA). The applicant is wiang with MTA to establish service. At this timéhe SP includes a
proposal to prepare a report every 3 years to iesand substantiate progress made to achieveahsittobjectives in the
plan. The reporting would begin from the onsetadistruction, not including the bridge, until theject is substantially
built out, or at least until 2030. Staff recommetigat the corrected copy of the preliminary SP péquire that the report
be prepared annually and be submitted at the sameeas other monitoring reports.

MTA has included a series of conditions for additido the transit section of the plan. These thelu

. Provision of operating funds for the cost of pranglservice as described in the MTA recommendatiziew

. Participation in the Easy Ride Program by employéts over 100 employees in May Town Center

. Provision of at least one dedicated bus lane andgds

. Streets within May Town Center are to be designeattommodate transit use

. Transit routes are to be identified at final sitenpreview

. Passenger shelters are to be provided within the Mavn Center and may be required along primarya®u
serving May Town Center

. An annual monitoring program will be establishediédermine transit needs to support development.

Additional details are described in the MTA Recomneion below.
Staff recommends that the corrected copy of thedit@lan in the preliminary SP be revised to idelthe conditions of
MTA.

Urban Services District
Staff recommends that the preliminary SP be accamgay an application for inclusion into the Urk&@rvices District.A
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letter has been submitted to the Councilmemberyappfor inclusion into the Urban Services District

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
Preliminary SP approved.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION
Preliminary plan approval. The applicant will néedeep the water and sewer capacity current.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION
Conditional Approval

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

New commercial developments shall be protected firg dnydrant(s) that comply with the 2006 editiohNFPA 1 table
H.

To see table H go to (http://www.nashfire.org/ptaleH51.htm)

Fire department access roads shall be providedtiatkany portion of the facility or any portionaf exterior wall of
the first story of the building is located not méhan 150 ft (46 m) from fire department accessisoa

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

When a bridge is required to be used as part néaépartment access road, it shall be construatedmaintained in
accordance with nationally recognized standards.

Any residential construction over 3600 sq. ft. wélfjuire an independent review by the Fire Marsbfise and be
required to comply with the 2006 edition of NFPAable H.

(http://lwww.nashfire.org/prev/tableH51.htm)

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

Before a building permit can be issued Water P&nwsving water mains, fire hydrants, the proposed from the fire
hydrant with the highest elevation and most renmotiis project, street access and topographicagitens shall be
provided.

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

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

Dead end fire mains over 600 feet in length areired to be no less than 10 inch in diameter.iff thto be a public
fire main, a letter from Metro Water is requirecegting the length and size.

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

NES RECOMMENDATION
URBAN CORE:

1) The developer’s engineer to provide_an overall vmaeind electrical layoytlan that covers the entire project area
to determine the size of conduit duct bank and hnales.

2) Possible need for electrical substation on propsegds to be reviewed with Greg Johnston, NES Rignn
Supervisor (TVA lines appear to cross the subjeaperty).

3) Developer to provide an electrical duct layout simgwproposed transformers and switch gear locafionsSIES
review and approval. NES will determine the numiiferonduits during the circuit and transformer kima
approval.

4) Possible dry vault transformers may be required§NIEy Vault Guidelines see attached).

5) NES standard Pad-mounted switch gear (PMH typs) - Vista sidewalk submersible type must be evatlian
available space.

6) Street Lighting - All street lighting shall meet Me Public Works and NES standards (See
http://www.nespower.com/documents/StreetLightMad8addf).

7) NES transformer equipment locations must followNaional Fire Protection Association rules; ReteNFPA 70
article 450-27; and NESC Section 15 - 152.A.2 famplete rules.

8) NES underground facilities are to be placed withidublic Utility easement.
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OFFICE DISTRICTS & OTHERS SECTIONS:

1) Above ground Pad-mount underground equipment isetlageas.

2) Requires a 20-ft setback minimum with other undaugd utility conflicts eliminated during developnigatanning.

3) NES needs any drawings that will cover any roadranpments that Metro PW might require to evaluaistimg
facility relocations.

4) NES needs load information and future plans oromstito buy other property (over-all master plans)

5) Temporary power 3 phase overhead electrical cost evaluationscas in & out labor plus part of the material qost
NES Energy Services Engineering procedures.

6) NES must maintain overhead lines to existing custsralong Old Hickory Boulevard.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

«  With the submittal of final site plans, the deveddp construction drawings, including all roadwaysglges, and any
additional improvements shall comply with the desiggulations established by the Department ofiPukdbrks.
Roadway and street designs, as submitted in theif@gplan application documents may or may noapplicable. All
streets within May Town Center should be designetigperated as “complete streets” to enable safesador all users
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and dders of all ages and abilities. Final desigay vary based on field
conditions.

»  With the submittal of final site plans, a recycliogjlection and solid waste disposal plan is tadvéewed and approved
by the Department of Public Works Solid Waste Dons Provide a comprehensive plan for solid wasé@agement
with an emphasis on waste reduction and recyclingnd all phases of construction through occuparitys
recommended that recycling of construction debgisnioorporated into the recycling collection plan.

e Metro Public Works is in general agreement withfthdings and recommendations of the traffic impstatly
submitted by Wilbur Smith & Associates (WSA) ané gupplemental review conducted by the PlanningaBegent’s
consultant, RPM & Associates.

« Any modifications required on state routes or &nstate interchanges will require prior approvahf the Tennessee
Department of Transportation. Design of all inkenage modifications shall be in accordance with TD@erchange
guidelines and TDOT consultation.

In accordance with the recommendations of the WSAraffic impact study, the following conditions shallbe required:

» Itis recommended that MTA continue to be involiedhe planning and development of May Town Cetdgsromote
and encourage transit usage within the developamshthroughout the region.

» Itis recommended that bicycle parking facilitiesgrovided at major parking facilities.

» The traffic study indicates that, with certain reay improvements, traffic operations within thedstarea are expected
to be manageable through the next 20 years.

e The roadway improvements identified in the longgeatransportation plan (LRTP) through the year 282% that are
located within the study area are recommended tigaté background traffic volumes and should bestroeted as
planned.

Recommended Roadway Improvements for May Town CenteBased on 50% Build-out

* The intersection of Ashland City Highway and thetbdound Briley Parkway ramps should be signalesed an
eastbound right turn lane and separate southbaifindrd right turn lanes should be provided. Téeetbper shall
design and install a traffic signal when approvedhe Traffic and Parking Commission. Storage teaghall be
determined with further analysis and in cooperatiith TDOT.

e Atthe intersection of Charlotte Pike and Whitedgee Road, dual left turn lanes should be providedHe eastbound
and westbound approaches. Storage lengths shdéitbemined with further analysis. The developeilsmodify or
rebuild the existing traffic signal to accommodgtese improvements. This intersection will be rtameid as part of the
on-going traffic monitoring plan described belowdditional improvements may be required with futdevelopment
phases.

» Atthe intersection of Ashland City Highway and tiethbound Briley Parkway ramps, dual northboweftitlirn lanes
and a separate northbound right turn lane shoufgtdéded. The developer shall modify or rebuild existing traffic
signal to accommodate these improvements. Stdeagéhs shall be determined with further analysid i
cooperation with TDOT.

* Atthe intersection of Charlotte Pike and the easitinl I-40 ramps, dual eastbound left turn lanesamtbound right turn
lane, a westbound left turn lane, and a westboighd turn lane should be provided. Widen the le&8tbound on-ramp
to provide a second receiving lane. The develshal modify or rebuild the existing traffic sigrtalaccommodate
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these improvements as necessary. Storage lergthde determined with further analysis and ingaration with
TDOT.

At the intersection of Charlotte Pike and the westid 1-40 ramps, a westbound right turn lane, doathbound left
turn lanes, and a southbound right turn lane shbeldrovided. The developer shall modify or retbtiile existing
traffic signal to accommodate these improvemeBtarage lengths shall be determined with furthayasis and in
cooperation with TDOT.

West of Briley Parkway, Cockrill Bend Boulevard éi@Zennial Boulevard should be widened to five lzared realigned
to cross the Cumberland River with a new bridge, the interchange of Briley Parkway and CenterB@llevard
should be improved. The proposed bridge shouldbbstoucted prior to beginning site development. ifipgrovements
to Cockrill Bend Boulevard / Centennial Boulevardiahe interchange of Briley Parkway and Centeriiallevard
should be made in conjunction with the bridge cartsion or immediately following the constructiohtbe bridge.
The developer shall provide a detailed analysih@fproposed Cockrill Bend Boulevard / CentennialiBvard
including any proposed exit ramps, public roadrsgetions, and critical driveway intersections éedmine the
appropriate traffic control. If signalization isawanted at any intersection, the developer steatebponsible for the
design and installation of such when approved byMletro Traffic Engineer and the Traffic and Pagk@ommission.
Briley Parkway should be widened to six lanes betwthe 1-40 ramps and Centennial Boulevard. Thapedvements
should be made in conjunction with the interchainggrovements identified above.

At the intersection of 51st Avenue and Alabama Asera southbound left turn lane should be providédis
improvement should be made following the completibthe Cockrill Bend Boulevard / Centennial Bowded roadway
and interchange improvements. Storage lengthsishaetermined with further analysis. The desifithese
improvements shall accommodate the existing sidenialthe area.

Each of the three project accesses on Old Hickayld@/ard should be constructed to provide one amtrdane for all
turning movements and should be controlled by stgps on the project accesses.

Minimum Recommended Roadway Improvements for May Tavn Center that Shall be Implemented at 50% Build-

out:

West of Briley Parkway, Cockrill Bend Boulevard éi@ennial Boulevard should be improved to a sixeltimited-
access facility with outer roads along both sidesst of Briley Parkway, Centennial Boulevard shaelehain an arterial
and should be widened to provide four lanes betvidrdey Parkway and 63rd Avenue North with additibreft turn
lanes at critical intersections. The developetl ffgaresponsible for any additional improvemetgsted to this
requirement including analysis, design, and corstn of the proposed roadways and any traffic alignelated to such.
At the intersection of White Bridge Road and thestlveund 1-40 ramps, a separate southbound righidame should be
provided. The developer shall modify or rebuild #xisting traffic signal to accommodate these oupments as
necessary. Storage lengths shall be determinédfwiher analysis.

The intersection of 51st Avenue and Alabama Aveshauld be improved to provide a left turn lane ama through
lanes on the southbound approach, two through lamés right turn lane on the northbound approact,separate left
and right turn lanes and two through lanes on &sth®und approach. The developer shall modifgbuitd the
existing traffic signal to accommodate these improents as necessary. The design of these improvesizall
accommodate the existing sidewalks in the area.

Additional Conditions

Annual monitoring of traffic conditions in the wigty of the project is required in order to detemmcurrent and
projected operating levels-of-service. Prior tg &inal SP approvals, the developer shall work witbtro Public

Works, Metro Planning, the MPO, and TDOT to deveddpaffic monitoring plan. The plan will includketails on the
frequency and location of traffic monitoring staitsp the application and review of the collectechdtite application and
use of level-of-service as a measure of effectigsgnand any other associated reporting requirements

As a minimum, the developer will be required toqué additional mitigation strategies when the lefedervice is
projected to drop from a ‘D’ to an ‘E’ on any antlacess connections into May Town Center. Ndhier building
permits within May Town Center will be approved wttee projected level-of-service reaches a midH&/eas
determined based on actual traffic counts and $keeofithe latest edition of the ITE trip generatioanual for projects
seeking final approvals.

Prior to any final SP approvals, the developergieeer shall develop a traffic model to analyzepgheposed road
network within May Town Center. The model shallused as a guide to determine the appropriate radross-
sections and intersection designs. All modesasfdportation will be considered during the modepnacess, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and bus ridéedl ages and abilities so that the integrityaafomplete street design is
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promoted. Development and use of the model skatidmrdinated with and approved by Metro Public kgor

» Focused traffic studies will be required as devedept proceeds to assure compliance with the comditabove and to
identify any improvements internal to May Town Garthat may be required.

* The Metro Planning Department should require aoliti ingress/egress roads to improve connectivitywéhicular
modes and other travel modes, and to accommodafdiected traffic volumes.

METRO TRANSIT AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION

» Provide Operating Funding to cover the cost of saryice not in place as of the date of the adopifdhe ordinance
approving the May Town Center SP to May Town cefdethe first two years of the initiation of thersice or until
such time as the Route meets acceptable ridersngards as determined by MTA. The details fo thibe
coordinated at the time of any final site plan appt, including start date of the service, the appiate level of service,
and operating costs and routing of the service.

* Require participation in the Easy Ride Programeimployers with over 100 employees working withia May Town
Center. The easy ride program provides a comnudtestk benefit that is paid for by employers foeithemployees.

* Provide a minimum of one dedicated lane on oneglripecifically for buses and HOVs A park ane fiakility will
be required across the Cumberland River in closgimity to the bridge. The timing and locationprbviding the lot
will be determined by MTA working with the May Towenter developer(s) and the Planning Department.

» Streets within May Town Center shall be designeacmmmodate transit use.

» During final site plan review, transit routes Wik identified .

» Provide passenger shelters with specific quantreslocations to be determined at the time of &ite plan approval.
Shelters shall be within the May Town Center ang berequired along primary routes serving the Nlawn Center
outside of the May Town Center.

« Atthe initiation of the construction of developmemot including the bridge or supporting infrasture:

. An annual monitoring program will be establishediédermine transit needs to support development.

. Reports of the findings of the program will be paieed by the developer(s) for the approval of M ¢he
Planning Department

. Based on the findings of the monitoring programitialubl transit facilities may be required such as:

. Additional HOV lanes

. Additional routes to May Town Center

. Additional transit infrastructure (e.g. pull oushelters)

. Additional crossing of the Cumberland River

. Other transit facilities

. The monitoring program will also include the detaration of the timing and location of park and rideilities.

METROPOLITAN NASHVILLE AIRPORT AUTHORITY RECOMMENDA  TION
Given the issues presented by May Town Centerseghwoximity to John C. Tune Airport (JWN), the MNAas
predicated not objecting to this proposed develoyroa the following actions by the developer:

* Any presentations, whether informational or promiedl, include an explanation of likely impacts frairport
operations.

* In accordance with FAA regulations, runway appr@scimust remain free of any land use that wouldtdores a
hazard to air navigation or which might createrglar misleading lights; smoke or limit visibilityadio frequency
interference with aircraft navigation or communieas; or a bird or wildlife hazard.

 FAA form 7460-1, “Notice of Proposed Constructiomust be filed with the FAA under circumstancedioad in
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77, Sub@artNotice of Construction or Alternation.” Theigét of
objects must not penetrate height standards asedih FAR Part 77, Subsection C, “Obstructiom8tads.”

« Avigation easements be granted over the entireldprent, including open space, and that these eagsmun
with the title of the land to remain in effect omydand that is leased or sold.

HISTORICAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Our office strongly recommends that as part ofabproval process of the development there be aittmmdequiring a
comprehensive archeological survey of the propésetprint and the potential bridge crossing(s) medified archeologist
who will work closely with the (Metro Historical @amission (MHC), State Historic Preservation Offi(BHPO), and the
State Archeologist. This should be conducted gadhe approval of a final site plan by the Plagnirepartment and
include a conservation/mitigation plan for the depenent.
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This archaeological survey should be performedagy as possible to allow for consideration of fiieject’s impact upon
significant archaeological resources.

The developer is seeking a change in the zonirgsifleation at the polar ends of the Zoning CodenftAR2a to a Specific
Plan with development standards similar to MUI.Hathan simply handing this change to the deve|dpe developer
should be encouraged to buy down, via Transferesfdlbpment Rights (TDRs), some of the existing mgmights in the
impacted area where there is a delta between C#Maid

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

To conclude, this office would strongly recommend that a comprehensive archaeological
and architectural resources survey of the proposed footprint of the May Town
development and all of its potential bridge crossings be conducted prior to any
earthmoving or construction related activity by persons who meet or exceed the
professional qualifications for cultural resources consultants that are codified at 36 CFR
Part 61. This survey should be performed as early as possible in the May Town planning
process to allow for consideration of the project's possible impact upon significant
archaeological and architectural resources.

I would also suggest strongly that the developer advise this office of any current or
proposed Federal involvement in this project so that we can begin a timely Section 106
review.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff has given extensive consideration to recordingrdeferral or denial to allow additional timerfoommunity
discussion, especially in light of the status &f ¥Mest Nashville Community Plan. After much disonsstaff cannot
recommend deferring a decision on the appropriaterad this application. Staff believes that itngbssible to resolve
secondary planning and land use issues until asitatihas been made on the basic policy issue ahehthis project will
be approved. From the initial presentation by tleeeloper and with the previous proposal for develept of the site, the
community dialogue has focused on the fundamesgatiof whether arsignificant development at this location should be
approved. Issues related to transportation haventresearched and analyzed. Issues related to pratien have been
widely discussed and understood. Issues relateddnomic development and regionalism have beeriptes. As a result,
staff strongly believes that the community is pa&t to the point that it is difficult, if not imgsible, to meaningfully and
rationally discuss any other planning and commudgyelopment issues that may be desired until Soghas the Planning
Commission and Council resolve the issue of whethapot a development of this magnitude will berappd. Realistic and
appropriate resolution of secondary issues is autlgeso wrapped up in positioning on both sidesupport their positions
that objective communication toward a desirableutioh is not possible. While there do remain isghas need to be
addressed, staff believes that adoption of thé sabmmendations will address the most criticgbaicts of the proposal
while, if approved, allowing ongoing opportuniti@s resolution of remaining issues through the pliang process once a
decision has been reached. At the risk of overdiicgtion of a very important proposal, not evenygact can be
determined, nor can every contingency be anticghate

Approve with conditions if the accompanying BordedMhites Creek Community Plan amendment, which &lthe
Alternate Development Area (ADA) policy, is apprdve

Staff analysis of the ADA policy option and the Magwn Center Specific Plan (SP) zoning seeks tartza two essential
values — an exceptional opportunity for regionarexmic development and a compelling case for lamervation.

Regional Economic Development Significancés proposed, May Town Center is a unique projecoofsiderable
economic significance to Nashville/Davidson Cousutyl the Middle Tennessee region. It is projeabgorovide
Nashville/Davidson County’s first viable corporatmpus site, produce a net increase in jobs amihgarduring both
construction and operational phases, and have poséive effect on the county’s property tax basehe Specific Plan
ensures a unique walkable urban environment, inadiate proximity to the regions core that combic@porate campuses
with main street retail and office, plus a mixtafehousing types — all of which contribute to aceondating the county’s
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projected growth in a compact, sustainable devetoympattern served by multiple modes of transpioriat

Regional Conservation SignificanceThe May Town Center SP limits development to apjpnaxely one-third of the site’s

1500 acres, preserving the other 900 acres in petype

These 900 acres plus the 800 acre Bells Benddratkhe 1500 acre Beaman Park result in conservati8200 acres, or
24% of the land within the area of the ScottsboetitBBend Detailed Design Plan. Most of the renmgjriand in the
planning area is environmentally constrained arlg orarginally suited to low intensity rural develapnt.

At the policy level, May Town Center directly owdinectly affects three community planning areasterms of location,
scale, and character, the proposed May Town Centearily affects the Bordeaux-Whites Creek ComntyinSecondary
effects will be felt in the Cockrill Bend area dtWest Nashville Community and on some of its magnsportation
facilities. The Bellevue Community may also expade secondary transportation impacts from theldpreent. Staffs of
the Planning Department and other Metro Departmieene reviewed community character and public ifasl in all three
planning areas in order to anticipate and evalaayepotential impacts. However staff acknowledtes because of its
regional scale and long-term build-out, not aleeff of the May Town Center project can be knowthiatpoint in time.

Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan. The proposed May Town Center is entirely withia Bordeaux-Whites
Creek Community Plan, in the Scottsboro/Bells BBethiled Design Plan area. The associated plamement, if
approved, supports an Alternate Development ArdaA)Awith a compact town center, corporate campused,
conserved lands so long as rural character is pwedén the remainder of the Scottsboro/Bells BEodnmunity. The
May Town Center Specific Plan, with recommendedddtons of approval, is consistent with the progbs@®A
policies of the Scottsboro/Bells Bend Detailed QadPlan.

West Nashville Community Plan. The proposed May Town Center will receive primacgess from Cockrill Bend in
the northern section of the West Nashville commupianning area. A full access bridge (the finstigpe) will connect
May Town Center to Centennial Blvd. A second beidigr pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit velsicely, will also be
required. The May Town Center Specific Plan isinobnsistent with the currently adopted West Nagh@ommunity
Plan (1999). However this community plan is nounbeaipdated. The draft update of the plan, reifbecthe
community’s preferences, recommends removal oagettansportation improvements from the Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) of the Metropolitan Pieng Organization (MPO). A recommendation to the®for
removal of these transportation improvements wawldbe appropriate if the ADA policy (and May Towenter
rezoning) is approved. Therefore staff recognihasthere are some inconsistencies between the pddidy and the
currentdraft of the West Nashville Community Plan Update.

Bellevue Community Plan. An additional full access bridge (the third bridge)ikely to be required of May Town
Center for connectivity and reasonable trafficritisttion. This bridge, currently included in théP@ LRTP and the
adopted Bellevue Community Plan, would preferalolgrect to Old Hickory Blvd with access to 1-40 retBellevue
planning area. Because the timing of this thiidde is unknown, the next update of the Bellevuen@uinity Plan may
need to examine whether any amendments are negéssacorporate the transportation and land uferes of this
project.

Staff has evaluated May Town Center’s substanti@ahemic impact, its aggressive land conservatian,pnd its
commitment to constructing public facilities to nage off-site traffic impacts. While recognizingtivork currently
underway to update the West Nashville CommunitynP$aould the associated plan amendment be apptbeedP will be
consistent with all currently adopted communityrpfeolicies. Therefore staff recommends approvata®ise of the
project’'s scope and extended build-out schedulerathanges will continue to take place in and rddhe area affected by
this development. Subsequent community plan ugdaitéreflect those changes as well as updated datthe progress and
impacts of May Town Center. Staff has concluded kbcalized impacts can be successfully managddteat the projected
benefits of the project to the greater Nashvillenownity make the project appropriate for approval.

CONDITIONS:

1. The applicant shall submit a corrected copy of3Replan to include the following:

a. Aredesigned Park Residential District that proragt®re consistency in building height and streleticnship and
a neighborhood design consistent with other Distniday Town Center

b. A revised street-layout in the Regulatory Plan alhdther plans within the SP that includes theedttayout to
address design issues within the Town Center coemgaand concerns with the disbursement of trafenfthe
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Cockrill Bend bridge.

A multi-use path added as a permitted use in tHéeBuin the Conservation Easement Plan

That government agencies can administer the funds$ald the easements for the buffers along Oldkadtic

Boulevard outside of May Town Center and a mulg-path added as permitted use in the buffer

A goal of 20 percent of workforce housing in thes@inability section of the SP plan.

A description the maximum levels of developmentdach of the five phases as shown in the staffrtepo

Minimum levels of development for each of the fplgases as shown in the staff report

A statement acknowledging that a traffic monitorpign, will be developed by the developer acceptabPublic

Works, Planning, MPO, Metro Transit Authority (MTA9nd the Tennessee Department of TransportatiDo{l)

in the Development Caps section of the SP planraridde that the monitoring period will be annualljith a

report due July 1 of each year beginning with thering of the recommended bridges to full projedidout (90%

of full development entitlements).

i. A statement acknowledging the conditions of MTAtbe Transit Plan and that a transit report wilpbepared
annually and submitted at the same time as otheitarong reports.

j- The preliminary SP be accompanied by an applicdtomclusion into the Urban Services District

oo

SQ o

The developer of May Town Center provide the Mettitan Planning Commission funding, in an amourtttocexceed
$300,000, for developing and finalizing detailedrictor design plans and implementation recommendatin the
following five (5) areas prior to approval of Phdkef the project and that any approval for Phidee conditioned
upon the findings of these plans and recommendatimthe degree that the impacts can be creditdeetapproval
of this application.

a. Cockrill Bend Corridor from the Cumberland Riveoad) Cockrill Bend Blvd, Centennial Blvd and Johnrkité
Blvd to Tennessee State University.

b. Bordeaux Corridor from Briley Parkway along Ashla@iy Highway, Clarksville Highway to Rosa L. PafRk/d.

c. The Charlotte Pike/Richland Park Corridor from thiéroad east of 42nd Ave to a point west of Wiitedge Road
with specific consideration of the appropriatenasisnplementing a storefront and development eas¢oe
transfer of development rights program to presémeehistoric character of the neighborhood cemtdight of
specific increased development pressures attributatMay Town Center.

d. The White Bridge Road Corridor from 1-40 south tadkville State Technical Institute.

e. The Old Hickory Blvd Corridor from the Cumberland/& south to a point south of 1-40 should thedHisll-
access bridge be required with specific evaluadiomow to minimize environmental impacts immedigtebuth of
the Cumberland River.

A plan for protecting significant archaeologicasoerces finds shall be presented with the initralfsite plan and the
applicant shall work with the Metro Historical Conssion, the State Historic Preservation Officed #me State
Archaeologist in preparing the protection plan.

Transfer or a plan for irrevocable transfer of éasements for tax purposes shall accompany thdifias site plan
approval after the permit for the initial bridgesstbeen received.

Two bridges shall be provided prior to the initigvelopment of May Town Center.

Absent a direct finding that it is unnecessarydbi@ve the stated objectives, a third full-accesigie shall be provided
as the development of May Town Center progresses.

The responsibility for ensuring that all three pi@ bridges are constructed falls exclusivelytte developer(s) of May
Town Center and that the Metropolitan Governmefitvat assume any financial or other obligations fo
the construction of the bridges or associated stifu@ture improvements.

No building permits for construction of any newustiures shall be issued when the projected levekofice reaches a
LOS of mid-level E.

Following approval for development within Phasadloutlined in the phasing section of this repmwtfurther site plans
or building permits authorizing any new structurd’hases lll, 1V, and V shall be issued or appravsd the
Metropolitan Planning Commission evaluates andrdetes the need for construction and the desighethird bridge
as conditioned herein.
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10. The requirements of the Public Works Department sleamet.

11. The applicant shall work with the Metropolitan Neille Airport Authority to mitigate any undesirabigpacts on
aviation.

12. The water and sewer capacity required by the Waaevices Department shall be kept current.
13. The uses for this SP are limited to the uses axitiesl in the plan.

14. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP planamnigicluded as a
condition of Commission or Council approval, thegerty shall be subject to the standards, regulatimd
requirements of the MUI zoning district as of tteedof the applicable request or application.

15. A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incogtimg the conditions of approval by the Plannirgr®nission and
Council shall be provided to the Planning Departhpeior to the filing of any additional developmeagplications for
this property, and in any event no later than 12¢sdfter the effective date of the enacting omtiea If a corrected
copy of the SP plan incorporating the conditioreséin is not provided to the Planning Departmeriiwi120 days of
the effective date of the enacting ordinance, thercorrected copy of the SP plan shall be preddntthe Metro
Council as an amendment to this SP ordinance fwiapproval of any grading, clearing, grubbingafisite plan, or any
other development application for the property.

16. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan mag approved by the Planning Commission or its sdesidased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications kha& consistent with
the principles and further the objectives of thpraped plan. Modifications shall not be permittedgept through an
ordinance approved by Metro Council that increasepermitted density or floor area, add uses rwratise permitted,
eliminate specific conditions or requirements corgd in the plan as adopted through this enactidmance, or add
vehicular access points not currently present praged.

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

Mr. Bernhardt announced the procedures in whiclCtimission would hear Item #8, 2008SP-022G-03 lwttie
Commission voted and approved at their speciaédatieeting on May 20, 2009.

At this time, the proponents were alerted that they up to 15 minutes for their presentation aeg ttould set aside five
minutes for their rebuttal.

Mr. Tony Giarratana spoke in favor of the propobtayy Town Center.
Dr. Melvin Johnson, Office of the President, TSpiplee in favor of the proposed May Town Center deprlent.

Mr. Tony Giarratana made additional comments irofaxf the May Town Center and closed the proposgnttsentation.

At this time, the opponents were alerted that t&y up to 15 minutes for their presentation.

Mr. David Briley, 3804 Brush Hill Road, spoke inpasition to the proposed May Town Center develogmen

Mr. David Eichenthal, University of Tennessee, @raoga, spoke in opposition to the proposed MayrT@enter. He
presented information to the Commission for thereéc

Mr. Steve Swartz, 238 §4Avenue North, made a brief PowerPoint presentatimhspoke in opposition to the proposed
May Town Center.

At this time, the Public Hearing was open to atigh who wanted to address the Commission on IteraGEBSP-022G-3,
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May Town Center.

Ms. Ellen Jacobson, 4496 Cleeces Ferry Road, spakgposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Glenn Turner, 6521 Rolling Fork Drive, spokedpposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. David Phillips, Scottsboro, spoke in oppositio the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Susie Ries, 3506 Richland Avenue, spoke irospipn to the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Rosemary Weldon, Brookhollow Road, spoke inagition to the proposed May Town Center.
Ms. Kathy Baker, 6811 Fleetwood Drive, spoke ipagition to the proposed May Town Center.
Councilmember Evans explained that Councilmembéhdite who was unable to attend the meeting ashkad t
Councilmember Evans express her opposition on thg Mwn Center development.

Mr. Martin Kennedy, 929 Percy Warner, spoke in agfian to the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Saletta Holloway, 3025 Anderson Road, spolavor of the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Mark Lovell spoke in favor of the proposed Magwn Center.

Mr. Ron Goehring, 4388 Old Hickory Blvd., spokefavor of the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Jessica Reaves, 5961 Monroe Crossing, spdieean of the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Robert S. Brandt, 509 Brighton Place, spokepposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Derrick Bell spoke in favor of the proposed MBgwn Center.

Mr. John Norris, 3823 Richland Avenue, spoke inagiion to the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Betsy Moran, 6215 Robin Hill Road, spoke in ogifion to the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Jerry Wood, 4725 Old Hickory Blvd., spoke inpmsition to the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Rebecca Maddox, 3525 West End Avenue, spokeposition to the May Town Center.

Ms. Laura Lloyd, 741 Newberry Road, spoke in opfimsito the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. DiAnne Patrick, 4459 Sulphur Creek Road, sgokapposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Charles Campbell, 332 Ewing Drive, spoke in @gifion to the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Paul Shatskin spoke in opposition to the pregloslay Town Center.

Ms. Linda Bernardo, 4435 Pecan Valley Road, spolapposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Ms. Trish Bolian, 6002 Hickory Valley Road, spakeopposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Jason Barnes, 4100 Old Hickory Blvd, spokeawndr of the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Barbara Clinton, 313 Peachtree Street, spokeposition to the proposed May Town Center.

Last printed 8/7/2009 12:38:00 PM 61 of 68



Mr.

Mr.

Ms.

Ms.

Ms.

Mr.

Ms.

Ms.

Mr.

Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Ms.

Ms.

Ms.

Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Ms.

Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

DRAFT

Tom John 5188 Old Hickory Blvd, spoke in oppimsi to the May Town Center.

Eric McKinney, 3734 Burrus Street, spoke indawf the proposed May Town Center.

Susan Shann, 4806 Michigan Avenue, spoke imsifipn to the proposed May Town Center.
Sharon Work, 5262 Tidwell Hollow Road, spokepposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Karin Eaton, 2012 Z5Avenue South, spoke in opposition to the propddag Town Center.

C. David Koellein, 1344 Rosa Parks Blvd., spakéavor of the proposed May Town Center.

Martha Berry, 4311 Nevada Avenue, spoke in sjijom to the proposed May Town Center.
Becca Ingle, 5711 Old Hickory Blvd., spoke pposition to the proposed May Town Center.

Mark Thomas, 4777 Old Hickory Blvd., spoke ippmsition to the proposed May Town Center.
India John, 5188 Old Hickory Blvd., spoke impogition to the proposed May Town Center.

Sumpter Camp, 5204 Tidwell Hollow Road spokejpposition to the proposed May Town Center.

Matt Walker, 1709 Windover Drive, spoke in ogfimn to the proposed May Town Center.
Berdelle Campbell, 1217"5%\venue North, spoke in opposition to the propdsiey Town Center.
Sara Bellos, 4767 Eatons Creek, spoke in oppogd the proposed May Town Center.

Sara Todd, 5026 Clarksville Pike, spoke in giian to the proposed May Town Center.

Mina Johnson, 6600 Fox Hollow Road, spoke ipagition to the proposed May Town Center.

Scott Johannessen, 3200 West End Ave., spolavor of the proposed May Town Center.

Danny Glover, 3500 John A. Merritt, spoke avér of the proposed May Town Center.

Jim Haney, 1613 17Avenue South, spoke in opposition to the propddag Town Center.

Amber Gooding, 6509 Turnberry Way, spoke irofaef the proposed May Town Center.
Kathleen Wolfe, 5268 Old Hickory Blvd., spakeopposition to the proposed May Town Center.

Alan Powell, 744 Bresslyn Road, spoke in oppiosito the proposed May Town Center.

Chris Utley, 511 Emerald Court, spoke in opfiosito the proposed May Town Center.
Bill Long Innes, 539 Stevenson, spoke in oppogito the proposed May Town Center.
Latashia DeBerry, 1922 #@®\venue North, spoke in favor of the proposed Maywii Center.
Scott Chambers, 2307 Oxford Road, spoke in sjpipo to the proposed May Town Center.
Charlie Robbin, 851 Neartop Drive, spoke indawef the proposed May Town Center.

Bill Terry, 4621 Villa Green Drive, spoke in ppsition to the proposed May Town Center.
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Ms. Adell Wood, 4641 Villa Green Drive, spoke inpmsition to the proposed May Town Center.

The Commission recessed at 8:30 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 8:50 p.m.

Ms. Allesandra Bellos spoke in opposition to thegmsed May Town Center

Mr. Rick Bradley, 5001 Indiana Avenue, spoke in @gipion to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Carlos Trenary, 627 River Rouge, spoke in ofifmosto the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Gerard Strickland spoke in favor of the propb&ay Town Center.

Mr. Keith Pitts spoke in favor of the proposed Maywn Center.

Mr. Joe Collier, 5215 Tidwell Hollow Road, spokefavor of the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Brenda Butka, 5188 Old Hickory Blvd., spokedjposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Rob Schieber, 824 Kendall Drive, spoke in oppms to the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. John Little, 1220 Plymouth Avenue, spoke indawef the proposed May Town Center.

Ms. Bee Hubbard, 5220 Tidwell Hollow Road, spokéawor of the proposed May Town Center.
Ms. Claudia Nygald, 643 River Rouge Drive, spokepposition to the May Town Center.

Mr. Ashford Hughes, spoke in favor of the propobtaly Town Center.

Ms. Ann Roberts, 210 Jackson Blvd., spoke in ogjmosto the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Nick Bailey, 4700 Elkins Ave., spoke in oppasit to the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. John Summers, 5000 Wyoming, spoke in oppostiiotihe proposed May Town Center.

Mr. John Mistler, 3512 Richard Avenue, spoke inolaef the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Jeff Zeitlin, 6315 Chickering Woods, spoke avér of the proposed May Town Center.

Mr. Tim Thomas spoke in opposition to the proposty Town Center.

Ms. Minda Lazarov, 4443 Pecan Valley Road spokapiposition to the proposed May Town Center.
Mr. Joe Ingle, spoke in opposition to the proposkey Town Center.

Mr. McLean reminded the Commission that they widgin their deliberations on Item #7, 2008CP-007 GSxttsboro-
Bells Bend DNDP (ADA), and then discuss Item #8)@2BP-022G-03, May Town Center.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether the proposed developmas a land use issue.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that fundamentally it weared use policy and that the Commission needekidtermine if the
requested rezoning was consistent with the langabey for this area.

Last printed 8/7/2009 12:38:00 PM 63 of 68



DRAFT

Mr. Ponder then questioned whether the West Ndsh®dmmunity Plan Update was delayed in order & kiee May Town
Center proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that a decision on the Mlawn Center was needed prior to hearing the Weshilke
Community Plan Update. He also explained thattbmmunity Plan Amendment for the Scottsboro-Bebsi@® DNDP was
submitted prior to the West Nashville CommunityrPlgdate.

Ms. LeQuire moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the proto deny 2008CP-007G-03 Scottsboro-Bells Bend BNBDA) as
submitted.

Mr. Gotto spoke of the number of residents thatewmrfavor of the proposed development, howeveraoknowledged that
the vote was close to those who were against thel@gment. He expressed concern with the cureentt lse policy and
whether it would maintain the overall charactethaf Bells Bend area and whether the proposed usels wffer additional
protection and balance. He stated he was notasurew he would vote on this and would listen te thst of the
Commission’s comments.

Mr. Gee thanked the constituents for their paréitign as it showed the level of concern that aliehia making Nashville a
great city. He acknowledged the two separate sssuand use policy and the proposed plan. Hedpeke of the plan and
its thoroughness. He spoke favorably of all theagonents contained in the plan such as its mixedguslities, walkability,
preservation of open green space and the researkltpmponent. Mr. Gee then spoke of the econampact study
prepared by Dr. Fox that referenced possible basinglocations to the May Town Center developmentlation to the
commercial vacancy rate that currently exists edbwntown area. He mentioned that there were afteas in the city that
could use more compact, better use developmentthahdlready have the needed infrastructure tpatiparge
developments. He spoke of the need to preservetihie natural resources and stated he would sdgpe current motion
on the floor.

Mr. Tyler explained that the proposed plan woulf¢oé better protection of the rural land locatedhie Bells Bend area. He
too acknowledged the thoroughness and great agpittis plan however, spoke that it may be in theng location. Mr.
Tyler spoke on the importance of transitioning urdavelopment into a rural area. He spoke of #larlze as mentioned by
many and commented that this balance was a vigideveloping a developable property while presegvia rural character.
He then spoke of a needed bridge if the plan (A¥Aj)e not developed, as the land use would allovdéwelopment of 600
homes. He spoke of the density of the proposatlaissue of changing this rural area into a sudouarea. Mr. Tyler
expressed his interest in supporting the plan hewbkg too wanted assurance on the project as medtioy many
constituents. He stated he was leaning towardgastipg the plan but would continue to hear thé oéshe Commission’s
comments.

Dr. Cummings thanked all of the constituents fairtiparticipation in the public hearing procesShe thanked both parties
for providing the additional information requestadthe Commission. She then spoke on the Commi'ssiole in
determining whether the proposal was the bestfolathis area as well as the City. She too ackedgéd the complexity of
the issue before the Commission. Dr. Cummings #ipaie on the city’s need for development in ordgsrbgress. She
spoke of the plan’s ability to conserve and protketrural area of the Bells Bend while at the séime allowing
development. She stated that the land use poléythe right policy for this property and that sfeuld continue to hear
comments from the rest of the Commission.

Mr. Clifton commented on the differences of lané gentained in the plan amendment, as well asitzikeo$ the rezoning
request, and it being the first of this kind infal years of service to this City. He spoke ast@and present mindsets of
development for the city. He then stated that Bswn County was large enough for a truly rural amémentioned the
history of proposed developments for Bells Bend tliedwishes of the community to keep it rural. dffered his views also
on keeping this area of the county rural as wdik commented that if the policy were to be apprabet a great deal of this
area would become developed and Bells Bend wouldmger be agricultural, or rural. Mr. Clifton ntemed a previous
project proposed to this area that was less déasethe proposed development which was turned dgwthe Commission.
He spoke of the project being too large for thdBBEnd area and offered there were already zoresss af the county for a
development of this type. As he closed, he stdtatithe County deserves one undeveloped, rural are
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Mr. Ponder thanked the constituents for all ofdcberespondence that was sent to the Commissiondiegathis
development. He spoke of the various roles helagd in making land use decisions both as a Gboember and a
Planning Commissioner. He too commented on ther@igsion’s role in deliberating the request and aixd
sentimentality should not be figured into the diecis He commended the staff for their work on fitigposal and stated he
would be supporting the Alternative Developmentare

Ms. Jones spoke on how this proposal changed hepgetive on Nashville as it involved large amowitseesearch and has
caused numerous opinions, both pro and con. Silesm the importance of taking a stand on the ldpweent with the
larger picture in mind. She commented on the itgme of supporting smart growth for the city asplpulation continues
to grow and being able to offer this type of growdtthe younger generation. She then stated hismatype of development
could not be placed anywhere else in Davidson GouBhe stated that the two parks located in tfaa avould keep the area
pristine. Ms. Jones commented on the issue ofpptoving the ADA and allowing the development 806omes in which
a bridge would be needed thereby causing the @itphstruct the bridge. She spoke on the isstisgedResearch Park and
its existence if the ADA were not approved. As shacluded her comments, she stated she would duppoADA as it
would help Bells Bend in the long run and that@uld provide much needed opportunities for the City

Ms. LeQuire also thanked everyone for attendingpthielic hearing and their input on this proposahe stated she was not
in support of the alternative development areae i@kntioned the retreat the Commission held last iyewhich the Mayor
spoke of his wishes for Nashville to become onthefgreenest cities. She stated that the origmamunity plan for this
area was worth preserving. She spoke of econoosits ¢that were driving residents closer to cities affered that retail
follows rooftops. She stated that if the Commiss®to pursue ideas of sustainability, then ittdtidoe developing were
infrastructure currently exists and developing thaseas that are more difficult to develop. Shaksmn the importance of
concentrating development in the core of the aity asing the strengths of the city to develop déffdly as Nashville has
the potential to thrive. She mentioned that theydas working at the regional level to incorporatnsit to Nashville and
surrounding communities. Ms. LeQuire quoted thmber of corporate relocations to the Nashville aiaae 2003. She
stated that the requested rezoning was inconsisiémthe plan for this area and that it included tmany unanswered
guestions on how it will affect the surrounding coumities.

Mr. Gotto explained that if this proposal were sodefeated that there would be additional propdealthe area. He
acknowledged the opposition expressed by somesdehow councilmembers, however, spoke of Couneitther
Matthews’ support. He mentioned all of the time affort exerted by Councilmember Matthews and hevdeferred the
proposal for a year in order to gather addition&timation and facts about the development. Héespdthe many
meetings Councilmember Matthews has held and @hefvork he has put in to this process. Mr. Gstited he would be
supporting the ADA. He then mentioned issues withapproving the plan, in that it would have aate@ affect on this
area as the ADA contains many protections and pratiens for the rural parts of this area.

Mr. Gee spoke of the need for the Commission taktbig and to try and preserve the last rural/agfical area of the City.
He acknowledged Councilmember Matthews’ desire ¢oarforward on this project, however noted the ipm
expressed by those Councilmembers whose distriets adjacent to District 1. He questioned whedpgropriate
community input was provided by other communitiest would be affected if the ADA were approved. éxplained that
placing development in an area where there isiagigtfrastructure and transit, helps to reducectimdon footprint of a city.
Mr. Gee explained that the millions of square that already exist in the city will generate thenesamount of tax revenue
without the added costs of incorporating infragiuee to support the development. He reiteratedtneerns of relocating
four million square feet of office space outsidetef downtown core if the ADA were approved. Hpressed his concerns
with taking away green space and wooded land ficeo§pace that was already available in the City.

Mr. Tyler expressed concerns with the regional@eahd corporate campus policies contained in ldre pHe offered that
Antioch at one time was considered AR2a and spbkew it developed. He spoke of the possibilitiest if the area were
to be developed, additional pocket subdivisionsldoesult around the proposed development areaexideessed his
interest in continuing the conversations for depaient in the Bells Bend area while at the same kigirg able to maintain
its rural character.

Dr. Cummings explained that the ADA policy was best policy for this area as it contained the prgpetections and
preservations for this area. She stated thageipthn were not approved, it would allow uncongdltievelopment in the area
which would be more detrimental to the area.
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Mr. Clifton offered that much of the developmenrdtthas taken place in Antioch was approved at then€ll level. He then
spoke of how the Commission was considering appafiva very intense redevelopment project to gdhenleast intense
zoning and plan. He requested additional inforamatin the number of houses that would be allowetherparcel if the
ADA were disapproved.

Ms. Bernards explained the number of homes thdtdmeibuilt on this parcel to the Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information on tlhed use policies for this area.

Mr. Clifton expressed his concerns on approvingdizeelopment, and the dangers that exist if it vierfail due to
economic reasons, and the issue of the projeatdadin taxpayers. He mentioned that the Metro €etévelopment should
not be considered a failure, as it is still in théld-out stages. He stated he was against apmydkie plan.

Mr. McLean suggested that the Commission vote emibtion. The motion was as follows:

Ms. LeQuire moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the poto disapprove 2008CP-007G-03 Scottsboro-BeltsiBeNDP
(ADA).

This motion failed. (4 — 6) Yes votes — Clifton, Dalton, Gee, LeQuir&lo votes — McLean, Ponder, Cummings, Jones,
Tyler, Gotto

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the mdtiaapprove the staff recommendation and approv82Be007G-03
Scottsboro-Bells Bend DNDP (ADA).

Ms. LeQuire expressed concerns with approving ttetSboro-Bells Bend DNDP. She reiterated the rnieexbntinue
conversations and to take the additional time terdaine the best use for this land. She spokheoflommission taking the
leadership role in determining the best use.

Mr. Gotto called the question.

The motion to call the question failed.

Mr. Gee offered that the proposed plan does ndadecguaranteed protections of the land on BellsdBrutside of the
proposal area. He stated the protections woulbhetary. He then reminded the Commission thitief ADA were
disapproved, the developer still had the rightesedop the land as it was currently zoned.

Dr. Cummings acknowledged Mr. Gee’s comments aiteraged her support for the plan.

Mr. McLean questioned whether there were any aattificomments and asked the Commission to voteembtion. The
motion was:

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the mdtiaapprove the staff recommendation and approv82Be007G-03
Scottsboro-Bells Bend DNDP (ADA).

This motion failed for lack of the required 6 vote¢5-5) Yes votes — McLean, Ponder, Cummings, Jon&sotto;
No votes — Clifton, Dalton, Gee, Tyler, LeQuire

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission didvaie to approve 2008CP-007G-03, Scottsboro-BellsllDNDP
(ADA) and that they should proceed to Iltem #8, ZBR822G-03, May Town Center.

Mr. Clifton moved that the Commission adjourn theating and continue their conversations on Itemat#8eir Special
Called Meeting scheduled for Tuesday, June 30, 2808:00 a.m. This motion was not seconded.

A discussion ensued regarding the motion to adjasrit was determined by the Commission to disagptioe community
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plan for the area therefore the zone change reguessinconsistent with the plan.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional clarification @sthe required action of the Commission regardimgrequested zone
change.

Mr. Clifton spoke on the issue of the Commissiopraping zone changes in the past that were notistems with the plan,
however, reiterated that the requested change otasinor.

Mr. Ponder added that whenever the Commissioniicve a zone change request that was inconsistinthe plan there
was very good explanation and justification to do s

Ms. Jones questioned how the TSU Research Parldveeutezoned due to the fact that the Commissisapgiroved the
ADA plan. She then expressed concerns with théiadédl jobs and traffic that would result from thesearch park and the
issue of lack of infrastructure to support the pcbj

Mr. McLean requested that the Commission cast tre&s. The motion was:

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. LeQuire seconded the pmtio disapprove 2008SP-022G-03, as it was insterdi with the
adopted land use policy for this areg9-0-1) Abstain — Gotto

Resolution No. RS2009-87

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that the motion to approve 2008CP-007G-8BLED. (5-
5)”

Resolution No. RS2009-88

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008SP-022G-0308SAPPROVED. (9-0-1)

The proposed SP-MU is not consistent with the Scatboro/Bell's Community Plan Natural Conservation am Rural
Residential policies, which are intended to conseevenvironmental sensitive lands, and allows for lowensity
residential.”

X, OQTHER BUSINESS

9. Employee contract renewals for Adetokunbo Omishakemnifer Regen, Nicholas Lindeman, Jennifer Higdan
Maxwell Baker, and Ann Hammond.

Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda
10. Employee contract amendmefs Hilary Kahnle, John Broome and David Kline
Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda

11. Contract between the Metropolitan Govt. of Naskvdhd Davidson County on Behalf of the MPO and PB
Americas, Inc. for General Planning Consultant &es:

Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda

12. Amendment No. 1 to Contract No. L-2183 BetweenMgropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson
County on Behalf of the MPO and the TMA Group.
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Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda

13.

Amendment No. 2 to Grant # Z-07-036300-00 BetwdenState of Tennessee Dept. of Transportationfa®P
(for the MPO) for Transportation Planning and Caeation for FY 2010.

Approved,(9-0-1) Consent Agenda

14.
15.
16.

17.

XI.

Historical Commission Report
Board of Parks and Recreation Report
Executive Director Reports

Legislative Update

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 10:50 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

C

d:)’ The Planning Department does not discriminatehenbiasis 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
josie.bass@nashville.gavFor Title VI inquiries contact Shirley Sims-Sal@amr Denise Hopgood of Huma

Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategliries call 862-6640.

Lat




