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4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road
PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present: o
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. II
Derrick Dalton Jennifer Carlat, Planning Mgr. 1l
Tonya Jones Jennifer Regen, Development Relations Manager
Hunter Gee Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer
Victor Tyler Brenda Bernards, Planner llI
Councilmember Jim Gotto Bob Eadler, Planner I
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Carrie Logan, Planner ||

Cyndi Wood, Planner Il

Jason Swaggart, Planner Il
Greg Johnson, Planner Il
Brian Sexton, Planner |

Marie Cheek, Planning Tech II

Mission Satement: The Planning Commission is to guide the future gr uwui arnu uevelopHEIIL IO INESTIVITTE @lU Uaviusull
County to evolve into a more socially, economically and environmentally sustainable community with a commitment to
preservation of important assets, efficient use of public infrastructure, distinctive and diverse neighborhood character, free
and open civic life, and choices in housing and transportation.

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting called to order at 4:00 pm.

. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Dr. Cummings moved and Councilmember Gotto secotiteedhotion, which passed unanimously, to adopatgenda as
presented. (9-0)

.  APPROVAL OF JANUARY 28, 2010, AND FEBRUARY 11, 2010, MINUTES

Mr. Gee requested a correction be made to the 3p88a2010, meeting minutes for Item #1, pagddirg Ms. Jones
voted ‘yes’ and Mr. Clifton voted ‘no’.

Mr. Ponder moved and Dr. Cummings seconded theomotvhich passed unanimously, to approve the révisauary 28,
2010, minutes as presented with a correction twdite specification for Item #1. (9-0)

Councilmember Gotto moved and Mr. Ponder seconlgedibtion, which passed unanimously, to apprové-giguary 11,
2010, minutes as presented. (9-0)
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IV. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Forkum spoke on Item #5 and asketh&bCommission’s support on the proposal.
Mr. Tyler arrived at 4:03
Councilmember Duvall declined to speak until themipg of the public hearing for Item #11.

Councilmember Coleman expressed support for fetlouncil members and declined to speak until thaimgeof the public
hearings for Items #1, 2, and 11.

Councilmember Dominy declined to speak until the plablic hearing for Iltem #11.

Councilmember Toler declined to speak until thbipinearing for items #1 and #2.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR WITHDRAWN
9. 2010z- A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Cteap 17.04, 17.08, 17.16, 17.36, -Deferred
006TX-001 and 17.40 to delete Historic Bed and Breakfast Htaye(HB) as an historic overlay Indefinitely
district and add it as use permitted by right (Pa® a Special Exception (SE) use in
various zoning districts.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the nmtihich passed unanimously, to approve the DefesréVithdrawn
Items as presented. (10-0)

Ms. Hammond announced, “As information for our amdie, if you are not satisfied with a decision mag¢he Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision hiyigreing for a writ of cert with the Davidson CayrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 88ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Céssion’s decision. To
ensure that your appeal is filed in a timely maneed that all procedural requirements have bednptease be advised that
you should contact independent legal counsel.”

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS, TEXT AMENDME NTS, URBAN AND DESIGN OVERLAY
5. 2010z- A request to rezone from RS7.5 to RS20 zoning ésious properties along -Approved
003PR-001 Larchmont Drive between State Route 45 and N. Dupernue, and from RS10 to
RS40 zoning for various properties along Hillciestve, Neelys Bend Road, and

Randy Road.
6. 2010z- A request to rezone from RS10 to ON zoning proplexsted at 2898 Elm Hill Pike. -Approved
006PR-001
PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS
12. 2008S- A request to permit the extension of an approvettept plan for one year for the -Approved

061U-12 Brentwood Branch Estates Subdivision at 501 Brodldwéve, Hill Road
(unnumbered) and at Trousdale Dr. (unnumbered).

OTHER BUSINESS

13. Employee contract for Scott Morton, pendingrappl from Metro Human Resources Department -Appdov
Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the mptidrich passed unanimously, to approve the Corsgahda as
presented. (10-0)

VII.  PUBLIC HEARING: COMMUNITY PLANS

1. 2009CP-012-003
Southeast Community Plan: 2004 Update
Map: 187-00 Parcels: 010, 038, 117, 125, 147, 188, 185
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff Review: Bob Eadler
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A request to amend the Southeast Community Plady 2pdate by changing from Rural to T-3 Suburbaighlgorhood
Evolving policy and applying the Infrastructure iz&fncy Area for approximately 109 acres locatefi&37, 6891, 6901,
6907, 6913 and 6921 Burkitt Road, Burkitt Road (umbered) and Kidd Road. (See also Proposal No.SPa@81-001)
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend the Community Plan - Amend the Land Use Policy and the Infrastructure
Deficiency Area for eight properties.

A request to amend tt#utheast Community Plan: 2004 Update by changing from “Rural” to “T3 Suburban Neighbodu
Evolving” (T3 NE) policy and applying the Infrastture Deficiency Area for approximately 109 aciesaked at 6887,
6891, 6901, 6907, 6913 and 6921 Burkitt Road, BuR®ad (unnumbered) and Kidd Road (unnumbered).

Five of the properties (about 15 acres) includetthig proposal were added by Metro Planning steffduise it did not appear
logical to staff to leave a small area of “Ruratilipy wedged between the area of “T3 NE” policyuested by the applicant
and the existing “RLM” policy to the west of thieca.

CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS When applied in appropriate locations, the prepoE3 NE policy is intended to meet
critical planning goals, such as providing a raafjrousing options, promoting infill developmemgdasupporting
transportation choices.

However this proposed plan amendment would notatipfhese planning goals at this time. Insteadpitld add to the
over-abundance of development opportunities alreadjlable in the Southeast Community planning dretween Old
Hickory Boulevard and the county line; an areat thcks adequate infrastructure and is part ofa network of projected
land use that is totally reliant on the automobiliee nearest transit is about 5 miles away anautéea is not served by
bikeways, sidewalks or greenways.

Southeast Community Plan Goal: Maintain Rural Chalacter While Planning for Growth

The proposal would be another departure from tais@ommunity Plan goal. When the plan was adopted i

2004, “Rural” policy was applied to over 3,300 acreabout 12 percent of the community that was theerto retain its
rural character. As a result of amendments in 20@52006, the “Rural” policy area has been redigecshore than 1,000
acres—about 30 percent of the original area.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN

Existing Policy “Rural (R)” “Rural” policy areas generally do not have urbaswsurban services available and such
services have not been planned for these areagalRolicy is applied when there is ample oppaity provided
elsewhere within the community to accommodate thamand suburban development expected for thedeeble future,
and where the community has concurred that ansdm@ald remain rural within the planning horizon.

The predominant type of development in “Rural” pplareas is low density residential that is runatharacter. Agricultural
uses and low intensity community facilities areaymf uses also found in “Rural” policy areas. Tesprve rural character
and avoid the creation of expensive sprawl, residedensities should be one dwelling unit per &eoes or lower. Slightly
higher gross densities may be warranted when thelai@ment is clustered and a substantial portiaih@kite is preserved
as open space.

Proposed Policy “T3 Suburban Neighborhood EvolvindT3 NE)”

“T3 NE” policy is intended to create suburban néigthoods that are compatible with the general ctaraf classic
suburban neighborhoods as characterized by thiditg form, land use and associated public realith opportunities for
housing choice and improved pedestrian, bicyclewvailcular connectivity. The resulting developmeattern may have
higher densities than conventional post-1950 swurteighborhoods and/or smaller lot sizes, withoadber range of
housing types providing housing choice. This depeient pattern acknowledges the scarcity of easilyetbpable land
(without sensitive environmental features), chaggirarket preferences, and the cost of developimgihg - challenges that
were not faced when the original suburban neighiimak were built.

“Infrastructure Deficiency Area(IDA)” The “IDA” policy and area is intended to address thcognized deficiencies in
the transportation system and public schools witlgifined areas of the community that are undergorbgn and suburban
development. The “IDA” mitigation recommendatiare applied to zone changes and new subdivisiotisrvthe “IDA”
area. Based on the type and amount of developpnepbsed, a pre-established formula is used taledts the number of
feet of off-site substandard roadway that will h&awée upgraded in conjunction with the developnieihg proposed.
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The “IDA” in the Southeast community does not catheapply to the “Rural” policy area because siigaint development,
and thus urban level infrastructure, is not antitéd there. However, because the proposed “T3 MECypwould generate

the types of impacts the “IDA” policy is intendemladdress, expansion of the “IDA” policy is propd$e conjunction with
the “T3 NE” policy.

BACKGROUND In January 2005, six months after the updated camitsnplan was adopted, two of the properties
included in this request were the subject of a psed plan amendment from “Rural” to “Residentiaitbledium Density
(RLM)” policy. Staff recommended disapproval ofthaquest and the Planning Commission deferredlgfinitely. In late
2005, those properties (as well as others) werehaised and have been held by the current owndrsthp present time.
Since 2006, development has commenced or is pefalimgost of the area on the south side of BuRkdad between
Nolensville Pike and the subject site—except ferphoperties directly to the west of those propdsdie rezoned. All of
the properties on the north side of Burkitt Roagliar‘'NG” or “RLM” policy, but remain rural in charcter.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION A community meeting was held on January 21, 20Mifidation was mailed to
property owners in and within one-quarter milehef proposed amendment area, and it was postea: dHahning
Department website. Information related to the peah was posted on the website and handed out abthmunity
meeting. About 40 persons attended the communistinge Attendees asked questions or made comnaitépns were
diverse. Staff received nine comment forms follagvihe community meeting—three in support, thre¢itidicated they
were fine with the land use proposed in an accogipgrzone change, but concerned about traffic @ndces, and three
opposed to the change. Notification of the Plani@ognmission Public Hearing was mailed to recipiefthe earlier
notice, plus those who provided mailing and/or émairesses at or after the community meeting.llyiren ad giving
notice of the Public Hearing was published inTieanessean and two community newspapers.
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. ANALYSIS In addition to the subject site (the area for
Analvsis which the plan amendment would be made), the aisalys
of the impact of the change focused on the growing
southeastern section of the community where this
proposal is located. Throughout this report, thebjsct
site” refers to only the area seeking a plan amemim
Meanwhile, the “analysis area” refers to the laea
studied regarding the impact of the plan amendraedt
what development could occur if the plan amendrent
approved.

The analysis area studied is bordered by Old Hickor
Blvd., I-24 and Rutherford County to the north aacst;

— and Nolensville Pike and Williamson County to thestv
. e , 1 and south. The subject site is on the southern efitigs

: I area. The analysis area contains 12,660 acresseti®n
of the community has considerable development piaieand, until the recent economic downturn, hadrbexperiencing
robust growth over the past decade.
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Physical Development ConstraintsThe subject site is hilly, but does not contaim#igant areas with steep slopes
(20%+). It contains two blue-line streams thatrmmaestly constraining features. Blue-line strearesdentified for storm
water management and are subject to storm watalatéans. The only problem soils are found alorgyitue-line streams.

Steep slopes were further examined in responsennents at the community meeting that, unlike thgect site, other
areas of planned urban and suburban developmeattbpugraphic issues thus making the subject site mppropriate for
development. The larger analysis area does notédmayéarge concentrations of steeply sloping lakithough steep slopes
are a significant constraint on some individualgamy, overall, they have not been a deterrenetelbpment. An estimated
12.5 percent of the “undeveloped” land in urban smourban policies in the larger analysis aressteseply sloping terrain.
That compares to about 10.5 percent in all of #istieg urban and suburban development throughwuaihalysis area.

Existing Land UseLand uses surrounding the subject site include weldped land, agriculture, emerging urban and
suburban residential development to the west anthso Nolensville; and rural housing in “Rural” lpzy to the north and
east. The character of the larger analysis arealhi® generally as follows:

-- Conservation (floodplain) and Open Space = Irtqmd
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-- “Rural” policy and character = 19 percent
-- Developed Urban/Suburban = 12 percent
-- Vacant or underused in Urban/Suburban polici®é8 percent

Past and Future Single Family Development

Past DecadeFrom 1999 until the economic downturn, an estim&@d0 single family lots under ¥z acre were creatdate
analysis area. About 3,770 contain single familgnhe and an estimated 1,300 currently approved wighmdi lots — or 26
percent — are currently vacant. The plan amendsrirr2005 and 2006 account for 30 of the homes38naf the vacant
lots.

Growth Forecast Based on the most recent forecast of residentia/idr prepared by the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), on average, about 190 additiboaseholds are expected per year in the anays@over the next 25
years. Assuming the 80/20 ratio of single to maitifly units built in the past decade holds in thiife, the rate of new
single family households expected within the analgsea would be about 154 units per year—compar8d7 single
family units per year during the past decade.

Pending Lots In Various Stages of Approval As of November 2009, throughout the analysis dnegetwere 18
developments in various stages of approval thdmdiecsingle family homes. Based on their curreatiust, collectively, they
would create about 3,315 additional single fanolg lunder ¥2 acre. The plan amendments in 2005 @®@ &count for
1,350 of those lots; the remaining 1,965 are saattthroughout the analysis area, including 6héJennings Springs SP
that abuts the west side of the subject proposal.

“Uncommitted” Urban and Suburban Policy Areas The 4,615 existing and pending lots pale in congoario the
potential in undeveloped areas already planned for urbarsabdrban housing. One-third of the analysis ardaeuiad,080
acres—is vacant or underutilized land in urban lag&l policies either “Residential Low-Medium DepgRLM)” or
“Neighborhood General (NG)” policy. These are pieficthat would allow the type of development errisid in the subject
site’s development proposal. The latent residedgaklopment potential in this “uncommitted” exigti‘RLM” and “NG”
policy is estimated to be 16,320 units at an awedensity of 4 homes per acre. Based on an 80f@0afssingle to
multifamily, this land use plan area currently ks potential for about 13,060 additional singleifst units without any
additional land use policy changes.

Summary of Single Family Potential The overall potential for urban and suburban sifigiheily homes—existing vacant
lots pluslots in pending development pligts in uncommitted “RLM” and “NG” policy area—bed on the current plan, is
estimated to be 17,675 units.

Access and TransportationAccess The subject site has access to the larger commuiaitigurkitt Rd and, in Williamson
County, via Kidd Road Burkitt Road intersects Naleile Pike about 6,000 feet west of the subjetet £Dther key roads in
the analysis area are Blue Hole, Cane Ridge, attdsP®ads, and Old Hickory Blvd. All of the roaa® 2-lane, with turn
lanes at some intersections and entrances to gewvelas. All of these road are in the IDA, excepttfee segment of Burkitt
Rd that is in “Rural” policy. The only unbuilt majooad is the planned 4-lane Southeast Parkwayg. Jdmkway traverses
the community from northeast to southwest aboutantkone-quarter miles north of the subject site.

Completed I mprovements The only major street widening in the analysis ahedng the past decade was the short segment
of Nolensville Pike from the new Walmart Centerrantes north to Old Hickory Blvd. Traffic signalsdaturn lanes have
been installed at several key intersections alooigiéville Pike and elsewhere by Metro or privaagalopment to manage
and relieve traffic congestion at those locationsestmotably, at Barnes Road.

Results of the IDA A review of developments since the IDA policy wertb effect in 2005 revealed that 12 projects have
received preliminary approvals that include requieats for the upgrading of 2.1 miles of substandaadis when those
developments commence. To date, no constructioed¢@sred and only one payment has been receivéitebyublic
Works Department in lieu of construction as a resuithe IDA policy.

Proposed Improvements The adopted Major Street Plan calls for the cowsivn or widening of all of the major roads
within the analysis area. The MPQO’s current Loranée Transportation Plan (LRTP) includes the foifmy

-- Nolensville Pike - widen to 5 lanes from Burkitt Road to Old Hickdslvd. by 2016;

-- Burkitt Road/Whittimore Lane/Old Hickory Blvd. - widen to 4 lanes from Nolensville Pike to |-24 2025;

-- New Southeast Parkway from 1-24 to Nolensville Pike opposite Concord Rdyy 2016;

-- Blue Hole Road - widen to 4 lanes from Bell Road to Pettus Rop@®16;
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-- Cane Ridge Road - widen to 4 lanes from Bell Road to SE Parkway2b$6; from SE Parkway to Old Hickory
Blvd. by 2025; and,
-- Old Hickory Blvd. - add center left turn lane from 1-24 to SE Parkwa

Altogether, the LRTP projects affect 15 miles adids. They would add 28 lane-miles of new roadwag, & miles of two-
way center left turn lanes.

None of these LRTP projects are in the Transportdtnprovement Program (TIP), which is the shontrat@rogram for
funding and implementing the highest priority padgein the LRTP. The widening and reconstructioBloie Hole, Pettus
and Cane Ridge roads are projects in Metro’s 6-@aguital Improvements Program and Budget (CIPBhé\of those
projects are funded either.

Transit Finally, there is no transit service near the stttgée and none is planned for the foreseeableduihe nearest
transit is on Nolensville Pike and it stops at @idkory Blvd., over 5 miles from the subject site.

Transportation and Access Conclusion As described above, there are several plannedgisdigr the street network in the
area, but none of these are programmed for imnmesfliatling.

Sewer ServiceThe subject site is at the upper edge of an asgalthins generally west toward Mill Creek. Thexaimajor
interceptor sewer along Mill Creek with branch 8reerving the developments west of the subjectFite site has access to
the sewers in the development to the west.

The areas to the east and north of the subjecaaten “Rural” policy. About 75 percent of thatdRal” policy is in the
Indian Creek watershed, which does not have animgier planned trunk sewer, and is at least 2 srfilem the Mill Creek
interceptor sewer via natural drainage in the Indiaeek watershed.

Development of the subject site will expose theedit “Rural” policy areas to sewers that are eilyeone-quarter to one-
half miles away. The presence of sewers would aggehe vulnerability of those rural areas to prestor urban or
suburban development if there is a possibility @hing access to them.

Public Schools The subject site and overall analysis area areeddry Cane Ridge and Overton High Schools; Marshall
and Oliver middle schools; and A.Z. Kelly, Maxwelhd Shane elementary schools. With the excepfi@verton High
School, all of these schools have been built arheg since 2001 in response to growth prior tocamohg the past decade.
Currently, all of the elementary and middle sch@wks at or over capacity.

Considering the entire analysis area, the potectiadulative impact of development of the existipgnding and
“uncommitted” opportunities plus known and assummedtifamily units on schools serving the analysisaais considerable.
Total student potential for all grades is estimatele as follows:

UNITS STUDENTS*
1,300 existing single family lots under %2 acre 581
3,315 pending single family plus 5,720 multifamilgits 2,492
Subtotal 3,073

13,060 “uncommitted” single family plus 3,260 putiel

multifamily units in “RLM” & “NG” Policy** 6,413
Total 9,436

* Average of A.Z. Kelley & Maxwell student gendéian rates

** Assumes 80/20 single/multifamily ratio

In 2004, a policy went into effect whereby, Metdarhing staff recommends a condition on zone chautigs would
generate 100 or more public school students, testet developments provide a school site. Since #oere changes for
three developments in the analysis area have iadlednditions related to dedicating school sitesdate, none of those
sites have been dedicated. Together, those thxetopenents would generate an estimated 1,269 gssidEme policy did
not apply to16 smaller zone changes that togetioatd\generate an additional estimated 763 students.

Metro’s currently adopted 6-year CIPB does notudel any additions or new elementary or middle slshioceither the
Overton or Cane Ridge High School clusters. Thermne unfunded project for a new elementary scimathle Antioch H.S.
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cluster, which serves the areas north and eabeddralysis area. Within the Cane Ridge H.S. dlustgtioch Middle
School has capacity, but its service area currelths not extend into any part of the analysis.area

Public Parks and Recreation The service standard for a Neighborhood Park isquaegter to one-half mile radius. The
subject site is about a mile from the nearestisiended for a future park (a recently purchasedet®e site at Pettus and
OHB). About 60 percent of new single family lota€ant and built) created in the analysis area si888 are within one-
half mile of 1) an existing elementary school [thigssumes a joint school-park arrangement], 2)xéestieg park of any kind,
or 3) a site recently purchased for any kind ofifatpark.

CONCLUSION

1. The opportunity for single family developmemtie analysis area is currently over 4 ¥z timesatimount of such
development built in the past decade and 4 Y tilmeexpected single family growth for the next 2ans based on MPO
forecasts. There is no compelling need to create mpportunity — there is ample land that is alyeiadvarious stages of
approval, is zoned for development or could be ddoe single-family development in accordance wfth Southeast
Community Plan.

2. The substandard condition of the vehicle trartspion system in the area is not being adequatddyessed and, in the
face of ongoing growth, continues to deterioratéblie investment in new capacity in the analysesaanas been minuscule
and no new significant projects are funded. Dedpsieg in place for five years, the “Infrastructideficiency Policy” has
yet to produce any concrete results. Absent sicanifi expansion of capacity, a fraction of the piéédevelopment noted in
#1 above could overwhelm the system.

3. While public schools are generally adequate,ibesituation is tenuous. With existing elementard middle schools,
at or above capacity, absent new capacity, additigrowth will increasingly stress the schools eatly serving this area.
Like roads, a fraction of the growth possible basedhe current plan has the potential to overwhblenschools in this area.

4. Sewers and physical site conditions are noeissor the subject site. But, by their presencthersubject site, sewers
could increase the vulnerability of more “Rural’lipy areas to pressure for similar policy changed development.

In conclusion, a change from rural to urban pofighould not be provided until: (1) an overall d&wi to undo or
reconfigure the Rural policy is made and theredkear need for additional urban land and (2) sseiés regarding public
services, particularly transportation and publicas, are meaningfully and adequately addressed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval.

[Note: Items#1 and #2 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #2 for actions and
resolutions.]

2. 2009SP-031-001
Silver Spring Valley
Map: 187-00 Parcels: 010, 038, 166
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff Review: Jason Swaggart

A request to change from AR2a to SP-R zoning ptaelocated at 6887 and 6891 Burkitt Road andidd Road
(unnumbered), approximately 6,250 feet east of halidle Pike (91.67 acres), to permit 374 singlanifst lots, requested by
Anderson, Delk, Epps & Associates, applicant, fo& ¥ Tennessee Partnership G.P. and Rachel and Yamglian, owners.
(See also Proposal N0.2009CP-012-003)

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove. If associated fioy is approved then staff recommends deferral tothe March 25,
2010, Planning Commission meetingor to the April 22, 2010, meeting if the bill is equested by the deadline for the
May Council Public Hearing.

Mr. Eadler presented the staff recommendation sdmliroval.
Tom White, representing Mr. Yazdian, asked the Cdssion to support the policy change.

Joe Epps of Anderson, Delk, Epps, and Associatgsesenting Mr. Yazdian, asked the commission ffpraval.
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Steve Abernathy, from 5929 Pettus Rd. in the CadgeRcommunity, spoke in favor of the rezoning thusewers, road
improvements, and a resulting increase in the goaitdx base.

Houston Hill, 6861 Burkitt Rd, owner of 80 acresiparcels near the affected properties, aske@tmemission to approve
the proposals.

Brian Olson from 4315 Barnes Cove Dr. spoke in faxfahe proposal.

Councilmember Coleman expressed support of thegfeendment due to the developer’s experience anguality of past
developments along with street and infrastructomgrovements.

Dudley Smith, 1221 Clifty Dr., developer of the Rifit Place community, expressed support of the psap

Nanette Coffee, resident of Sugar Valley and peggidf the Sugar Valley Homeowners Association dgke commission
to support the proposal.

Gene Smith, 6921 Burkitt Rd, owner of parcels 14d 485, stated development is unavoidable and sipdieor of the
proposal.

Councilmember Toler requested a review of the priesedevelopment map, noted the lack of sewerliagta in rural
areas and asked the Commission to approve the gabpo

Stacy Carter, area property owner, spoke in faf@ubarea Plan Amendment and is against preseaitgalicy.

Kenneth Kelly, property owner on Burkitt Road, safp the development and emphasized the developensous
improvements to the area.

Fred Yazdian, developer, requested Commission stupphis project.

Councilmember Gotto noted the lack of oppositimnfrthe community and is in favor of approval, stgtijuality
improvements to the area, and availability of plrosing gravity flow in sewers as reasons.

Mr. Dalton left the meeting at 4:45.

Mr. Gee stated the benefits of the project in spitimconsistencies with area and asked for ctaifon of the sewer policy.
Discussion between Mr Gee and Mr. Eadler ensued.

Mr. Dalton returned to the meeting at 4:47 pm.

Mr. Tyler inquired about area zoning, developméatus, and location of undeveloped commercial pittgsein relation to
present proposal.

Dr. Cummings and Mr. Bernhardt discussed addregsfiggeen space in the policy consistency review.

Mr. Clifton discussed the feasibility of developménthe proposed area and noted the amount of eoritynsupport is the
reason he can support it.

Members of the Commission and Councilmember Takoussed development in Williamson and surroundounties.
Councilmember Toler noted the need for resubmittéhe accompanying specific plan in the eventatvamunity plan is
updated.

Councilmember Gotto moved to approve the applisartjuest, including an addition to defer itematthe March 25,
2010, or April 22, 2010, Planning Commission meggtifithe bill is requested for the May 2010 Colitiblic Hearing, and
Mr. Dalton seconded the motion, which was approy@d-1). Ms. LeQuire abstained.

Mr. Bernhardt summarized the discussion and askedifection from the Commission for future revieiwprocess.

Mr. Gee and Mr. Clifton discussed the need for paate to the community plan.
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Mr. Bernhardt noted the benefits to the communithaving direction from the Commission.

Resolution No. RS2010-23

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009CP-012-003A48PROVED. (9-0-1)

Resolution No. RS2010-24

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2009SP-031-0010EFERRED to the April 22,
2010, Planning Commission Meeting. (9-0-1)”

3. 2010CP-006-001
Bellevue Community Plan: 2003 Update
Map: 155-00 Part of Parcel: 127
Map: 156-00 Part of Parcels: 032, 033
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Cynthia Wood

A request to amend the Bellevue Community Plan3200date by changing from Residential Low Mediunh.¥R to
Community Center (CC) policy properties on appraiely 9.38 acres located at 8033, 8045 and 8058wy 100, zoned
RS40, requested by the Metro Planning Departmé8ee also Proposal No. 2010Z-004PR-001)

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend the Community Plan - Amend the policy from RLM to CC.
A request to amend thgellevue Community Plan: 2003 Update by changing the land use policy from ResidentiavLo
Medium (RLM) to Community Center (CC) on approxiglgt9.3 acres located at 8033, 8045, and 8059 Haghl@0.

CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS Application of Community Center (CC) policy to tleggroperties that share the same
locational characteristics as adjacent propertiasdre already in the CC policy area will fostex tdevelopment of a
cohesive mixed-use center for the surrounding fgioods that will provide consumer services, cand public benefit
activities, and even additional housing optiona iwalkable environment that is convenient and atiokes In addition, this
development pattern is supportive of transit thioitg intensity, walkability, status as a destioatiand compact form.
*Creates Walkable Neighborhoods

*Supports a Variety of Transportation Choices

*Provides a Range of Housing Choices

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN

Existing Policy

Residential Low Medium (RLM) RLM policy areas are intended to accommodate rasaledevelopment within a density
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thedgominant development type is single-family honadthiough some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing reagpipropriate.

Proposed Policy

Community Center (CC)CC policy is for dense, predominantly commerciglaarat the edge of a neighborhood, which
either sits at the intersection of two major thaiofares or extends along a major thoroughfare. faipeCC areas are
intended to contain predominantly commercial andeaiuse development with offices and/or residemtiedve ground level
retail shops. Neighborhood and community orientelolip and public benefit activities and residentiaés are also
appropriate in CC areas. Residential developme@Qrareas that is not above retail or offices jgcglly higher intensity
townhomes and multi-family housing.

BACKGROUND This particular CC policy area has expanded thraxgghmunity plan amendments since the Bellevue
Community Plan was updated in 2003. The non-floaidpbortions of these three parcels were not iredud the earlier
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amendments, despite their being surrounded by coammhe@ses and zoning. A zone change applicatiom fresidential to
commercial for one of the parcels, 2010Z-004PR-idLt, is also on this Planning Commission agends,nhade timely the
issue of whether or not to add this land to thepolicy area.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION  Notification of the amendment request and the Rtep@ommission Public Hearing
was posted on the Planning Department website ailéadrto surrounding property owners and known migéghood
organizations within 600 feet of the subject sitetljis case, to avoid confusion the same numbé&eaifwas used as for the
zone change notice although it was in excess ofithmal 500 foot requirement). Since this is a mplan amendment, a
community meeting is not required.

PHYSICAL SITE CONDITIONS The site is free of physical constraints. The plarcentain floodplain that poses a
constraint to development, but this floodplain éng kept in Natural Conservation (NCO) policy. Hite is also close to
Overall Creek.

Land Use The site is used for a religious institution ansidences. Surrounding land uses include commeaniipublic
benefit (the Bellevue YMCA).

AccessThe site has access to Highway 100, an artereistr

Development PatternThis area of Bellevue is primarily commercial amdapublic benefit that is surrounded by
townhouses and single-family homes.

Historic Features There are no recognized historic features assakiaith this site.

Conclusion The requested amendment is in keeping with tladsggnd objectives of tHaellevue Community Plan: 2003
Update. The Bellevue Plan promotes limiting commercialelepment to specified nodes and lists the Hight@y/ Old
Harding CC area as being one of them. Adding ilésts the CC area will help to complete the node.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval.

Ms. Wood presented the staff recommendation ofaabr
Mr. Clifton left the meeting at 5:03pm.

[Note: Items #3 and #4 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #4 for actions and
resolutions.]

4, 2010Z-004PR-001
Map: 155-00 Parcel: 127
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from RS40 to CL zoning (6.74@s)cand from RS40 to CS zoning (0.03 acres) fop@rty located at
8059 Highway 100, approximately 750 feet west aiple Road, requested by Harpeth Heights Baptiste@hwwner.
(See also Proposal No. 2010CP-006-001).

Staff Recommendation: Approve if associated Commuty Plan amendment is approved

APPLICANT REQUEST - Zone Change - Rezone from RS4@ CL and CS

A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider{i&$40) to Commercial Limited (CL) zoning (6.76 a&)rand from
Single-Family Residential (RS40) to Commercial $#(CS) zoning (0.03 acres) for property locate8059 Highway
100, approximately 750 feet west of Temple Road.

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

Proposed Zoning
CL District -Commercial Limiteds intended for retail, consumer service, finahceestaurant, and office uses.
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CS District - Commercial Servids intended for retail, consumer service, finaheistaurant, office, self-storage, light
manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN

Existing Policy

Residential Low Medium (RLM) RLM policy areas are intended to accommodate ramedevelopment within a density
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thegominant development type is single-family honadthough some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing reagplpropriate.

Proposed Policy

Community Center (CC) CC policy is for dense, predominantly commercialaarat the edge of a neighborhood, which
either sits at the intersection of two major thayofares or extends along a major thoroughfare. a#ipeCC areas are
intended to contain predominantly commercial andeatiuse development with offices and/or resideiatimve ground level
retail shops. Neighborhood and community orientglolip and public benefit activities and residentiaés are also
appropriate in CC areas. Residential developme@Qrareas that is not above retail or offices gdslly higher intensity
townhomes and multi-family housing.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. While, the request to rezone the propertims RS40 to CL and CS is not consistent with
the current RLM policy, it is consistent with theoposed CC policy which supports commercial uses.

ANALYSIS The property is currently developed as a chundtich is a use permitted under the existing zonihge
church would like to convert an existing sign tol&D sign, which is not possible under the curmoting. There is one
LED sign on the property for the Bellevue YMCA lted to the rear of the church. The YMCA does rantehfrontage onto
Highway 100, but does access Highway 100 via aereast. This LED sign was approved by the BZA ineJa006. When
the church applied for a variance to convert itistexg sign to LED in December 2007, the BZA did goant the variance.
The BZA has received numerous requests for vargatpermit this type of sign. The number of regei@ss an indication
that this was a matter requiring legislative actigrnthe Council not variances from the BZA.

In order to be able to convert the sign, the charginally requested that the property be rezawoeitie CS zoning district.
While staff agreed that the RS zoning was no loaggropriate due to the surrounding CL zoned ptasera number of the
uses permitted in CS are not consistent with thdaD@ use policy that is in place on the surrougdgiroperties. The CL
district, however, does not permit an LED sign.

Following discussions with staff, the church hagsed its request to the CL zoning district for thek of the property and
the CS zoning district to a small area where thstieg sign is located. The revision to the requeahl ensure that more
intense commercial uses such as a laundry planor mppliance repair, light manufacturing, warehogsdistribution, and
a power plant as an accessory use could not béjmes this property as the small size of the G&irzg district would not
permit new buildings, but the church could convsrsign. The requested zone change meets tha imfitéhe CC policy.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION A TIS may be required at development.
If this rezoning is connected with sighage, any sgmage should be located out of future ROW sbappropriate sight
distance is accommodated.

Typical Uses in Existing Zoning DistridRS40

Total . :
Leng Lz Acres | FAR/Density Floor Detlyy Tl FOA P PM Peak Hour
(ITE Code) Area/Lots/Units (weekday) Hour
Single-Family
Detached (210) 6.79 0.93D 6L 58 5 7
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Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning Distri€iL

Total . :
l(‘l?l.rédclfdee) Acres FAR/Density Floor _ E\ﬂg@g@? ﬁl(\)/lulr:’eak EI(\)/IUI:eak
Area/Lots/Units
Shopping
Center(820) 6.79 0.165F 48,802 SF 4261 101 394
Traffic changes between typic&®S40and propose@L
Total . .
I(_I?rrIIEdCL:)Sdee) Acres FAR/Density Floor (I?A‘;Jlellgkzgpi ﬁl(\)/luereak EZ/Iulfeak
Area/Lots/Units y
- - - - +4203 +96 +387
Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning DistridRS40
Total . :
I(_I?rrIIEdCL:)Sdee) Acres | FAR/Density Floor stlellgkzgpi ﬁl(\)/luereak PM Peak Hour
Area/Lots/Units Y
Single-Family
Detached(210) 6.79 0.93D 6L 58 5 7
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning DistriGi_
Total . .
I(_I?I'rl]zdc%sdee) Acres FAR/Density Floor (?;glgky;pi ﬁlc\)/luereak PM Peak Hour
Area/Lots/Units y
Shopping
Center(820) 6.79 06F 177,463 SF 9860 217 935

Traffic changes between maximuRS40and propose€L

Total . .

I(_l?rrl]zdcti)s dee) Acres FAR/Density Floor 8\‘22&2@? ﬁl(\)/luereak |F_’|l(\)/lulr3eak
Area/Lots/Units

- - - - +9802 +212 +928

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the zone change reéuls associated policy
amendment is also approved.

Ms. Bernards presented the staff recommendati@ppifoval if associated community plan is approved.

Councilmember Mitchell stated his opposition to ceencial zoning of the area, but noted the churoédgiest to install an
LED sign and requested support from the Commisiarzone the parcels.

Richard Lee, pastor at Harpeth Heights Baptist €uexplained the origin of the LED sign request alarified it as the
reason for a commercial zoning change.

John Ladd, 104 Triple Hall Circle, spoke againstzoning and cited past community opposition toettgyment in the area.
Janie Burk, homeowner at 109 Temple Hollow Cirsfigke against rezoning the parcels.

Joe Sharpe, resident of Temple Gate subdivisiogtwisilocated 50 yards from proposal, supportdabation of the church
but is against rezoning the adjacent parcels ocehemunity plan amendment.

Ms. LeQuire inquired about parcels 32 and 33 iatieh to the location of the church, as well as N@@rlay.

Ms. Bernards clarified which portions of the pascelitside the NCO overlay would be affected by cenemal zoning.
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Mr. Dalton asked about commercial property photus the proximity of YMCA signs.

Ms. Bernards and Councilmember Gotto discusseddebuncil and Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) approva
Ms. LeQuire asked about LED sign approval andefgercussions for future LED sign requests by ctagch

Mr. Bernhardt clarified that the land use policylaifect all properties equally.

Dr. Cummings and Mr. Dalton, questioned any linnitas of zoning and amendment to the propertieslif.s
Ms. Bernards clarified that inappropriate commdngse is not permitted within the present proposal.

Mr. Gee asked for clarification of CL zoning in egd to LED signs.

Ms. Bernards and Dr. Cummings discussed the latatioesidential homes in relation to property #adiiew of an LED
sign.

Mr. Bernhardt responded that the majority of Tentpéte subdivision residents look down on the predaszoning area,
but cannot answer due to unknown height of existimgrch. Mr. Bernhardt also noted the Commissiamisapproving an
LED sign.

Councilmember Gotto, Mr. Bernhardt, and Ms. LeQuiliscussed zoning and overlay options, and inquatealit the
dimensions of church LED sign and the possibilitjubure signage.

Pastor Lee, Harpeth Heights Baptist Church, stétted.ED sign will be located above present sigreage would be three
feet in height.

Councilmember Gotto moved to approve the zoning e condition that sign be placed on top of @xissign, and LED
portion will be no taller than 3 feet above the tdsign.

Mr. Tyler seconded the motion to approve the zomiit Councilmember Gotto’s condition.

Councilmember Gotto and Councilmember Mitchell dssed placing a restrictive covenant on parceledwict future
development.

Councilmember Gotto amended his original motioagprove with the recommendation to the Councilmerttaddress
restrictions.

Mr. Ponder left meeting at 6:15 pm.

Mr. Sloan stated restrictions on zoning may nopassible and discussed options with CouncilmemlmtoG
Councilmember Gotto moved to approve the staff moendations of items #3 and #4, including a recontfagon to
Councilmember Mitchell to address concerns abaipthcement and height of sign with a restrictiveenant. Mr. Tyler
seconded the motion, which was approvée2) Yes — Gotto, Gee, Tyler, McLean, Jones, Le@e, XXXX , No —

Cummings, Dalton.

Resolution No. RS2010-25

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010CP-006-001A8°PROVED. (6-2)”

Resolution No. RS2010-26

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-004PR-001A6°PROVED. (6-2)

The proposed CL and CS zoning districts are consistt with the Bellevue Community Plan’s Community Cater
policy.”
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Mr. Gee suggested reordering items in order to hear #7 after other recycling proposals.

Chairman McLean asked about number of speakersirés Item #11 and Item #8.

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDM ENTS, TEXT AMENDMENTS, URBAN
AND DESIGN OVERLAY

5. 2010Z-003PR-001
Maps: 43-11, 043-14, 043-15, 052-02, 052-03, 052-0
Parcels: Various
Madison Community Plan
Council District 9 — Jim Forkum
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to rezone from RS7.5 to RS20 zoning éious properties along Larchmont Drive betweeneSRoute 45 and N.
Dupont Avenue (7.39 acres), and from RS10 to R®4inhg for various properties along Hillcrest Drivégelys Bend Road,
and Randy Road (103.91 acres), requested by Cowgrciber Jim Forkum for various property owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Zone Change -Rezone from RS7.8% RS20 and RS10 to RS40

A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider{i87.5) to Single-Family Residential (RS20) zorfimgvarious
properties along Larchmont Drive between State &d6tand N. Dupont Avenue (7.39 acres), and framgl&iFamily
Residential (RS10) to Single-Family Residential 4RB5zoning for various properties along Hillcrestvie, Neelys Bend
Road, and Randy Road (103.91 acres).

Existing Zoning
RS7.5 District - RS7.85equires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
4.94 dwelling units per acre.

RS10 District - RS1@equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anihiended for single-family dwellings at a densify
3.7 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
RS20 District - RS20equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrded for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

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

MADISON COMMUNITY PLAN

T3 Suburban Neighborhood Maintenance (T3 NM)T3 NM Policy is intended to preserve the generarabter

of suburban neighborhoods as characterized by de®iglopment pattern, building form, land use assbaiated public
realm. T3 NM areas will experience some change tres, primarily when buildings are expanded odaepd. When this
occurs, efforts should be made to retain the exjstharacter of the neighborhood, in terms of égelopment pattern,
building form, land use, and the public realm. Wheot present, enhancements may be made to impsemastrian, bicycle
and vehicular connectivity.

Consistent with Policy? Yes.The request to rezone the properties is consistiéntthe T3 NM policy as the larger
minimum lot sizes will maintain the existing deveioent pattern.

ANALYSIS There are two distinct areas included in this @z®ning request. As the areas are in close itxto each
other, and as they are a similar type of requlesy, have been included in the same application.

RS7.5 to RS20rhere are 13 properties included in this portiothefrezoning request. One property is less thar7 {500
square feet of the existing zoning district. Alitbwo properties could be subdivided into at léast lots under the current
zoning. There are two lots less than 20,000 sqfiegtan size and no lots greater than 40,000 sqigest in size.
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RS10 to RS400f the 87 lots included in this portion of theeaing request, all are greater than the 10,008rsdfeet
minimum lot size of the RS10 zoning district anidbait one are large enough to be potentially sulddivinto at least three
lots. There are 12 lots less than 40,000 squate féne lot at 16,600 square feet is owned by MiEtBused as a sub station.
There are 11 lots ranging between the 33,900 sdeat@and 39,600 square feet. There are two hestegr than 80,000
square feet that could potentially be subdividedeunrthe proposed zoning.

While there are 14 lots that would be considerentecmnforming under this rezoning, all would remhirnldable lots as the
Zoning Code permits a single family residence foyr egally created lot greater than 3,750 squagedeen if it becomes
non-conforming through a rezoning such as this.th&sproposed zoning would permit few opportunif@ssubdividing the
existing lots, the existing character will be mained. This is consistent with the T3 NM policy.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken.
As this request represents a down zoning, the atafuraffic generated will not increase.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student Generation As this request to rezone represents a down zotiiagyumber of expected students to be
generated would be less than could be generatest gndent zoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the zone change reqiié& new zoning districts are
consistent with T3 NM land use policy.

Approve (10-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2010-27

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-003PR-001 A°PROVED. (10-0)

The proposed RS20 zoning district is consistent witthe Madison Community Plan’s Suburban Neighborhod
Maintenance policy.”

6. 2010Z-006PR-001
Map: 108-02 Parcel: 017
Donelson/Hermitage/Old Hickory Community Plan
Council District 14 — James Bruce Stanley
Staff Reviewer: Greg Johnson

A request to rezone from RS10 to ON zoning propedsted at 2898 EIm Hill Pike, at the northwestnes of EIm Hill
Pike and Colfax Drive (0.35 acres), requested bgriacAdwell and Melissa Faulkner, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Zone change-Rezone from RS100tON.
A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider{i&8$10) to Office Neighborhood (ON) zoning propdadyated at 2898
ElIm Hill Pike, at the northwest corner of EIm Hillke and Colfax Drive (0.35 acres).

Existing Zoning
RS10 District -RS10equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anithiended for single-family dwellings at a density
3.7 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
ON District - Office Neighborhood intended for low intensity office uses.

CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS N/A

DONELSON/ HERMITAGE/ OLD HICKORYCOMMUNITY PLAN
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Office Transition (OT) OT policy is intended for small offices intendedserve as a transition between lower and higher
intensity uses where there are no suitable nateaalires that can be used as buffers. Generallysitronal offices are used
between residential and commercial areas. Theopmednt land use in OT areas is low-rise, low istgnoffices.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The site is located on EIm Hill Pike, diredlyross the street from the Metro Airport Center
Commercial PUD, a 66-acre PUD containing commemia office uses. A single-family residential idigrhood abuts

the site to the north. The OT policy has beeniedgb single-family residential lots along the thoside of EIm Hill Pike to
provide a buffer between the intense commerciad n$¢he PUD and the residential dwellings to thetmof EIm Hill Pike.

ANALYSIS The residential neighborhood abutting the projéetts the north is zoned single-family residen(RE10).

The Metro Zoning Code requires lots with ON zoniogrovide a type “C” landscape buffer along propénes shared

with lots zoned RS10. Installation of the landschpffer will be required by Metro Codes prior e issuance of a use and
occupancy permit.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION No exception taken

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No exception taken

Typical Uses in Existing Zoning District: RS10

Total . .
I(_I?rrIIEdCL:)Sdee) Acres | FAR/Density Floor (?/\ijlellé/kzgpi ﬁl(\)/luereak PM Peak Hour

Area/Lots/Units Y
Single-Family
Detached(210) 035 | 3.7 D 1L 10 1 2
Typical Uses in Proposed Zoning District: ON

Total . .
oolse  |aes | FaRDensty | Foor | DelyTps | A peak | Pl ek
Office Building
Low Rise(710) 0.35 0.056 F 853 SF 34 5 5
Traffic changes between typical: RS10 and proposedN
Total . .

Land Use Acres FAR/Density Floor Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Area/Lots/Units (weekday) Hour Hour
- - - - +24 +4 +3
Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: RS10

Total . .
l(‘l?l.rédclfdee) Acres | FAR/Density Floor (I?A(/ae"gk-lt;gpi ﬁl(\)/lulr:’eak PM Peak Hour

Area/Lots/Units y
Single-Family
Detached(210) 0.35 3.7 D 1L 10 1 2

Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: ON

Land Use e Daily Trips AM Peak

Acres | FAR/Density Floor
(ITE Code) Area/Lots/Units (weekday) Hour

PM Peak Hour

Strip Shopping

(814) 0.35 04F 6,098 SF 299 13 37
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Traffic changes between maximum: RS10 and proposedN
Total . .

I(_I?I'rl]zdc%sdee) Acres FAR/Density Floor Rﬂgky;p? ﬁl\o/lulr?eak Zl\o/lulr:’eak
Area/Lots/Units y

- - - - +289 +12 +35

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary _OMiddle  QHigh

This information is based upon data from the schoalrd last updated September 2009.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of the proposed ON zodistgict. The ON zoning is
consistent with the adopted land use policy fos grioperty.

Approve (10-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2010-28

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-006PR-001A?PROVED. (10-0)

The proposed ON zoning district is consistent witlthe Donelson/Hermitage/Old Hickory Community Plan’sOffice
Transition policy.”

7. 2010Z-003TX-001
Construction/Demolition Landfill
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $&t$ 17.16.110.A and 17.16.210.A, to modify the
construction/demolition landfill standards to allawecycling facility as an accessory use in varipening districts,
sponsored by Councilmembers Walter Hunt and Parékar.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendment

APPLICANT REQUEST - Text Amendment - Allow recycling at a construction/demolition landfil in an unenclosed
building.

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $&t$ 17.16.110.A and 17.16.210.A, to modify the
construction/demolition landfill standards to allawecycling facility as an accessory use in vaiponing districts.

CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS

Green Ribbon Committee The proposed bill fulfills a key goal of Mayor K@ean’sGreen Ribbon Committee on
Environmental Sustainability for Waste Recycling and Reduction known as graglding construction. Green building is
an opportunity to use resources efficiently anchtive closer to a sustainable future.

PURPOSE -The proposed hill will allow the two existing consgttion/ demolition (C&D) landfills in Davidson Caty, and
any future C&D landfill, to recycle items on-sitelieu of disposing them in the landfill. Recydiactivities would not be
required to be within a completely enclosed buildin

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The existing Zoning Code allows a “Recycling Faygilias a use permitted with conditions (PC) in i,
IR, and IG zoning districts. Currently, a recyglifacility is required by Section 17.16.110.C tadoct all sorting,
processing, and salvaging activities within a catedy enclosed building. Further, the Zoning Coslguires a landscape
buffer yard, fencing, and a minimum lot size, adl e restricts access to certain streets.

Proposed Bill The proposed bill would allow an existing, or ftiguC&D landfill to do on-site recycling as an assery (A)
use.

As an accessory use, the bill states the provisid@ection 17.16.110.C would not apply to a “RdiegcFacility” located
on the same property as a C&D landfill.
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The Zoning Code’s standards for a C&D landfill ancecycling facility overlap. Both require landgeauffer yards, access
restrictions, setbacks, and a minimum lot sizenc&ithe two uses have similar standards, the rendtae standards for the
accessory recycling facility will not detrimentabijfect adjacent uses. The C&D landfill, as thienary use, would still
require that all standards are met for the property

The most notable component of the proposed billas the recycling facility will no longer be reged to conduct sorting,
processing, and salvaging activities within a catedly enclosed building.

Proposed Amendments Staff is proposing two amendments clarifying t#ay accessory recycling facility associated with
a C&D landfill shall only recycle C&D materials amg other waste.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of this bill with theeamdments proposed below. As
written, the bill encourages and facilitates volugtsalvage and recycling by construction/demaiitendfills.

Amend Section 17.16.110.A liyserting as “5” the following:

5. Recycling Facility. If located on the samedstthe construction/demolition landfill, a recyglifacility shall be
permitted as an accessory psevided it accepts construction/demolition wastemly. The provisions of Section
17.16.110.C shall not apply to an accessory use.

Amend Section 17.16.20.A hgserting as “4” the following:

4, Recycling Facility. If located on the samedstthe construction/demolition landfill, a recygdlifacility may be
permitted as an accessory sevided it accepts construction/demolition waste mly.

FILED BILL
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ORDINANCE NO. _BL2010-634

An ordinance to amend Title 17 of the Metropolitan Code of Laws, the Zoning
Ordinance of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County
relative to “Construction/Demolition Landfill” in Nashville and Davidson County
(Proposal No. 2010Z-003TX-001), all of which is more particularly described herein.

WHEREAS, a construction/demolition landfill is prohibited from salvaging or recycling material
brought to the landfill;

WHEREAS, it is fitting and proper for a construction/demolition landfill to salvage and recycle
materials on-site in lieu of disposing them in the landfili;

WHEREAS, this ordinance is to encourage and facilitate voluntary salvage and recycling by
construction/demolition landfills.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN
GOVERNMENT OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY:

Section 1: Modify Section 17.16.110.A (Uses Permitted with Conditions — Waste Management
Uses: Construction/Demolition Landfill) to permit a recycling facility as an accessory use (A) to
a construction/demolition landfill by inserting the following:

5. Recycling Facility. If located on the same lot as the construction/demolition
landfill, a recycling facility shall be permitted as an accessory use. The
provisions of Section 17.16.110.C shall not apply to an accessory use.

Section 2: Modify Section 17.16.210.A (Special Exception Uses — Waste Management Uses:
Construction/Demolition Landfill) to permit a recycling facility as an accessory use (A)to a
construction/demolition landfill by inserting the following:

4. Recycling Factlity. If located on the same lot as the construction/demolition
landfill, a recycling facility may be permitted as an accessory use.

Section 3. That this Ordinance shall take effect five (5) days after its passage and such change
be published in a newspaper of general circulation, the welfare of The Metropolitan Government
of Nashville and Davidson County requiring if.

Ms. Regen presented the staff recommendation abappwith amendment.

Mr. Dalton left the meeting at 5:46pm.

Mr. Bernhardt noted the three text amendments er@gencies are here to answer questions if needed.
James Showman, 2314 Clifton Ave, stated landfdiliiy attracts wildlife and pests to area propesti

Justin Southwick, 5853 Brentwood Trace, requesiespeak for all three text amendments at once.
Chairman McLean asked the commission about vofitey hearing all three text amendments at one time.

Mr. Cobb, Director of Metro Department of Codessa@ed past meetings that addressed improvemeas & the zoning
code to encourage recycling. Mr. Cobb noted lim&pdce for recycling regarding item #7, #8, and. #10

Last printed 3/12/2010 9:30:00 AM Page 19 of 30



[Note: Items#7, #8, and #10 were discussed by the Metro Planning Commission together. See Item #10 for actions and
resolutions.]

8. 2010Z-004TX-001
Construction / Demolition Waste Processing (progpetcific)
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code taladnew land use "Construction/Demolition WastecBssing (project-
specific)" as a use permitted with conditions (RCjarious zoning districts, sponsored by Councitthers Walter Hunt and
Parker Toler.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendments

APPLICANT REQUEST - Text Amendment - Allow on-site or off-site recycling of constructiort demolition materials
for a specific project.

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code taladnew land use "Construction/Demolition WastecBssing (project-
specific)" as a use permitted with conditions (RQJarious zoning districts.

CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS

Green Ribbon Committee The proposed bill fulfills a key goal of Mayor K&ean’sGreen Ribbon Committee on
Environmental Sustainability for Waste Recycling and Reduction known as graglding construction. Green building is
an opportunity to use resources efficiently anchtove closer to a sustainable future. By allowimg $alvaging of all, or
part, of a structure through orderly and controtiézimantling and removal of building componentssthmaterials can be
reused or recycled into new products (cabindixfyres, windows, flooring, wood, concrete, masgmirywall, and ferrous
metals).

PURPOSE The proposed bill adds a new use to the Zoning C&imstruction/Demolition (C&D) Waste Processing
(project specific).” The bill will allow propertgwners who are constructing and/or demolishingdingjs or structures to
recycle materials on-site or off-site in lieu o$ctrding them directly in a C&D landfill.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The existing Zoning Code does not have a use cdlledstruction/Demolition Waste Processing (project
specific)”. There is a use called “Recycling Fagilwhich is permitted with conditions (PC) in th&/D, IR, and IG zoning
districts. C&D processing can occur as part oRacycling Facility”, however, all sorting, procasgi and salvaging
activities must occur within a completely encloseilding.

Currently Proposed Bill This bill allows any property owner within Davids@ounty who is constructing a
building/structure and/or demolishing an existingiding/structure to establish an on-site or ofégecycling area. In the
case of an off-site area, the off-site location nueswithin a %2 mile radius of property on whicle tiecycling or demolition
is occurring (the primary site).

Site Eligibility Properties with a non-residential base zoningidtsivould have no minimum lot size. Those prosriivith
a residential base zoning district would have tédoetimes the minimum lot size of the base zouiistrict or one acre,
whichever is less. All land uses within Davidsoou@ty would be eligible for a C&D waste processjpmpject specific)
use.

Project Specific Unlike a general “recycling facility”, the propostzbnstruction/demolition waste processing (project
specific)” use can only accept, collect, salvageycle, separate, and process waste from the pripnaperty. Other
property owners within Davidson County are prol@fifrom bringing C&D waste to this property, redass of whether a
fee is charged.

Waste Reduction and Recycling PlanEvery applicant for a C&D waste processing (progmcific) use would be required
to submit a “Waste Reduction and Recycling Plarthe Directors of Public Works and Codes Administrafor their joint
review and approval. The plan must describe initleow the primary site and its C&D waste will gathered, separated,
processed, and transported. Key elements of Hregrk as follows:

. Waste Managemust be designated as 24/7 contact person tomdspw handle concerns or complaints.
. Waste Processing Scheduteist be provided identifying all of the following:
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a) Type and quantity of materials to be generatedyvered, reused, salvaged, separated and processite as well

as off-site;

b) Type and quantity of materials to be sold on-sitefésite;

C) Number of cubic yards to be stored on-site at arg/tame of processed and unprocessed materials;

d) On-site storage method and location for materials;

e) Recycling facilities and landfills that will rec&vmaterials;

f) Frequency materials will be collected and hauliampanies that will transport materials.

. Securitymust be provided to prevent illegal dumping offttbé materials.

. Notification to the district councilmember by the Zoning Admtrator immediately after receiving an application
for a C&D waste processing use proposed in, oriwith000 feet, of any agricultural, R, RS, or RMvhirw district.

. Performance Securityiust be provided via a letter of credit or a cashicheck to the Director of Public Works.

Security amount to be determined by Public WorkgHe removal of waste processing equipment, nasg@and
ancillary items.

. Waste Management Summary Reputist be provided to the Directors of Public Waaksl Codes verifying the
type and actual tonnage of materials generatedyeeed, reused, salvaged, separated, discardegyacessed on-
site as well as off-site. Report must be submisi®dnonths after initial approval, and every sianths thereafter
until the waste processing use is closed.

Inactivity A property shall be deemed inactive by the Direcfo€odes Administration, if no activity has ocadron the
property during any six consecutive months, regamslbf the calendar year in which such inactivigusred. Once deemed
inactive, all waste processing shall cease andapphlication for the use submitted for review andrapal.

Proposed Amendmentdn reviewing the bill, several housekeeping amenusiare proposed by staff, as described below:

a. Off-Ste Facility Location: Permit an off-site recycling site to be locatedhivit’z mile of the property instead of %
mile. This change ensures more opportunitiesdoyaling.

b. Project Eligibility: Delete proposed Section 17.16.110.B2 since it @isflith thelL ot Sze requirements
contained in the “Waste Reduction and RecyclingnPla

C. Sale of Materials: Modify to indicate rock from the site can bedsoh-site. This change will reduce truck trips on
local streets to cart off the rock to another lmrafor sale.

d. Materialsand Storage: Modify to indicate that on-site separation ofterals on the original project site is required
to ensure materials salvaged are not contaminatéeing thrown into one big bin.

e. Add “Sgnage” requirement for the project. Required sign sballlarge and prominent (4’ x 8’) on the site’s

primary street frontage indicating the project naocmmtact name and number, project completion dattet kind of
materials to be recycled and salvaged. An additisign shall be placed on any off-site recycliagilfty. Sign(s)
shall be approved by the Metro Planning Departnmny to the issuance of any grading or demolifi@nmits.

f. Modify Sections 2 and 3 of the bill to indicatetthaC&D waste processing (project specific) use ldidne allowed
as a permitted w/conditions (PC) use in all zordrggricts.
g. Correct several typographical errors.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of this bill with theuieekeeping amendments. As written,
the bill encourages and facilitates voluntary sgévand recycling by residential and non-resideptiaperty owners. The
bill fulfills a key goal of Mayor Karl Dean’&reen Ribbon Committee on Environmental Sustainability for green building
construction. Further, the bill provides accouiitigtby requiring the property owner to submit#&aste Reduction and
Recycling Plan”. In essence, the property owneaiss the yardstick by which the waste processegill be evaluated
for compliance by Metro. Each plan can be taildmethe specific needs of the property owner, gteglithe community and
county public health and environment are not adgmsffected.

PROPOSED ORDINANCE
ORDINANCE NO. _ BL2010-635

An ordinance to amend Title 17 of the MetropolitanCode of Laws, the Zoning Ordinance of the Metropotan
Government of Nashville and Davidson County, to maély the definitions, land use table, and developmerstandards
to add a new land use “Construction/Demolition Was Processing (project-specific)” as a use permittedith
conditions (PC) in Nashville and Davidson County (Rposal No. 2010Z-004TX-001), all of which is morparticularly
described herein.

WHEREAS, to protect the health, safety, and weltdrBavidson County residents and the environnthetyeuse and
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recycling of construction and demolition materigl®ne component of a larger holistic practiceszhBustainable or green
building construction;

WHEREAS, at the end of a building’s life, demolitigenerates large amounts of materials that caaused or recycled,
principally wood, concrete, masonry, drywall, aedréus metals;

WHEREAS, salvaging all or part of a structure tiglbhwrderly and controlled dismantling and removaalding
components can enable reuse of materials suchhasety, fixtures, windows, and flooring;

WHEREAS, Mayor Karl Dean’'&reen Ribbon Committee on Environmental Sustainability detailed in its report the need to
develop and implement a construction and demolitmycling program citywide to divert materialsrirahe landfill as part
of its Energy and Building Subcommittee Reportisecentitled “Waste Recycling and Reduction”; and,

WHEREAS, allowing “Construction/Demolition Wastedeessing (project-specific” countywide shall impkarhaGreen
Ribbon Committee waste reduction goal;

WHEREAS, this ordinance is to encourage and fatditoluntary recycling and reuse of materialsmugonstruction and
demolition activities on a project site.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THEETROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT OF
NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY:

Section 1. Modify Section 17.040.060 (DefinitiaafsGeneral Terms) binserting the following definitions in alphabetical
order:

“Completion” means the earliest of the followingegatthe date a temporary certificate of occupasdsgsiued by Metro for a
project, the date a certificate of occupancy igassby Metro for a project, or the date the fimasigection approving the
project is completed.

“Construction”means the building, rehabilitation, remodeling,onation or repair of any structure or any portibareof,
including any tenant improvements to an existimgcitire.

“Construction and demolition (C&D) waste, debrispwterial” means discarded materials resulting fommstruction,
remodeling, repair, demolition, or salvage opersithat are generally considered to be not wateboand non-hazardous
in nature, including but not limited to steel, glabrick, concrete, asphalt material, pipe, gypswailboard, ceiling tiles,
ceramic tile, carpeting, and lumber from the cargton or destruction of a structure as part obastruction or demolition
project or from the renovation of a structure antdadscaping, and including rocks, soils, treeais) trees, and other
vegetative matter that normally results from lalehrng, landscaping and development operationa faynstruction project.
“Construction/Demolition Waste Processing (projgeecific)” means space designated during the tértimeodemolition or
construction project, located either physicallytbe project site or on another property within a-blf quarter mile (1/2)
(1/4) mile radius of the project site boundary, vehthe project contractor shall divert constructm demolition debris for
purposes of recycling, salvaging, and disposingnafterials recovered from demolition of existingconstruction of new,
buildings and structures on the project site. Naemals shall be received from any other conswuagbroject, other than the
designated project, for which the space was orilyimatended.

“Demolition” means the decimating, razing, ruining, tearing dowwrecking in whole or in part, any facility, stture,
foundation, landscaping, pavement or building, (Wahce) whether in whole or in part, whether iigeor exterior.
“Reuse” meanga) the on-site use of reprocessed constructiordantblition or (b) the off-site redistribution ohaaterial
which would otherwise be disposed of, for use anghme or similar form as it was produced.

“Salvage” means the controlled removal of constouncor demolition waste/material from a buildingnstruction, or
demolition site for the purpose of recycling, reusestorage for later recycling, reuse, or pragierage for future recycling
or reuse.

Section 2. Modify Section 17.08.030 (Zoning LamseUrable: Waste Management Usesjnisgrting
“Construction/Demolition Waste Processing (projgeecific)” as a land use in alphabetical order pednitting it with
conditions (PC) in all zoning districts.

Section 3. Modify Section 17.16.110 (Land Use Depment Standards: Uses Permitted with Conditioki¢aste
Management Uses) bgserting as “B. Construction/Demolition Waste Processingjgrt-specific), and renumbering the
section accordingly.

B. Construction/Demolition Waste Processing (gebspecific)
1. Applicability. The provisions of this section shall apply to éamyd use within Davidson County. Any site not

complying with these requirements shall be probihit
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Project Eligibility. All development and/or demolition projects withen-residential base zoning district are eligiolea
construction/demolition waste processing (proj@etesfic). For those development and/or demolipoojects with an
agricultural or residential base zoning district,gdigible project shall comprise a minimum of #1@8) acres.

2. Waste Reduction and Recycling Plahhe applicant shall submit a plan to the DireatoPublic Works and the
Director of Codes Administration for their jointview and approval describing and detailing howphgject site
and its construction and demolition waste will la¢hgred, separated, processed, and transportéadimgthe
items a) through m) below. Additional information may be required thye reviewing agencies to ensure the
property can safely and suitably handle the prigexinstruction and demolition waste.

a. Waste Manager. The plan shall designate and identify a person witidoe responsible for all construction
demolition waste management, including their naitle, mailing address, e-mail address, fax numaed, 24/7
phone number to respond and handle all concermdvimg the site’s recycling methods, processesenws, and
flow of debris on and off-site;

b. Waste Processing Location. The location where the project contractor shalediconstruction and demolition
debris for purposes of recycling, salvaging, argphdsing of materials recovered from demolitionxa$eng, or
construction of new, buildings and structures angtoject site.

C. Lot Sze. There is no minimum lot size for properties withan-residential base zoning district. For those
properties with an agricultural or residential basaing district, the waste processing locatiorlldfeat least ten
times the base zoning district, or a minimum of Heacre, whichever is less.

d. Operation Timeline. The operating timeline for waste processing orptiogerty from the initial start-up date to
completion date, including any relevant milestoated. A property shall have all waste processiugpenent,
materials, and ancillary items removed from it witBO days of project completion, as defined is title.

e. Hours of Operation. The hours of operation for all activities to ocourthe property, including a statement of
compliance with Chapter 16.44 (Noise Control) @& thetropolitan code of laws;
f. Materialsand Storage. A completed waste reduction and recycling schetuéeform and content established by

the Director of Public Works, but at a minimumstitall provide the following information for bothe project-
specific site and any off-site location:

i The type and estimated quantity of materials tgdxeerated, recovered, reused, salvaged, separatgu@cessed
on-site as well as off-site, including those thét be sold on the premises or off-site;

ii. The method and frequency of collection for the malke noted above;

iii. The number of cubic yards to be stored on-siteatoae time of processed and unprocessed materials;

iv. The on-site separation method for each of the matiis noted above;

V. The on-site storage method for each of the matenaded above;

vi. The on-site storage location for each of the malenoted above;

Vil. The recycling facilities and landfills that willgeive materials noted above;

viii. The hauling companies that will transport the matemoted above.

g. Sale of Materials. Materials from the site that have been recycled, $zaged, recovered, or excavated may be

given away, sold on the premises, or removed foruse. The sale of materials, if any, that shall occutlua
property recovered or salvaged recyclables andhldeisnaterials may be given away or sold on thenjses, or
may be removed for reuse, except no mining of s¥ekl occur for sale to other persons and/or estiti

h. Trash Dumpsters. The location of all trash dumpsters on the propfentywaste not to be recovered and/or
generated;

i. Public Health and Environment. A description of the on-site storage method anesitéf transport methods that will
be used to prevent dirt and materials from creaditiftyor becoming airborne, producing odors, leakilittering, or
generating run-off due to wet conditions due totweaor man-made activities so as not to creakaitthhazard,
public nuisance, or fire hazard. All activitiesaifcomply with all rules and regulations of thenfiessee
Department of Conservation and Environment, Metlitggo Government Stormwater Regulations, and &léot
applicable local, state and federal laws and reiguls;

J- Security. A description of how the property will be securedtevent illegal theft of materials and dumping,
including lighting;

k. Signage. A large and prominent sign measuring at least 38quare feet in size shall be installed on the prajé
site’s primary street frontage. At a minimum, thesign shall identify the project name, contact namegontact
phone number, project completion date, quantity andype of materials to be recycled and salvaged. #n off-
site recycling location shall be used, the same gighall be installed at that location too. Sign(s3hall be
approved by the Metro Planning Department, prior tothe issuance of any grading or demolition permits
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Inactivity. A property shall be deemed inactive by the Doecf Codes Administration, if no activity has ocad
on the property during any six consecutive montbgardless of the calendar year in which such ivigcbccurred.
Once deemed inactive, all waste processing a&$vithall cease until a new application for the vpsbcessing has
been submitted, reviewed, and approved by the wéwgeagencies.

m. Waste Management Summary Report. Six months after the initial approval of the WaReduction and Recycling
Plan, and every six months thereafter, the aplishall submit to the Directors of Public Works abaldes
Administration a waste management summary repatform and content established by the Directd?utflic
Works. At a minimum, the report shall provide fbbowing information and documentation verifyingettype and
actual tonnage of materials generated, recoveeeded, salvaged, separated, discarded, and prdaessie as
well as off-site.

n. Notification. Prior to the issuance of a zoning permit, and imatety after receiving an application for a new or
relocated construction/demolition waste proces§imgject-specific) use, the zoning administratbglbnotify the
district councilmember that an application for suske has been submitted. Such notification syl lee required
within the use is proposed within an agricultunatesidential zoning district, or within 1,000 fedtan agricultural
or residential zoning district boundary line.

0. Non-Compliance. The Directors of Public Works and Codes Administrashall determine if the applicant has
complied with the approved Demolition and ConsinrcRecovery Plan. If it is determined that thelagant has
failed to comply with the applicant’s recovery pléme Performance Security shall be forfeited.

p. Performance Security. The submittal of a letter of credit or cashiefeck as performance security to the Director
of Public Works in an amount specified by the Dioedor the removal of waste processing equipmeaterials,
and ancillary items. All forfeited performance geties shall be used for the purposes of makiegpttoperty safe
for public health and well-being and to promoteyading within Davidson County.

Section 4. That this Ordinance shall take effexe (5) days after its passage and such changeltissiped in a newspaper
of general circulation, the welfare of The Metratesi Government of Nashville and Davidson Countyigng it.

Ms. Regen presented the staff recommendation abappwith amendments.

[Note: Items#7, #8, and #10 were discussed by the Metro Planning Commission together. See Item #10 for actions and
resolutions.]

9. 2010Z-006TX-001
Historic Bed and Breakfast Homestay
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Cteap 17.04, 17.08, 17.16, 17.36, and 17.40 to el¢lettoric Bed and
Breakfast Homestay (HB) as an historic overlayritisnd add it as use permitted by right (P) oraaSpecial Exception
(SE) use in various zoning districts, sponsore€bynciimembers Kristine LaLonde, Mike Jameson, ivian Wilhoite.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendments

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED INDERNITELY 2010Z-006TX-001 at the request of the
applicant.

10. 2010Z-007TX-001
Recycling Facility
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend Title 17 of the Metropolit&ode of Laws, the Zoning Ordinance of the Metfid@o Government of
Nashville and Davidson County relative to “Recygliracility” in Nashville and Davidson County, spored by
Councilmembers Walter Hunt and Parker Toler.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with amendment

APPLICANT REQUEST -Text Amendment -Permit a “Recycling Facility” to sort, separate, process, and store
materials without being in a completely enclosed bldling.

A council bill to amend Title 17 of the Metropolit&Code of Laws, the Zoning Ordinance of the Metfid@o Government of
Nashville and Davidson County relative to “Recygliracility” in Nashville and Davidson County.
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CRITICAL PLANNING GOALS

Green Ribbon Committee The proposed bill fulfills a key goal of Mayor KdPean’sGreen Ribbon Committee on
Environmental Sustainability for Waste Recycling and Reduction known as graglding construction. Green building is
an opportunity to use resources efficiently anthtive closer to a sustainable future.

PURPOSE The proposed bill will allow a “Recycling Facilitd operate without being in a completely encldseitting.
The facility’s operations would include loading Jasding, sorting, separating, processing, convgrémd storing materials
to be recycled or discarded.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law The existing Zoning Code allows a “Recycling Fagilias a use permitted with conditions (PC) in D,
IR, and IG zoning districts. Currently, a recyglifacility is required by Section 17.16.110.C tadoct all sorting,
processing, and salvaging activities within a catedly enclosed building.

Proposed Bill The proposed bill would no longer require a rdiogcfacility to conduct sorting, processing, amdvaging
activities within a completely enclosed buildingcept where the facility is within 1,000 feet ofertain districts permitting
residential uses. The requirement to have a cdsiplenclosed building has been found impractioaldiaily recycling
activities.

Codes AdministrationThe Zoning Administrator and Director of the Dep@ent of Codes Administration have suggested an
amendment to the bill. The modification continties current Zoning Code’s requirement of a compfedaclosed building

for compacting, sorting, processing, or storageeptwhen such activity is locatedore than 1,000 feet from a property
zoned for residential use (AG, AR2a, RS, R, RM, MUQR districts). When there is no residentialimg district within

1,000 feet, the Codes Department recommends tlelireg activities be permitted to occur outdooFor outdoor recycling,
the recycling operator would be required to installopaque fence at least 8 feet in height. Theofimon-rigid plastic or
fabric material does not constitute “opaque fertpey the Zoning Code. Additionally, in the urbaoning overlay district,
fences cannot be made of sheet plastic, sheet,metalgated metal or plywood.

Proposed Amendmerithe Department of Codes Administration suggdsis $ection 17.16.110.C.5 (Uses Permitted with
Conditions — Waste Management Uses: RecyclingeZehe retained with the underlined modificatioowh below:

17.16.110.C

5. All compacting, sorting, processing or storafjall take place within a completely encloseddingd, except as provided
in subsection ¢ belowr he term "completely enclosed building" meangacture with at least four walls and is totally
enclosed when all doors are closed. The enclosadgrof a recycling facility shall have concrétefs or floors made of
some other hard material that is easily cleanaildoading and unloading shall take place:

a. On a partially enclosed loading dock when tiagling dock connects directly to the completelyi@sed building in
which compacting, sorting, processing or storagesalace; or

b. Within a Completely Enclosed Building. If a yeting facility utilizes a loading dock for loadirand unloading, the
loading dock shall not be used for storage and beatleaned of all materials at the close of dagtiness day. The areas
around loading docks and other high-traffic ardwsl be paved.

C. Where a recycling facility site is locate#re than 1,000 feet away from any property zoned AB24, RS, R,
RM, MU, or OR district, a completely enclosed bilglshall not be required for compacting, sortipgacessing or storage.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of this bill with theposed amendments. As written, the
bill encourages and facilitates salvage and reegcliThe proposed amendment by the Department dé€£Administration
ensures residential areas are not adversely ingphagteecycling activities.

PROPOSED ORDINANCE
ORDINANCE NO. BL2010-637

An ordinance to amend Title 17 of the MetropolitanCode of Laws, the Zoning Ordinance of the Metropotan
Government of Nashville and Davidson County relatie to “Recycling Facility” in Nashville and DavidsonCounty
(Proposal No. 2010Z-007TX-001), all of which is merparticularly described herein.
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WHEREAS, to protect the health, safety, and weldrBavidson County residents and the environnreetycling facilities
are a major component of creating a sustainablevaamty;

WHEREAS, the Zoning Code currently requires a réngdacility to separate, process, modify, cony&eat or otherwise
prepare non-putrescible waste, including constoacéind demolition materials, in a completely enetbbuilding having at
least four walls and where doors are closed andenthe floors are concrete or of otherwise hardenltto permit easy
cleaning;

WHEREAS, it is impractical for a recycling facilitp operate entirely within a completely enclosedding as set forth in
the Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, it is fitting and proper to modify the Zog Code standards for a recycling facility to emame and facilitate
voluntary salvage and recycling efforts within Dason County.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THEETROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT OF
NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY:

Section 1: Modify Section 17.16.110.C.5 (Uses Riechwith Conditions — Waste Management Uses: yBletgy Center)
by deleting it in its entirety.

Section 2. That this Ordinance shall take effae 5) days after its passage and such changeliisiped in a newspaper
of general circulation, the welfare of The Metrdtasi Government of Nashville and Davidson Countyuigng it.

Ms. Regen presented the staff recommendation abappwith amendment.

Justin Southwick, Brentwood TN, employee of Wilmémt., noted challenges to small businesses antstgd more time
to speak with Metro Public Works.

James Showman described various hazards of uncbrergcling centers.

Dani Bagget, resident of Antioch area, spoke imsuipof recycling but in opposition of placing retipng centers in central
areas. Ms. Bagget urged the Commission to useircdneir decision.

Mr. Dominy, an Antioch resident, expressed concabaut potential damage done to roads due to heguipment that
would utilize recycling centers.

Mr. Gee expressed concerns about previous lamdfiities for construction and demolition (C & D) tedal.
Ms. Regen stated a C & D landfill must be licenbgdhe state to accept these materials.

Mr. Gee and Ms. Regen discussed staff considerafioequiring enclosed centers.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the continuation of a usar area previously zoned.

Mr. Gee referenced Item #8 for clarification of Bade of rock, which was clarified by Ms. Regemtean any materials. He
also asked about open recycling in regards to #&fnhwith regard to any negative impact to the area.

Ms. Regen explained the policy limits recycling daddfill facilities to be located in industrial mimg districts.
Ms. LeQuire asked about Stormwater’s involvemerdapartment discussions, and addressing road maimte.

Mr. Cobb from Codes, Mr. Mishu from Water Servicaisgd Mr. Hasty from Public Works discussed Meti®did Waste
Plan requirements, expressing support for the ttesdeamendments.

Dr. Cummings expressed concerns about any resid@angias near the recycling facilities, and inglisbout solutions used
in other cities.

Councilmember Gotto inquired about the filing afffor the text amendments and the deadline datéaoch 2, 2010.

Councilmember Gotto moved and Ms. Jones secondeahtition, which was unanimous, to approve 2010ZF30@01. (8-
0)
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Councilmember Gotto moved and Ms. Jones secondechtition, which was unanimous, to approve 2010ZF30@01. (8-
0)

Mr. Gee moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motidrickvwas unanimous, to approve 2010Z-003T X-0010)(8-

Resolution No. RS2010-29

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-003TX-001 KPPROVED. (8-0)”

Resolution No. RS2010-30

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-004TX-001 APPROVED. (8-0)"

Resolution No. RS2010-31

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010Z-007TX-001 APPROVED. (8-0)"

The Commission recessed at 6:40 pm.

The Commission meeting was called to order at 6152p

11. 2010UD-001-001
Fawn Crossing
Map: 150-14-0-C Various Parcels
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 33 — Robert Duvall
Staff Reviewer: Greg Johnson

A request to make applicable the provisions of amad Design Overlay (UDO) district to be known las tFawn Crossing
UDOQ" to properties located at 6052 Mt. View Road at Hamilton Church Road (unnumbered) and foperiies located
along Shady Tree Lane and Apple Orchard Trail, ddR810 and RM9 (89.0 acres), to apply building glestandards to all
residential lots within the proposed and alreadyettgped sections of the Fawn Crossing Subdivigiequested by
Councilmember Robert Duvall.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

Mr. Johnson presented the staff recommendatiopfoaval.

Councilmember Coleman discussed meeting with athencil members to protect neighborhood integetyd stated the
purpose of the UDO is to maintain standards of imgus

John Rogers, 211 Commerce St., spoke on behaff BNIBank, spoke in opposition to the proposal.
Bill Hostettler, partner at HMD Homes, referencegraviously distributed plat and asked the Comnais$or disapproval.

Gene Whitle, representing Avenue Bank, spoke irosition of the proposal due to the economic statlagming UDO sets
up obstacles for home sales.

Loretta Owens, Executive Director of The Housingudruresident of Creive Hall, requested reworking8fO before
adoption.

Danielle Baggett of 612 Summertime Ct, expressextems about lowered home values due to low-castihg in
community.
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Elsie Painter, resident of Hamilton Church Rd. eakthe Commission to approve the UDO proposal.
Forest Dominy, 401 Henderson Road, asked the casioniso support the proposal.
Jim McAnn of Avenue Bank, expressed concerns iditenin areas where zoning is not established.

Tracy McCartney, executive director of The Tennedsair Housing Council, discussed the impact ofdasing price point
of homes, and cautioned the Commission againsoappr

Francisco Capas, 612 Chestwood Ct., spoke in stippthe proposal.

Councilmember Dominy asked the Commission to gas$JDO in order to increase and maintain the vafusgomes in the
area.

Cathy Dodd, director of Woodbine Community Orgati@aand resident of Davidson County, spoke aboyebs of houses
in the $120,000 price bracket and urged the Coniomde consider disapproval.

Councilmember Duvall discussed the purposes oflaygiand the need for compromise in matching Ui@dsrds while
protecting property value, and asked the Commigsiatisapprove.

Jody Derek, sales manager for HMD homes, citedPtaening Commission mission statement and aske@adnemission
for disapproval.

Mr. Gee expressed indecision, the need for cleamingmpty lots, and his hesitation in approvingQJoverlay against
community opinion.

Councilmember Gotto and Mr. Bernhardt discussed Wbérlay effects, homeowner associations, andicésé covenants.

Chairman McLean and the developer of existing hodiesussed minimum UDO standards and placemergsifdated
covenants.

Councilmember Gotto and Mr. Johnson discussed balgmproperty value with new developments.
Ms. Jones noted the need to see the restrictivenzots before voting.
Mr. Dalton stated his favor with the proposal.

Ms. LeQuire described the UDO proposal as limitmgl does not follow quality design; Ms. LeQuireetiasshe will vote to
disapprove.

Ms. Lequire moved and Mr. Gee seconded the motialisapprove Motion failed. (3-5)

Mr. Dalton moved to grant the proposed UDO per @darember Duvall’'s request and Dr. Cummings secdrtde motion.
Discussion ensued between the Commission, Countibae Duvall, and developer Mr. Hostettler.

Councilmember Gotto asked for a commitment from@imember Duvall and Mr. Hostettler regarding fetbuilding
permits, recommending to Metro Council to defereffinitely at public hearing, find a compromise, aatlirn to Metro
Council for final reading and approval.

The Commission and Councilmember Duvall discuss@dlable options for compromise.

Mr. Dalton moved to withdraw his previous motionajgprove and Dr. Cummings seconded the motion.
Councilmember Gotto moved and Mr. Dalton secontiechtotion, which passed unanimously, to defer indefy the

UDO, send a recommendation to Metro Council to lisédpublic hearing on thé'Tues of March, and re-refer to the
Planning Commission. (8-0)
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Resolution No. RS2010-32

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2010UD-001-001 BEFERRED INDEFINITELY
AND RECOMMEND TO THE COUNCIL TO HOLD THE PUBLIC HEA RING ON MARCH 2, 2010, DEFER
INDEFINITELY AND RE-REFER TO THE PLANNING COMMISSIO N. (8-0)”

IX.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS

12. 2008S-061U-12
Brentwood Branch Estates (Concept Plan Extension)
Map: 160-08-0- A Parcel: 010
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 26 — Gregory E. Adkins
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to permit the extension of an approvettept plan for one year from its expiration datévarch 27, 2010, for
the Brentwood Branch Estates Subdivision for egihgle-family clustered residential lots locateb@1 Broadwell Drive,
Hill Road (unnumbered) and at Trousdale Dr. (unneiratl), zoned RS20 (4.42 acres), requested by D&lss&ciates,
applicant, for Michael and Sharon Yates, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Extend Concept Plan Approval Extend concept plan approval.

A request to permit the extension of an approvettept plan for one year from its expiration dateMarch 27, 2010, for
the Brentwood Branch Estates Subdivision for egihgle-family clustered residential lots locateb@1 Broadwell Drive,
Hill Road (unnumbered) and at Trousdale Dr. (unneiradl), zoned Single-Family Residential (RS20) (4di2s).

Zoning
RS20 District - RS2@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS This is a request to extend concept plan appravafentwood Branch Estates, a major
subdivision. The properties included in the congdan are located on the south side of Broadweilddin the Crieve Hall
area. The concept plan was approved for eightesifagmily cluster lots by the Planning CommissionMarch 27, 2008.

Section 2-3.4.f of the Subdivision Regulations #pesthe effective period of concept plan approvélstates that the
effective period for anajor subdivision is two years, but that prior to expoa the approval can be extended for one year if
the Planning Commission deems the extension apiptedyased upon progress made in developing thgivgsion. The
concept plan approval will expire on March 27, 2010

According to the applicant, the development wasgouhold due to the housing market. The applibastrequested in
writing that the approval be extended for one yéldre request letter dated January 15, 2010 hiésfdllowing as a summary
of the progress that has made in completing theldpment:

. Mandatory Referral Process initiated (withdrawn thua determination that it was not necessary)

. Complete Boundary & Topographic Survey

. 80% Construction Drawing set, including detaileafstwater calculations, hydraulic flood analysis andfill
calculation for flood plain disturbance.

. Plans initially submitted to Stormwater for Suféiocy Review prior to placing the project on hold

The letter further states that approximately $76,08s been spent on land acquisition, surveyirmgmmhg and design.
Staff Analysis The current concept plan meets all subdivisionzomdng requirements. Since it meets all the resménts

and the applicant has invested time and monethmgroject which will ultimately lead to its despiment, then staff has
no issues with extending the concept plan appravaine year.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff Recommends that concept plan approval bend&tbfor one year as requested by
the applicant to March 27, 2011.

Approve (10-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2010-33

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2008S-061U-12 APPROVED. (10-0)”

X. OTHER BUSINESS

13. Employee contract for Scott Morton, pending applénan Metro Human Resources Department

Approve (10-0)Consent Agenda

14. Historical Commission Report
15 Board of Parks and Recreation Report
16. Executive Director Reports

17. Legislative Update

XI. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 8:16pm.

Chairman

Secretary

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 [at
josie.bass@nashville.gavFor Title VI inquiries contact Shirley Sims-Sal@amr Denise Hopgood of Huma|1
Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategliries call 862-6640.
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