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PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present: o
James Lawson. Chairman Richard Bernhardt, Executive Director

Doug Small, Vice Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Director
Stewart CIif’ton David Kleinfelter, Planning Manager 11
Brook Fox, Legal Counsel

Tonya Jones . L - .
Ann Nielson Trish Brooks, Administrative Assistant
Victor Tyler Kathryn Fuller, Planner Il

Adrian Harris, Planner |

Bob Leeman, Planner 11

Preston Mitchell, Planner 11

Chris Wooton, Planning Technician |

James McLean
Councilmember J. B. Loring
Phil Ponder, representing Mayor Bill Purcell

Commission Members Absent:
Judy Cummings

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:03 p.m.

1. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. McLean moved, and Mr. Clifton seconded the motion, which passed unanimously to adopt the agenda as
corrected: (7-0)

Item #21 — 2004S-158G-12 — Waterford Estates — change Council District from 31 (Toler) to District 32 (Coleman).

I11.  APPROVAL OF MAY 27, 2004 MINUTES

Mr. Ponder moved, and Mr. McLean seconded the motion, which passed unanimously to approve the minutes of
May 27, 2004. (7-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS
a. Councilmember Sam Coleman in regards to potential Charter amendment

Councilmember Coleman thanked the Commission for their service and dedication to the City.

Councilmember Coleman explained that he has proposed a Charter amendment referendum to the Council. The
amendment would add a member of the Board of Education to the Planning Commission. He explained that by
adding a School Board member, to the Commission as a voting member, would provide additional knowledge



regarding infrastructure of the City, in particular, the schools. It would also keep the Board of Education
knowledgeable of the Commission’s goals and objectives as development occurs within the City.

Councilmember Coleman stated that he has been before the Board of Education to inform them of this amendment,
and that he was present today to seek approval of this referendum from the Commission.

Chairman Lawson arrived at 4:08 p.m.

Chairman Lawson announced that the Commission will set up an informal work session to discuss this issue. Mr.
Ponder suggested that this issue be discussed at the informal work session already scheduled on 6/24/04.

Councilmember Forkum spoke regarding Item #6 — 2004S-157G-04, Forest Glen. He stated he was in support of
staff’s recommendation to approve with the condition to relocate the project access from Old Hickory Blvd. to
McArthur Drive.

Councilmember Williams announced that the applicant has requested to defer Item #22, 2004S-162U-10, Hobbs
Place. She stated that this deferral would allow the developer to meet with the Community regarding this project
and that she was in support of the deferral.

Councilmember Williams also spoke on Item #24 — 2004S-164U-10, Habersham Way. She indicated she was in
agreement with staff’s recommendation to disapprove due to comparability issues, lot sizes and cul-de-sacs included
in this proposal as expressed by her community.

Councilmember Shulman spoke regarding Item #5 — 2004S-155U-10, Oxford Hills Subdivision. He indicated that
this item was deferred from the last meeting in order for the developers and the owners of the land to meet with the
neighbors. He stated that he would reserve his comments until this item was presented.

Councilmember Shulman also commented on Items #9 and 10 — 2004Z-026U-10 and 2004Z-027U-10. He
explained that these zone changes (R to RS) are the first of many that will appear before the Commission.
Councilmember Shulman explained that many members of his community are in favor of these zone changes in
order to protect the integrity of their neighborhoods.

Councilmember Shulman was also present for Item #23 — 2004S-163U-10, which was deferred; item #27, 2004S-
160U-10 which he will address when the item is presented, and lastly, Item #282004S-161U-10 — Glen Echo. He
expressed opposition to this proposal due to the fact that the constituents are not in favor of the development. He
stated he would address this item again once it was presented.

Councilmember Toler stated he would address the Commission when his item was presented.
Councilmember Whitmore was present and requested not to speak at that time.
Councilmember Jameson spoke in favor of staff’s recommendation to approve Item #13 — 2004Z-060U-05.

Ann Nielson arrived at 4:10 p.m.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR

WITHDRAWN

1. 2004Z-056U-03 SCN, RS20 & RS15 to RM9 & RS10, 3705 Whites Creek Pike — Deferred to June 24, 2004 at the
request of the applicant

2. 2004P-012U-03 Parmley Cove PUD, Cancel Commercial PUD, east side of Whites Creek Pike — Deferred to June
24,2004 at the request of the applicant

7. 2004S-092A-07 West Meade Farms, brook Hollow Road — Deferred to June 24, 2004 at the request of the
applicant

17. 2004Z-066U-12 RM6 to MUN, 5606 Cloverland Dr., Old Hickory Boulevard (unnumbered) — Deferred

indefinitely at the request of the applicant




18. 2004Z-067G-14 CS to RM15, Robinson Road (unnumbered) — Deferred indefinitely at the request of the
applicant

22. 2004S-162U-10 Hobbs Place, Hobbs Road — Deferred to June 24, 2004 at the request of the applicant

23. 2004S-163U-10 Woodmont Village, Woodmont Blvd. — Deferred to June 24, 2004 at the request of the
applicant

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motion, which passed unanimously to approve the deferred and
withdrawn items. (9-0)

V1. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

13. 2004Z-060U-05 Apply Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District between Douglas and Sharpe Ave.-
Approve

14. 2004Z-063G-04 CS to SCR, 218 Crestview Dr.- Approve

15. 2004Z-064U-13 RM9 to AR2a, 625 Bell Rd.- Approve

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLATS

21. 2004S-158G-12 Waterford Estates (formerly Cane Ridge Estates, Cane Ridge Rd. - Approve w/ conditions

25. 2004S-165U-12 Brentwood Marketplace (Revisions to Revellette Subdivision), Old Hickory Blvd. — Approve

29. 2004S-167U-10 Belmont Land Company, Resub. of portion of Lots 209 & 210m 1802 Beechwood Ave. —
Approve final plat and one foot width variance for new Lot 2

FINAL PLATS

27. 2004S-160U-10 Sharondale Heights, Resubdivision of Lot 13, east margin of White Oak Dr. - Approve,
including a lot comparability waiver and a sidewalk variance

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (revisions)

31. 2003P-013U-10 Village Hall, North of Hobbs Rd. - Approve w/ conditions

MANDATORY REFERRALS

32. 2004M-043U-13 Change Oakwood Forest Drive to Dover Glen Drive — Approve

33. 2004M-044G-06 Surplus property right-of-way along River Road - Approve

34. 2004M-045G-14 Water Main and Easement acquisition at 3803 Central Pk. - Approve

Ms. Nielson moved, and Mr. McLean seconded the motion, which passed unanimously, to approve the consent
agenda as presented. (9-0)

Mr. Ponder expressed concerns regarding Item #21 — Waterford Estates. He stated that there was already a
Waterford Estates in Old Hickory and that this could cause confusion for emergency personnel.

Mr. Bernhardt stated that this fact could be reviewed before final approval was granted for this subdivision.

VIl. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON
PUBLIC HEARING

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

1. 2004Z-056U-03
Map 49, Parcel 185
Subarea 3 (1998)
District 3 (Hughes)

A request to change from SCN, RS20 and RS15 to RM9 (5.95 acres) and RS10 (32.49 acres) districts, property at
3705 Whites Creek Pike, north of Green Lane, (total of 38.44 acres), requested by Dale & Associates, Inc.,
applicant, for Jane D. Parmley and Howard Scott Dowlen, owners. (Deferred from meeting of May 13, 2004). (See
PUD Proposal No. 2004P-012U-03 below).

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Zone Change 2004Z-056U-03 to June 24, 2004. (9-0)




2. 2004P-012U-03
Parmley Cove PUD
Map 49, Parcel 185
Subarea 3 (1998)
District 3 (Hughes)

A request to cancel an undeveloped Commercial Planned Unit Development (88P-042), located abutting the east
side of Whites Creek Pike, north of Green Lane, (12.8 acres), approved for an 80,000 square foot office and retail
development, and to approve a preliminary Planned Unit Development with 91 single-family lots and 46 multi-
family units, (38.44 acres), requested by Dale & Associates, applicant, for Jane D. Parmley and Howard Scott
Dowlen, owners. (Deferred from meeting of May 13, 2004). (See Zone Change Proposal No. 2004Z-056U-03
above).

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planned Unit Development 2004P-012U-03 to June 24,
2004. (9-0)

3. 2004Z-070U-14
Map 95-12-0-A, Parcel 227
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Loring)

A request to change from R10 to RM6 district property located within an existing Planned Unit Development
located west of the terminus of Airwood Drive, south of Woodberry Drive (8.66 acres), requested by McKinney
Engineering, applicant, for Chan McCullough/Venture Properties, owner. (Deferred from meeting of May 27,
2004). (See PUD Proposal No. 148-83-U-14 on page 3).

Staff Recommendation - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Rezone 8.66 acres from residential (R10) to residential (RM6) district, as part of a
requested amendment to an existing Planned Unit Development. The property is located west of the terminus of
Airwood Drive, south of Woodberry Drive.

Existing Zoning
R10 district - R10 requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RMS6 district - RM6 is intended for single-family, duplex and multi-family dwellings at a density of 6 dwelling
units per acre.

SUBAREA 14

Residential Low-Medium (RLM) RLM policy is a policy category designed to accommodate residential
development within a density range of about 2 to 4 dwelling units per acre. The predominant development type in
RLM areas is single-family, although some townhomes and other forms of attached housing may be appropriate.
The plan specifically states that, “in this highly developed area, infill development should be guided by the standard
policies.”

Policy Conflict The Council-approved PUD plan allowed for the development of 54 single-family lots and 98
townhomes in two phases. Although the current Subarea 14 Plan, and draft update for that plan, call for
development within the RLM (2-4 du/ac) range, the existence of the PUD overlay allows for development that may
not normally be recommended within a specific area of the county.

In 1996, the Metro Planning Commission approved a revision to the preliminary PUD plan that completely removed
the proposed townhomes. Subsequent to that revision, the property owner recorded a plat that established common
open space where the units were to be located. This applicant is now proposing to construct 42 townhomes, at a
density of 4.85 dwelling units per acre. Since the Subarea Plan calls for standard policy guidance, this proposal falls



just above the maximum allowable density range but is much lower than the Council-approved plan calling for 98
units.

RECENT REZONINGS - No

TRAFFIC

Metro Public Works Recommendation:

1. Remove concrete driveway ramp.

2. Show right of way consistent with ST-251 along roadway and turn around.

3. Show ST-251 cross section or label road ST-251.

4. Check for adequate driveway length.

5. Final approval subject to construction plans, and variance from MPC for extended cul-de-sac.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation: 6 Elementary 4 Middle 3 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity: Students would attend McGavock Elementary School, Two Rivers Middle School,
and McGavock High School. Based on the most current data from the Metro School Board, there is capacity at all
three school levels within the cluster. This information is based upon data last updated January 16, 2004.

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

4, 148-83-U-14
Park at Lakeland
Map 95-12-0-A, Parcel 227
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Loring)

A request to amend the preliminary plan for a portion of the Planned Unit Development located abutting the west
margin of Hibbitts Road and the terminus of Airwood Drive, classified R10, (8.66 acres), to permit the development
of 42 townhouse units to replace the undeveloped 98 townhouse units, requested by McKinney Engineering for
Chan McCullough, owner. (Deferred from meeting of May 27, 2004). (See Zone Change Proposal No. 2004Z-
070U-14 on page 2).

Staff Recommendation - Approve with conditions, and approve the request to vary from the 750-foot maximum
length of permanent dead-end streets per Section 2-6.2.1 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend PUD

Request to amend an existing, partially unbuilt, preliminary Planned Unit Development to allow for the development
of 42 townhomes on 8.66 acres, and a request to vary from the 750-foot maximum length of permanent dead-end
streets per Section 2-6.2.1 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations. The property is located west of the terminus of
Airwood Drive, south of Woodberry Drive.

PLAN DETAILS

History:The original residential PUD, adopted by the Metro Council in 1983, allowed for the development of 54
single-family lots and 98 townhomes on a total of 27.5 acres. The single-family portion of the plan has since been
developed, but the condo portion was revised out of the plan in 1996. The MPC approved a revision that removed
all the townhomes and allowed for one lot on the 8.66-acre portion that is now being requested for revision.
However, that revision was not approved by the Metro Council; therefore, the original entitlement of 98 townhomes
remains in place.



Site Design: The plan proposes to extend Airwood Drive further to the west and establish a permanent cul-de-sac at
the end of parcel 227. The proposed street would be public and provided with sidewalks along both sides. All 42
units would face the extension of Airwood Drive and a small park would be provided between two of the units on
the south side of the street.

According to the 1996, revision there are a number of large mixed deciduous and cedar trees located within this
8.66-acre portion of the site. Since those clusters (3 large areas) were specifically called out on the revised PUD
plan, staff is conditioning the approval recommendation to state that the applicant must conduct a tree survey of the
area in conjunction with final PUD approval.

Access & Connectivity: Access to the site would be provided via the extension of Airwood Drive. The original
PUD plan called for the condominium units to be accessed by a private drive that extended off of the Hibbitts Road
cul-de-sac. Based on topographic constraints, an existing blue-line stream, and the minimized impact on the land
with this proposal, staff supports the new plan to extend Airwood in lieu of providing a long driveway from the
Hibbitts Road cul-de-sac.

Variance to Subdivision Regulations

2-6.2.1 Street Design Standards - The Subdivision Regulations require that, “turnarounds should be designed to
accommodate emergency and service vehicles as well as passenger cars. Exceptions to the turnaround requirements
may be made for short streets, up to 300 feet long where emergency and service vehicles are able to back out with
relative ease. The maximum lengths of streets leading to turnarounds shall be 750 feet.”

Since the applicant is proposing to extend an already-permanent cul-de-sac to allow for the development of the
townhomes, this extension will take Airwood Drive to approximately 1,630 feet in length. Staff recommends
approval of this variance to the regulations since the proposal minimizes impact on the property. The Council-
approved plan called for the townhomes to be accessed via a private drive extending from the permanent dead-end
of Hibbitts Road. The construction of this private drive would upset hillside topography as well as an existing blue-
line stream that both extend across the south side of the property.

METRO PUBLIC WORKS’ COMMENTS
Metro Public Works recommends approval, subject to the following revisions being made to the plan prior to final

PUD approval:

1. Remove concrete driveway ramp.

2. Show right of way consistent with ST 251 along roadway and turn around.

3. Show ST 251 cross section or label road ST 251.

4. Check for adequate driveway length.

5. Final approval subject to construction plans, and variance from MPC for extended cul-de-sac.
CONDITIONS

1. A Tree Preservation / Removal and Grading Boundary Plan (24x36) shall be submitted prior to, or in

conjunction with, the submittal of the Final PUD application.

2. This preliminary plan approval for this portion of the master plan is based upon the stated acreage. The
actual number of dwelling units to be constructed may be reduced upon approval of a final site
development plan if a boundary survey confirms there is less site acreage.

Mr. Mitchell presented and stated that staff is recommending approval of zone change 2004Z-070U-14, as well as
conditional approval of the Planned Unit Development 148-83-U-14.

Ms. Barbara Earheart, 2522 Woodberry Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposal due to its comparability with the
existing neighborhood.



Mr. Milton Cavender, 2507 Woodberry Drive, submitted a petition to the Commission which contained over 200
signatures in opposition to this development. He would like to preserve the wildlife in the area.

Ms. Sandra Cavender, 2507 Woodberry Drive spoke in opposition to the proposal.

Ms. Cindy Sword, 2804 Airwood Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposal due to the additional traffic it would
generate and the safety of the children playing in the neighborhood.

Ms. Denice Hall, 2616 Hibbitts Road, spoke in opposition to the proposal due to additional traffic that would be
generated in the neighborhood.

Ms. Hollie Petrella, 2620 Hibbitts Road, spoke in opposition to the proposal due to its affect on the current property
values of the existing homes as well as the density of the proposal in relation to the safety of the children in the
neighborhood.

Mr. Ponder expressed concerns regarding the length of Airwood Drive contained within the proposal.

Mr. Tyler expressed concerns regarding the entrance to the development as well as the impact the multi-family
homes would have on the single family homes within the neighborhood.

Mr. Clifton requested clarification regarding the history of this parcel. He spoke of the need for mixed housing in
Nashville neighborhoods, but expressed concerns regarding the impact that this multi-family development would
place on the single family homes already existing in this neighborhood.

Mr. McLean requested clarification regarding the original PUD that was approved for this parcel back in 1996.

Mr. Fox and Mr. Bernhardt explained that back in 1996, the Commission approved a PUD with one unit for this
piece of property. Mr. Bernhardt also explained that since the land is currently zoned R10, Council would have to
rescind its actions on the PUD before other zoning could be considered for this parcel.

Mr. Small spoke of the issues associated with the subarea plan and the zone change being requested as it relates to
the current zoning of the parcel.

Ms. Jones expressed concerns regarding the development and the affect of disapproving the development and its
alternatives.

Mr. Loring spoke in opposition to the zoning. He also expressed concerns regarding disapproval and the affect of an
alternative plan would have on this area. He also would like to see the preservation of the area.

Mr. Fox expressed his legal opinion regarding this development and the prior actions taken on this parcel by the
Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the issues associated with the various PUD configurations in relation to connectivity of the
development with Hibbitts Road and Airwood Drive and the actual topography of the area.

Mr. Lawson requested clarification on the options of actions available to the Commission.

Mr. Fox stated that if the Commission were to approve the PUD without approving the zone change, this course of
action would require approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals due to the fact that they would be requesting a
zoning variance for the PUD.

Mr. Loring expressed concerns regarding the disapproval of this PUD with the possibility of 98 townhomes
replacing it.

Mr. Mitchell offered additional information pertaining to the potential development under the R10 zoning that could
be developed if the PUD was to be disapproved.



Mr. Lawson expressed concerns regarding the various issues relating to this development including the length of
Airwood Drive, the PUD design, additional traffic and stub streets.

Ms. Jones moved, and Ms. Nielson seconded the motion, which passed unanimously to disapprove Zone Change
No. 2004Z-070U-14. (9-0)

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motion to disapprove the Planned Unit Development No. 148-83-
U-14. (8-1) No Vote - Loring

Resolution No. 2004 -175

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that 2004Z-070U-14 is DISAPPROVED. (9-0)

The proposed RM6 district is not consistent with the Subarea 14 Plan’s Residential Low Medium (RLM)
policy intended for residential development within a density range of two to four dwelling units per acre.”

Resolution No. 2004 -176

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that PUD No. 118-83-U-14 is DISAPPROVED.
(8-1)"

PRELIMINARY PLATS

5. 2004S-155U-10
Oxford Hills Subdivision
Map 131-03, Parcels 223 and 224
Subarea 10 (1994)
District 25 (Shulman)

A request for preliminary plat approval for 8 lots, located on the south margin of Shackleford Road and the west
margin of Belmont Boulevard (2.97 acres), requested by Hammond Brandt Builders, developers, and Ragan-Smith
Associates, engineer. (Deferred from meeting of May 27, 2004).

Staff Recommendation - Approve with conditions and a variance for less than a 300 foot separation (265 feet) for
the T-type intersection occurring along a collector street (2-6.2.1 H.(2)).

APPLICANT REQUEST
Preliminary Plat - Subdivide 2.97 acres into 8 single-family lots along the south side of Shackleford Road and the
west side of Belmont Boulevard.

ZONING
R10 District - R10 district, requiring a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet and intended for single and two-
family dwellings at an overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acre with 25% duplex lots. Two duplex lots are
proposed.

CLUSTER LOT OPTION - The cluster lot option allows the applicant to reduce minimum lot sizes two base zone
districts from the base zone classification of R10 (minimum 10,000 sq. ft. lots) to R6 (minimum 6,000 sq. ft. lots).

Pursuant to Section 17.12.080(D) of the Metro Zoning Ordinance, cluster lot subdivisions require a minimum of
15% open space per phase. The applicant complies with this requirement by proposing a total of 17, 624 square feet
(16%) of open space.

SUBDIVISION DETALILS - This subdivision proposal utilizing the cluster lot option to save a 72 inch diameter
breast height Sycamore tree at the corner of Shackelford Road and Belmont Boulevard.



VARIANCE REQUEST - The applicant has requested a variance to the requirement for 300 feet in separation
between T-type intersections on a collector road. The applicant has approximately 265 feet between the proposed
intersection and the intersection of Shackleford Road and Belmont Boulevard. The applicant feels that they have
shifted the intersection as far to the west as possible while still accommodating the proposed lots.

PUBLIC WORKS - No Exceptions Taken

RECOMMENDATION - All preliminary plats are subject to Public Works’ review and approval of construction
plans.

CONDITIONS

1. If existing vegetation is to be used to satisfy the required landscape buffer yard requirements of the Zoning
Code, landscape plans must be reviewed and approved by the Urban Forester prior to grading plan
approval.

2. A C type buffer of 20" width is required at the perimeter of lots that are less than 8,000 square feet. The

buffer in the area of lots 4-6 will need to be adjusted accordingly.

Ms. Fuller presented and stated that staff is recommending approval with conditions and a variance for less than a
300 ft. separation (265 ft.) for the T-type intersection occurring along a collector street (2-6.2.1.H(2)).

Ms. Becky Brand, 106 Jamestown Green Court, distributed her written comments regarding this proposal to the
Commission. She indicated that she would like to see a 20 foot buffer included in the plan as opposed to the 10 foot
buffer being proposed by the developer.

Ms. Wilma Boyland, 1609 Shackleford Road, spoke in opposition to the proposal due to the negative impact it
would have on her neighborhood.

Councilmember Shulman explained that he has met with the community and the developer regarding this proposal.
He indicated that issues such as traffic, larger buffers and sidewalks have been discussed. He stated that the
developers have been working with the Community to resolve some of the issues associated with this development.
Mr. Brett Smith, Ragan Smith Associates, he stated that they are in agreement with staff’s conditions placed on this
development as well as in agreement with Councilmember Shulman to place the sidewalk on Granny White Pike.
The buffer zone associated with Lot 3 has also been revised to meet the requirements of the Planning staff.

Mr. Small expressed concerns regarding the placement of sidewalks within the development.

Mr. McLean expressed concerns regarding the setbacks included in the proposal.

Mr. Ponder moved, and Mr. McLean seconded the motion, which passed unanimously, to approve Preliminary Plat
No. 2004S-155U-10 to include sidewalks be installed either along Granny White Pike or at the location as approved
by the Department of Public Works. (9-0)

Resolution No. 2004 -177

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that 2004S-155U-10 is APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS and a variance to the 300-foot separation requirement between T-type intersections along a
Collector Street, and also approved a sidewalk variance to allow the sidewalk to be built along Granny White
Pike. (9-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. If existing vegetation is to be used to satisfy the required landscape buffer yard requirements of the Zoning
Code, landscape plans must be reviewed and approved by the Urban Forester prior to grading plan
approval.



2. A C type buffer of 20" width is required at the perimeter of lots that are less than 8,000 square feet. The
buffer in the area of lots 4-6 will need to be adjusted accordingly.”

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the sidewalk variance request was a reasonable request for the Planning Department.

The Commission recessed at 5:30 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 5:50 p.m.

6. 2004S-157G-04
Forest Glen
Map 43-10, Parcel 58
Map 43-11, Parcel 104
Subarea 4 (1998)
District 9 (Forkum)

A request for preliminary plat approval for 15 lots abutting the north margin of Old Hickory Boulevard,
approximately 300 feet west of McArthur Drive (3.04 acres), requested by Eddie and Christine Dilts,
owners/developers, Bruce Rainey and Associates, engineer. (Deferred from meeting of May 27, 2004).

Staff Recommendation - Disapprove as designed, but Approve with conditions, including relocation of the project
access from Old Hickory Boulevard to McArthur Drive.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary Plat
Subdivide 3.04 acres into 15 single-family lots along the north side of Old Hickory Boulevard (State Route 45).

ZONING
RS7.5 District - RS7.5 district, requiring a minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet and intended for single family
dwellings at an overall density of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.

CLUSTER LOT OPTION - The cluster lot option allows the applicant to reduce minimum lot sizes two base zone
districts from the base zone classification of RS7.5 (minimum 10,000 sq. ft. lots) to RS3.75 (minimum 3,750 sq. ft.
lots).

Pursuant to Section 17.12.080(D) of the Metro Zoning Ordinance, cluster lot subdivisions require a minimum of
15% open space per phase. The applicant will need to prove that they have at least 16,884 square feet of open space
to comply with this provision.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - The project proposes the only access for the subdivision to be on Old Hickory
Boulevard. Old Hickory Boulevard is a U6 arterial with high volumes of traffic and will restrict the access to the
project to right-in and right-out only, with no possibility for left turns. Staff recommends that the project utilize the
lot fronting McArthur Drive as the entry to the project and cul-de-sac the access to Old Hickory Boulevard. Traffic
from the project would then have unrestricted turning access at the intersection of McArthur Drive and Old Hickory
Boulevard.

TRAFFIC

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - “The Traffic Division was asked by the developer at the conceptual
stage if we would approve a curb cut on Old Hickory Boulevard. At that time and as reflected in our recent
comments, we determined that we would allow a curb cut for right-in and right-out only drive with no median cut on
Old Hickory Boulevard.

Traffic will support replacing this Old Hickory Boulevard curb cut with an access drive off McArthur Dr. for these
15 lots. Since there is a median cut on Old Hickory Boulevard opposite McArthur Drive, the subdivision traffic will
be able to turn in each direction on Old Hickory Boulevard.”

All preliminary plats are subject to Public Works’ review and approval of construction plans.



CONDITIONS

1. If existing vegetation is to be used to satisfy the required landscape buffer yard requirements of the Zoning
Code, landscape plans must be reviewed and approved by the Urban Forester prior to grading plan
approval.

2. Provide the square footage of the open space on a revised preliminary plat (a minimum of 16,884 square
feet is required.)

3. Relocate the project access from Old Hickory Boulevard to McArthur Drive.

Ms. Fuller presented and stated that staff is recommending disapproval as designed, but approve with conditions
including relocation of the project access from Old Hickory Boulevard to McArthur Drive.

Mr. Joseph Sutherland, 118, 119, 121 McArthur Drive, presented pictures of the area to the commission. He
expressed concerns regarding drainage issues associated with this development.

Mr. McLean moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motion, which passed unanimously, to adopt staff
recommendations on Preliminary Plat No. 2004S-157G-04. (9-0).

Resolution No. 2004 —-178

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that 2004S-157G-04 is DISAPPROVED AS
DESIGNED and APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS. (9-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. If existing vegetation is to be used to satisfy the required landscape buffer yard requirements of the Zoning
Code, landscape plans must be reviewed and approved by the Urban Forester prior to grading plan
approval.

2. Provide the square footage of the open space on a revised preliminary plat (a minimum of 16,884 square
feet is required.)

3. Relocate the project access from Old Hickory Boulevard to McArthur Drive.”

FINAL PLATS

7. 2004S-092A-07

West Meade Farms
Map 129-03, Parcel 38
Subarea 7 (2000)
District 23 (Whitson)

A request for final plat approval to amend the front setback from 225 feet to 180 feet abutting the west side of
Brooks Hollow Road (1.84 acres), classified within RS80 district, requested by Eric Bowles, owner, Brad Bolton,
applicant. (Deferred from meeting of May 13, 2004).

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Final Plat 2004S-092A-07 to June 24, 2004. (9-0)

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

8. 84-87-P-13

The Crossings at Hickory Hollow Commercial PUD

Map 163, Parcel 387 and Portion of Parcel 361

Subarea 13 (2003)

District 32 (Coleman)
A request for a revision to the preliminary and for final approval for a portion of the Commercial Planned Unit
Development district located abutting the south side of Mt. View Parkway and north of Crossings Place, classified
R10, (0.56 acres), to permit a 2,645 square foot car wash, requested by Wamble & Associates, PLLC, for Chris
Chung, owner. (Deferred from meeting of May 13, 2004).



Staff Recommendation - Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

Request for a revision to preliminary and for final Planned Unit Development approval for the Crossings at Hickory
Hollow Commercial Planned Unit Development to allow for the development of a 2,645-square foot 2-bay
automatic car wash. This portion of the PUD is located at the intersection of Mt. View Parkway, Crossings Place,
and Hickory Hollow Parkway.

PLAN DETAILS

This portion of the larger commercial PUD was approved on July 8, 1999, as a revision to preliminary and final to
allow for the development of the adjacent 6,180-square foot convenience market and fuel station. That revision also
provided for the development of carwash and lube shop on parcel 387 — where the proposed automatic car wash will
be constructed. Prior to the 1999, revision both parcels were approved for a larger 3,700-square foot convenience
market and fuel station.

METRO PUBLIC WORKS COMMENTS - No exceptions taken

CONDITIONS

1. This approval does not include any signs. Business accessory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be approved by the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances when the Metropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

2. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marshal’s Office for emergency vehicle access and fire flow
water supply during construction must be met before the issuance of any building permits.

3. Authorization for the issuance of permit applications will not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies of the approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

4, These plans as approved by the Planning Commission will be used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in the issuance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plans will require re-approval by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Mitchell presented and stated that staff is recommending approval with conditions.

Councilmember Coleman spoke in favor of this proposal. He indicated that he and Councilmember Bradley have
acquired the additional necessary information from the developers to support this development.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motion, which passed unanimously, to approve with conditions,
Planned Unit Development No. 84-87-P-13. (9-0)

Resolution No. 2004 179

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that PUD No. 84-87-P-13 is APPROVED WITH
CONDTIONS. (9-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. This approval does not include any signs. Business accessory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be approved by the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances when the Metropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

2. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marshal’s Office for emergency vehicle access and fire flow
water supply during construction must be met before the issuance of any building permits.



3. Authorization for the issuance of permit applications will not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies of the approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

4. These plans as approved by the Planning Commission will be used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in the issuance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plans will require re-approval by the Planning Commission.”

VIiIl. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

9. 2004Z-026U-10
Map 131-04, Various Parcels
Subarea 10 (1994)
District 25 (Shulman)

A request to change from R10 to RS10 district various properties located between Frances Avenue and Glenwood
Avenue and between Parkview Circle and Hillcrest Avenue, (19.13 acres), requested by Councilmember Jim
Shulman for various property owners.

Ms. Harris presented and stated that staff is recommending approval of zone changes 2004Z-026U-10, 2004Z-027U-
10, 2004SZ-043U-05, 2004Z-075U-10, and 2004Z-078U-05.

Chairman Lawson announced that since there were five different case numbers assigned to this presentation, the
Commission will hold a public hearing for each of the areas of concern.

Item #9 — 2004Z-026U-10

Staff Recommendation - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Rezone 19.13 acres from residential (R10) to residential single-family (RS10) district
properties located between Frances and Glenwood Avenue and between Parkview Circle and Hillcrest Avenue.

Existing Zoning
R10 district - R10 requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS10 district - RS10 requires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

SUBAREA 10 PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residential development within a
density range of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predominant development type is single-family homes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attached housing may be appropriate.

Residential Low (RL) - RL policy is intended to conserve large areas of established, low density (one to two
dwelling units per acre) residential development. The predominate development type is single-family homes.

Policy Conflict - The proposed zoning district (RS10) is consistent with the RLM policy, however, it is not entirely
consistent with the RL policy. The portion that is within the RL policy area is already zoned R10 and the RS10
zoning district would decrease the density in the area to bring it closer to conformity with the policy. The R10
zoning district allows for a density of 4.63 dwelling units per acre with 25% duplex lots, while the RS10 zoning
district allows for 3.7 dwelling units per acre.



Out of the 55 properties, there is one vacant lot, nine two-family dwellings, and the remaining lots are single-family
dwellings.

The nine two-family dwellings in this area will be considered nonconforming and will be allowed to remain.
Section 17.40.650 of the Zoning Code states “a structure containing a two-family nonconforming use within an RS
district may be restored within one year regardless of percentage of damage or destruction.”

In recent months, many Councilmembers have expressed an interest in filing zone change applications to change
properties in their district from R to RS zoning districts. The effect of these rezonings is to create a patchwork
throughout the county where duplexes are permitted in some areas, but not in others. No comprehensive policy
decision is being made by the Commission or the Council as to where duplexes should be permitted and where they
should not be permitted. Except for those applications on the June 10 Commission agenda, staff does not plan to
recommend to the Commission that they approve any further mass rezoning to eliminate duplexes until this issue has
been resolved. Staff recommends approval of this application only because the request 1) is technically allowed by
the policy in this area, which allows zoning for single-family homes, and 2) is consistent with recent staff
recommendations for similar requests in other locations.

Rather than continuing to address this issue on a piecemeal basis, staff has written a letter to all members of the
Council proposing to organize meetings among various interested parties to arrive at a county-wide solution to
address duplexes. Planning Department staff will facilitate the meetings, which will include stakeholders such as
property owners, developers, Councilmembers, neighborhood organizations, and affordable housing representatives.

Staff believes this issue can possibly be addressed through an amendment to the Zoning Code. Such an amendment
could establish a comprehensive set of criteria that may limit the number and location of duplexes, while still
providing the opportunity for neighborhoods to have a diverse mix of housing options. These criteria could also
ensure that new duplexes reflect the character of the neighborhoods in which they are located.

RECENT REZONINGS - None

TRAFFIC - No Exception Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
This rezoning is not expected to have a significant effect on student generation projections.

Mr. Frank Englert, 304 EImington Avenue, spoke in opposition to the zone change request due to the fact it would
eliminate duplex housing in the area.

Councilmember Shulman spoke in support of the zone change request. He stated his constituents were also in favor
because it would protect the design and integrity of their neighborhoods.

Mr. Adam Epstein, 3704 Hobbs Road, spoke in opposition to the zone change request.

Mr. John Russell, 4304 Parkview Circle, spoke in favor of approving this zone change request in order to maintain
the character and integrity of the neighborhood.

Mr. Troy Pepper, 1133 Glenwood Avenue, spoke in support of the zone change request to protect the integrity of the
neighborhood.

[Note: Items #9, 10, 11, 19 and 20 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See item #9
for actions and resolution.]

Item #10 — 2004Z-027U-10
Staff Recommendation - Approve




APPLICANT REQUEST -Rezone 17.48 acres from residential (R10) to residential single-family (RS10) district
properties located between Warfield Drive and Temple Avenue and between Lone Oak Road and Belmont Park
Terrace.

Existing Zoning

R10 district - R10 requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning

RS10 district - RS10 requires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

SUBAREA 10 PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residential development within a
density range of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predominant development type is single-family homes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attached housing may be appropriate.

Policy Conflict - The proposed zoning district (RS10) is consistent with the RLM policy. The RS10 zoning district
is within the density range of the RLM policy calling for two to four dwelling units per acre.

Out of the 41 properties, there are six two-family dwellings and the remaining lots are single-family dwellings.

The six two-family dwellings in this area will be considered nonconforming and will be allowed to remain. The
Zoning Code states “a structure containing a two-family nonconforming use within an RS district may be restored
within one year regardless of percentage of damage or destruction.”

In recent months, many Councilmembers have expressed an interest in filing zone change applications to change
properties in their district from R to RS zoning districts. The effect of these rezonings is to create a patchwork
throughout the county where duplexes are permitted in some areas, but not in others. No comprehensive policy
decision is being made by the Commission or the Council as to where duplexes should be permitted and where they
should not be permitted. Except for those applications on the June 10 Commission agenda, staff does not plan to
recommend to the Commission that they approve any further mass rezoning to eliminate duplexes until this issue has
been resolved. Staff recommends approval of this application only because the request 1) is technically allowed by
the policy in this area, which allows zoning for single-family homes, and 2) is consistent with recent staff
recommendations for similar requests in other locations.

Rather than continuing to address this issue on a piecemeal basis, staff has written a letter to all members of the
Council proposing to organize meetings among various interested parties to arrive at a county-wide solution to
address duplexes. Planning Department staff will facilitate the meetings, which will include stakeholders such as
property owners, developers, Councilmembers, neighborhood organizations, and affordable housing representatives.

Staff believes this issue can possibly be addressed through an amendment to the Zoning Code. Such an amendment
could establish a comprehensive set of criteria that may limit the number and location of duplexes, while still
providing the opportunity for neighborhoods to have a diverse mix of housing options. These criteria could also
ensure that new duplexes reflect the character of the neighborhoods in which they are located.

RECENT REZONINGS -None

TRAFFIC - No Exception Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
This rezoning is not expected to have a significant effect on student generation projections.

Mr. Paul Miller, 1720 Temple Avenue, spoke in favor of the rezoning due to the increase of traffic and density to
their neighborhood.



Mr. John Arrington, 1712 Temple, spoke in favor of the rezoning of this area to maintain the integrity of the
neighborhood and to eliminate an increase of traffic to his neighborhood.

A resident of Belmont Park Terrace, spoke in favor of the zone change request — stated she would like to see more
single-family homes in the area.

Ms. Carrie Martin, 1715 Temple, stated that the neighborhood circulated a petition and received 88 signatures of
support and only 1 signature of opposition of the zone change request.

Mr. Frank Englert, 304 EImington Avenue, spoke in opposition to the zone change request due to the fact it would
eliminate duplex housing in the area.

Ms. Laurie Filbert spoke in favor of the zone change request.

Mr. John Russell, 4304 Parkview Circle, spoke in support of the zone change request due to economic reasons of the
developers wanting to build duplexes in single family areas.

[Note: Items #9, 10, 11, 19 and 20 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See item #9
for actions and resolution.]

Item #11 — 2004Z-043U-05
Staff Recommendation - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Rezone 100.28 acres from residential (R6) to residential single-family (RS5) district
various parcels located along Treutlan, Berry, Grace, Hancock, Arrington, Wilburn, and Cleveland Streets.

Existing Zoning
R6 district - R6 requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 7.72 dwelling units per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS5 district - RS5 requires a minimum 5,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings at a density
of 7.41 dwelling units per acre.

SUBAREA 5 PLAN POLICY

Residential Medium (RM) - RM policy is intended to accommodate residential development within a density range
of four to nine dwelling units per acre. A variety of housing types are appropriate. The most common types include
compact, single-family detached units, town-homes, and walk-up apartments.

Mixed Use (MU)- MU policy is intended to encourage an integrated, diverse blend of compatible land uses
ensuring unique opportunities for living, working, and shopping. Predominant uses include residential, commercial,
recreational, cultural, and community facilities. Commercial uses appropriate to MU areas include offices and
community, neighborhood, and convenience scale activities. Residential densities are comparable to medium,
medium-high, or high density.

Major Public Open Space (MPOS) - MPQOS policy is intended to accommodate existing major public recreational
and open space areas for active and passive use. The primary types of land use in MPOS policy are recreational
activities that are accessible to the general public on land that is under public ownership or control.

Policy Conflict - The proposed zoning district (RS5) is consistent with all three polices in this area. The density of
RS5 is within the density range called for within the RM policy and is also consistent with the MU policy. The
MPOS policy applies to the McFerrin Park in this area that is currently zoned R6. In this instance, the use will stay
the same, but if the use is changed in the future, the use will have to comply with the RS5 zoning district.

Out of the 412 properties, there are 94 vacant lots, 252 single-family lots, and 62 two-family or more lots.



The 62 two or more-family dwellings in this area will be considered nonconforming and will be allowed to remain.
The Zoning Code states “a structure containing a two-family nonconforming use within an RS district may be
restored within one year regardless of percentage of damage or destruction.”

In recent months, many Councilmembers have expressed an interest in filing zone change applications to change
properties in their district from R to RS zoning districts. The effect of these rezonings is to create a patchwork
throughout the county where duplexes are permitted in some areas, but not in others. No comprehensive policy
decision is being made by the Commission or the Council as to where duplexes should be permitted and where they
should not be permitted. Except for those applications on the June 10 Commission agenda, staff does not plan to
recommend to the Commission that they approve any further mass rezoning to eliminate duplexes until this issue has
been resolved. Staff recommends approval of this application only because the request 1) is technically allowed by
the policy in this area, which allows zoning for single-family homes, and 2) is consistent with recent staff
recommendations for similar requests in other locations.

Rather than continuing to address this issue on a piecemeal basis, staff has written a letter to all members of the
Council proposing to organize meetings among various interested parties to arrive at a county-wide solution to
address duplexes. Planning Department staff will facilitate the meetings, which will include stakeholders such as
property owners, developers, Councilmembers, neighborhood organizations, and affordable housing representatives.

Staff believes this issue can possibly be addressed through an amendment to the Zoning Code. Such an amendment
could establish a comprehensive set of criteria that may limit the number and location of duplexes, while still
providing the opportunity for neighborhoods to have a diverse mix of housing options. These criteria could also
ensure that new duplexes reflect the character of the neighborhoods in which they are located.

RECENT REZONINGS - None
TRAFFIC - No Exception Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
This rezoning is not expected to have a significant effect on student generation projections.

Councilmember Pam Murray spoke in favor of this zone change request. She stated that by passing this request, it
would improve the quality of life for her area. She stated she was not against affordable housing, but thought it
could be handled differently for her area. Councilmember Murray added that she has received over 60 calls from
her area that are in favor of this zone change request.

Ms. Amy Bricen, spoke in favor of the zone change request due to the fact it would place single-family homes back
into her neighborhoods and improve the quality of area.

[Note: Items #9, 10, 11, 19 and 20 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See item #9
for actions and resolution.]

Item #19 — 2004Z-075U-10
Staff Recommendation - Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - Rezone 36.31 acres from residential (R8) to residential single-family (RS7.5) district
properties located between 31% Avenue to Acklen Avenue.

Existing Zoning
R8 district - R8 requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 5.41 dwelling units per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS7.5 district - RS7.5 requires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot and is intended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.



SUBAREA 10 PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residential development within a
density range of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predominant development type is single-family homes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attached housing may be appropriate.

Major Public Open Space (MPOS) - MPOS policy is intended to accommodate existing major public recreational
and open space areas for active and passive use. The primary types of land use in MPOS policy are recreational
activities that are accessible to the general public on land that is under public ownership or control.

Policy Conflict - The proposed zoning district (RS7.5) is consistent with the RLM and MPOS policy areas, in that
this is a request for residential zoning in a developed neighborhood and the proposed zoning does not significantly
increase the allowable density over what is existing. The policy allows for residential development within a density
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. The MPOS policy area is not used for residential development and will
continue to be used by the Department of Metro Water & Sewerage Services.

Out of the 137 properties, there are 19 vacant lots, 74 single-family dwellings, and 42 two or more-family or more
dwellings.

The 42 two or more-family dwellings in this area will be considered nonconforming and will be allowed to remain.
The Zoning Code states “a structure containing a two-family nonconforming use within an RS district may be
restored within one year regardless of percentage of damage or destruction.”

In recent months, many Councilmembers have expressed an interest in filing zone change applications to change
properties in their district from R to RS zoning districts. The effect of these rezonings is to create a patchwork
throughout the county where duplexes are permitted in some areas, but not in others. No comprehensive policy
decision is being made by the Commission or the Council as to where duplexes should be permitted and where they
should not be permitted. Except for those applications on the June 10 Commission agenda, staff does not plan to
recommend to the Commission that they approve any further mass rezoning to eliminate duplexes until this issue has
been resolved. Staff recommends approval of this application only because the request 1) is technically 