MINUTES
OF THE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
Date: June 29, 1995
Time: 1:00 p.m.

Place: Howard Auditorium

Roll Call

Present: Absent:

Gilbert N. Smith, Chairman
Jimmy Allen

Arnett Bodenhamer

William Harbison

Janet Jernigan

James Lawson

William Manier

Councilmember Larry McWhirter
Ann Nielson

Also Present:
Executive Office:

T. Jeff Browning, Executive Director and Secretary
Carolyn Perry, Secretary |

Current Planning and Design Division:
Edward Owens, Planning Division Manager
Mitzi Dudley, Planner 11l

Tom Martin, Planner Il

John Bracey, Planner lli

Shawn Henry, Planner Il

Charles Hiehle, Planning Technician I
Community Plans Division:

Jerry Fawcett, Planning Division Manager
Robert Eadler, Planner I

Cynthia Lehmbeck, Planner II

Others Present:

Jim Armstrong, Public Works

Chairman Smith called the meeting to order.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mayor Philip Bredas



Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded theomotthich was unanimously passed, to adopt the
agenda.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF DEFERRED ITEMS
At the beginning of the meeting, the staff listed teferred items as follows:
98-73-G Final Plat deferred two weeks by requésteapplicant.

Ms. Jernigan moved and Mr. Harbison seconded th@mavhich carried unanimously, to defer the above
matter.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theangtivhich was unanimously passed, to approve the
minutes of the regular meeting of June 15, 1995.
RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS PRESENT
Mr. Charles Tygard was present to speak in fav@5dfl-069U, a road closure, and also asked the
Commission to listen to the neighborhood citizenmived in Subdivision Proposal 95S-137U.
ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the maticadopt the following items on the consent
agenda, which carried unanimously.
APPEAL CASES:

Appeal Case No. 95B-109U

Map 95-9, Parcel 61

Subarea 14

District 15
A request for a conditional use permit under ttevjgions of Section 17.124.360 (Floodplain) asinesy
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a new 27,75@rggioot addition within the IR District, on proper
located on the north margin of Massman Drive andrA®rive (16.58 acres), requested by Eva Hobbrs, fo

Gibson Guitar Corporation, appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 95-484

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 95B-109U to the Board of Zoning éqdp:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

Appeal Case No. 95B-117U
Map 71-14, Parcel 398



Subarea 3
District 5

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.360 (Floodplain) as nexgl
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 12,932 sdieatevholesale produce facility within the CG Distr
on property located on the west margin of Vashe&t approximately 200 feet south of Baptist World
Center Drive (3.64 acres), requested by W. H. Baffir Paul Fey, appellant, W. L. Davis, owner.

Resolution No. 95-485

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 95B-117U to the Board of Zoning égdp:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cieria. The Board is advised of the Subarea 3 Plag’
proposed realignment of Baptist World Center Drive”

Zone Change Proposals:

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-075G
Map 114, Parcels 204 and 215
Subarea 6

District 23

A request to change from CH District to CS Distdettain property abutting the northeast cornedldf
Hickory Boulevard and Tolbert Road (1.11 acreqjuested by Bill Anderson, for William M. Judd, et u
owners.

Resolution No. 95-486

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-075G
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 6 Plan recommends ‘commercial retail’ @licy for this area, which the requestdCS
district will implement.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-076U
Map 70-8, Parcel 153

Subarea 3

District 5

A request to change from R6 District to CS Distdettain property abutting the south margin of ifyin
Lane, approximately 150 feet east of Free Silveaidr024 acres), requested by Anna Marie Webb.

Resolution No. 95-487

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-076U
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 3 plan recommends that a concentratioof community oriented commercial retail
policy be implemented in this area, which the CS dtrict will do. Abutting properties to the east
(along the south margin of Trinity Lane) would alsobe appropriate for CS zoning.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-077U
Map 60-2, Parcel 284



Subarea 2
District 2

A request to change from R8 District to CS Distdettain property abutting the south margin of Ewin
Drive, approximately 500 feet east of Brick ChuRike (.52 acres), requested by Yolanda Howard, Marv
Berry, owner.

Resolution No. 95-488

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-077U
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 2 plan applies ‘commercial mixed camnagon’ policy to this general area. The CSritist
is appropriate to implement this policy.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-078U
Council Bill No. 095-1508

Map 69, Part of Parcels 50 and 94
Subarea 3

District 1

A request to change from R15 District to CH Distdertain property abutting the southwest corner of
Ashland City Highway and Industrial Parkway and sbethwest corner of Ashland City Highway and

Jordonia Station Road (approximately 7 acres),estpd by Bill Acree, for David C. Allen and Lisa K.
Creasey.

Resolution No. 95-489

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal
No. 95Z-078U isAPPROVED.

The Subarea 3 Plan recommends ‘commercial mixed coantration’ policy around the Briley
Parkway interchange. The CH district is appropriate to implement this policy classification”

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-081U
Council Bill No. 095-1502

Map 102-8, Parcels 4 and 114
Subarea 7

District 22

A request to change from CS District to OP Distciettain property abutting the northwest margin of

Charlotte Pike, approximately 520 feet northea®ldf Hickory Boulevard (4.94 acres), requested by
Edwards and Hotchkiss Architects, for Ulax Estakes,, owner.

Resolution No. 95-490

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-081U
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 7 plan recommends “residential mediumigh” policy for this area. The OP district will
allow for multi-family residential development andwould implement the goals of the plan better than
the existing CS district.”



PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

District Applications and Finals:

Proposal No. 98-73-G
Hickory Hills Commercial
Map 40, Part of Parcel 36
Subarea 3

District 11

A request for final approval for Phase 7 of the @wrcial (General) Planned Unit Development District
abutting the northwest corner of Old Hickory Bowle and Hickory Hills Boulevard (3.86 acres), to
permit the development of a 30,240 square footefflistribution center facility, requested by TRC
International LTD., for, MTA Distributors, ownel(Final plat approval was deferred).

Resolution No. 95-491

“BE IT RESOLVED hy the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 98-73-G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL PUD APPROVAL. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of approval from the Storater Management and Traffic Engineering
sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.

2. Receipt of detention plans revised to meestandards of the Stormwater Management Section
of the Metropolitan Department of Public Works.

3. Recording of a final plat of subdivision and fireg of bonds as may be required for public
improvements.
4, Receipt of roadway construction plans for #feturn lane on Old Hickory Boulevard revised to

meet the standards of the Metropolitan Traffic iBegr.

5. Written confirmation of approval by the Departmef Transportation for the roadway
construction plans for the left turn lane on Olatkdiry Boulevard.

6. By this phased approval, the developer agrepkate into a non-interest bearing escrow fund the
pro-rata share of all costs associated with thegdesnd installation of traffic signals at Old Harly
Boulevard and Hickory Hills Drive. Prior to the pding of a plat creating a building site or theuisnce

of any building permit for this phase, the applicsimall deposit the sum of $6,000, representing b5%
total cost estimate of $40,000 Subsequent phasasy(i shall also make pro-rata contributions e th

traffic signal fund until the scope of developmenatsults in meeting the warrants for installatibhe use

of associated funds shall be limited to the cost®eiated with the traffic signal, and shall beinefied in

full (without interest) if warrants are not metlfwing completion of all phased development.

7. Revised plans which show correct tabular datddidding setbacks.”

Request to Revise/Amend a Site Development Plan:

Proposal No. 18-84-U
Burton Hills (Cherry Glen)
Map 131-6-A, Parcels 16 and 19



Subarea 10
District 33

A request to revise the approved preliminary séeetbpment plan for the Residential Planned Unit
Development District abutting the west margin oh@pdon Trace, south of Longview Way, classified R15
and R40, to permit the development of 95 singteilfalots (currently approved for 141 townhouses),
requested by Gresham, Smith and Partners, for $filvinvestments, owner.

Resolution No. 95-492

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that Proposal No. 18-84-U is given
CONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL. The following conditions apply:

1. Receipt of written confirmation of approval frdhe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering sections of the Department of Publick&0

2. Recording of a final plat of subdivision and psting of bonds which may be necessary for any
required public improvements.”

Proposal No. 74-74-U
Woodlea Place, Phase 2
Map 147-7-A, Parcel 55
Subarea 12

District 30

A request to revise the approved preliminary s@eetbpment plan of the Residential Planned Unit
Development District abutting the south margin dhtonson Pike, 900 feet west of Nolensville Pike, to
permit the development of a 14 unit residential ptax (existing approval for 16 units), requested by
Anderson-Delk and Associates, for Radnor Develogr@@nporation, owner.

Resolution No. 95-493

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Proposal No. 74-74-U is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL FOR A REVISION TO THE PRELIMIN ~ ARY MASTER PLAN. The
following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of preliminary approval frothe Traffic Engineering Section of the
Metropolitan Department of Public Works.

2. Any subsequent request for final approval shalude a detention plan approved by the
Stormwater Management Section of the Metropolitepd&tment of Public Works or provide for
downstream improvements to comply with the Storrewstanagement Ordinance.”

Proposal No. 232-84-G
Brentwood Place Apartments
Map 161, Parcel 224
Subarea 12

District 32

A request to revise the approved preliminary séteebpment plan and for final approval of the Restihl
Planned Unit Development District abutting the hastst margin of Oakley Drive, to permit the
development of a 360 unit residential complex gtaxisapproval for 438 units), requested by Gresham
Smith, and Partners, for The Morgan Group, owner.



Resolution No. 95-494

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that Proposal No. 232-84-G is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY A ND FINAL FOR A PHASE.
The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from ti&ormwater Management Section and the Traffic
Engineering Section of the Metropolitan DepartrradrPublic Works.

2. Prior to the issuing of any building permitsayment of $20,866.00 Dollars must be made to the
Metropolitan Government for the reimbursement odshe existing Traffic Signal at the intersectimi
Edmonson Pike and McMurray Drive.”

Proposal No. 84-87-P
Holiday Inn - Hickory Hollow
Map 163, Parcel 363
Subarea 13

District 29

A request to revise the approved final site devalept plan for a phase of the Commercial (General)
Planned Unit Development District abutting the bagst quadrant of Crossings Boulevard and Crossings
Place, to permit the development of a 139 unit nodéguested by Walter Davidson and AssociatesiMiior

C. B. Harbour, IIl, owner.

Resolution No. 95-495

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 84-87-P is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE. The following condition applies:

1. Written confirmation of approval from the Storater Management and Traffic Engineering
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publioré.”

Proposal No. 89P-003G

Still Spring Hollow, Section 3
Map 142, Part of Parcel 305
Subarea 6

District 35

A request to revise the approved final site dgwelent plan and for final approval for Phase 1, i6a@

of the Residential Planned Unit Development Distmloutting the east margin of Hicks Road,
approximately 1,500 feet north of the Memphis-Ryisiighway, to permit the development of 16 single-
family lots, requested by Barge, Waggoner, Sumndr@annon, Inc., for Middle Tennessee Development
Partnership, owner(Also requesting final plat approval).

Resolution No. 95-496

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 89P-003G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL PUD APPROVAL, FINAL PLAT APPROVAL  SUBJECT TO POSTING A
BOND IN THE AMOUNT OF $227,015.00. The following conditions apply:

1. Receipt of revised road construction and dranagns which adjust the grades of the
intersections of the two streets and the locaticth@inlet structures in a manner acceptable¢o th
Metropolitan Traffic Engineer and the Stormwateridgement Section of Public Works.



2. Recording of the final plat and posting of tleetts necessary for public improvements.”

SUBDIVISIONS:

Final Plats:
Subdivision No. 41-85-P
Cedar Crest, Phase Two
Map 114, Parcels 145 and 307
(Subarea 6)
(23rd District)

A request to create 43 lots abutting the southitersnof Cedar Crest Drive, approximately 140 feettls
of Williams Court (8.24 acres), classified withiretR15 Residential Planned Unit Development Distric
requested by Joe D. Gower, owner/developer, Thomiley and Partners, surveyofDeferred from
meeting of 06/15/95).

Resolution No. 95-497

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsiin No. 41-85-P, be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$145,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 94S-124G
Northview Acres, Section One
Map 33-14, Parcels 97 and 102
Map 42, Part of Parcel 22
Subarea 3

District 11

A request to create four lots abutting the southgimaof Nella Drive and the south terminus of Gréemes
Drive (2.56 acres), classified within the R20 Dittrrequested by Northview D.E.V.P.T. Inc.,
owner/developer, Ragan-Smith Associates, Inc. ey

Resolution No. 95-498

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 94S-124G, be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$59,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 955-162U
Shoney’s and Lee’s, Lebanon Pike
Map 95-4, Parcel 187

Subarea 14

14th District

A request to subdivide one lot into three lots @ibgtthe south margin of Lebanon Pike, approxinyaigl0
feet west of Bluefield Avenue (1.92 acres), clasdifvithin the CS District, requested by Shonelis,,
owner/developer, T. G. Penney, surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-499

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-162U be
APPROVED.”



Subdivision No. 95S-166U

Royal Park Business Center, Lot 11
Map 107, Part of Parcel 12.2
Subarea 4

District 14

A request to dedicate a street and create a ldtiadpthe northwest margin of Rachel Drive, opp®sit
Shacklett Drive (5.0 acres), classified within @@ District, requested by Royal Park InvestmeniB, L
owner/developer, Ragan-Smith Associates, Inc. ey

Resolution N0.95-500

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-166U be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$172,500.00.”

Subdivision No. 955-164G
Northside Festival

Map 26-15, Parcels 3, 4 and 39
Subarea 4

District 10

A request to consolidate three lots into two Idtatiing the southwest corner of Gallatin Pike and
Northside Drive (10.6 acres), classified within &, R20 and Commercial Planned Unit Development
Districts, requested by J. L. Newman et ux, evahers/developers, CESP, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-501

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-164G, be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$161,200.00.”

Subdivision No. 95S-168U

David Lipscomb University

Map 117-16, Parcels 106, 122-125, 139, 1401&3d
Subarea 10

District 25

A request to consolidate eight lots and an abardistreet with the main campus of David Lipscomb
University abutting the south termini of Mayfair &wue (46.6 acres), classified within the R10 Distri

requested by David Lipscomb University, owner/depel, Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, Inc.,
surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-502

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsitin No. 95S-168U, be

APPROVED conditioned upon the Metropolitan Council's appngvan ordinance that abandons a portion
of Ferndale Avenue.”

Subdivision No. 95S5-171U

Thompson and Ring’s Edenwold Park,
Resubdivision of Lots 241-244

Map 118-8, Parcels 173 and 174
Subarea 11

District 26



A request to consolidate four lots into two lotsl aledicating railroad right-of-way abutting the twes

margin of Eugenia Avenue, approximately 250 feetiof Cruzen Street (.72 acres), classified withie

CG District, requested by L & N Investment Corpaaf owner/developer, Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and
Cannon, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-503

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-171U, be
APPROVED.”

Subdivision No. 9-87-P

River Plantation, Phase 2B, Section 10
Map 142, Part of Parcel 124

Subarea 35

35th District

A request to dedicate public utility easements iwithresidential condominium phase located
approximately 229 feet west of Sawyer Brown Roagraximately 915 feet south of Gen. George Patton
Road (3.89 acres), classified within the R15 Raygidl Planned Unit Development District, requedigd
Haury & Smith Contractors, Inc., owner/developesigRn-Smith Associates, Inc. , surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-504

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsitn No. 9-87-P be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$82,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 85-85-P

Brentwood Commons (2nd Revision)
Map 160, Parcel 211

Subarea 12

District 32

A request to dedicate street rights-of-way withitcomamercial subdivision abutting the north marmgfi®©ld
Hickory Boulevard, approximately 800 feet east wHriklin Pike Circle, classified within the R20 aRd0
Commercial Planned Unit Development Districts, exiad by American General Life and Accident
Insurance Company, owner/developer, Barge, Wagg&uenner and Cannon, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-505

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 85-85-P be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoL$163,500.00.”

Request for Bond Extension:
Performance Bond No. 89BD-006
Haywood Oaks
Duke Construction Management, Inc., principal

(Request received 06/01/95)

Located at the south terminus of Linbar Drive.
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Resolution No. 95-506

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for

an extension of Performance Bond No. 89BD-006 wdayl Oaks, until October 1, 1995, as requested, in
the full amount of $15,000.00, said approval beiagtingent upon submittal of a letter byly 31, 1995

from the American Motorist Insurance Company agrgéd the extensionkailure of principal to

provide amended security documents shall be groundser collection without further naotification ."

Performance Bond No. 93BD-076
Harborview, Phase One-A, Section Six
B & P Developments, Inc., principal

Located abutting the northeast terminus of HarbodvGircle, approximately 100 feet northeast of Témb
Valley Drive.

Resolution No. 95-507

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of Performance Bond No. 93BD-076, bliatibw, Phase One-A, Section Six until October 1,
1995, in the full amount of $28,500.00, as requkste

Performance Bond No. 94BD-023
Bell Crest, Section One
William L. Rudolph, principal

Located abutting the east margin of Hickory Park/®rapproximately 75 feet south of Hickory Cousrle
East.

Resolution No. 95-508

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of Performance Bond No. 94BD-023, Bedist, Section One, until October 1, 1995, as
requested, said approval being contingent uporirgpah amended letter of credit in the full amoaint
$102,000.00 byuly 31, 1995and extending the expiration date to April 1, 198&ilure of principal to
provide amended security documents shall be groundsr collection without further notification ."

Request for Bond Release:
Performance Bond No. 87BD-036
Fredericksburg, Section One-B
Radnor Homes, Inc., principal

Located on both margins of Fredericksburg Way Eggtroximately 80 feet north of Potomac Lane.

Resolution No. 95-509

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
release of Performance Bond No. 87BD-036, Fredsbigig, Section One-B, in the amount of $42,000.00,
as requested.”

Performance Bond No. 88BD-017

Somerset, Phase Three
Phillips Builders, Inc., principal
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Located at the east terminus of Seasons Drive.

Resolution No. 95-510

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
release of Performance Bond No. 88BD-017, SomeP$etse Three, in the amount of $35,400.00, as
requested."”

Performance Bond No. 92BD-026
Mulberry Downs, Phase One-C
Phillips Builders, Inc., principal
Located abutting the north margin of Mulberry Dovemsl both margins of Cranapple Cove.

Resolution No. 95-511

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
release of Performance Bond No. 92BD-026, MulbBwoyns, Phase One-C, in the amount of $19,000.00,
as requested.”

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 95M-065U
Alley 383 Closure

Map 92-16

Subarea 10

19th District

A proposal to close Alley No. 383 between Alley 884 and 19th Avenue North, requested by C. B.
Harbour, I, for Harco Hospitality of Tennessedjaxent property owner(Easements are to be
retained).

Resolution No. 95-512

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES Proposal No.
95M-065U."

Proposal No. 95M-066U

Sewer Line and Easement Abandonment
Metropolitan Teachers Apartments, Inc.
Map 117-14, Parcel 172

Subarea 10

District 34

A mandatory referral from the Department of Waten&es to abandon approximately 300 feet of sgnita
sewer line and easement on property of the Metitgmol eachers Apartments, Inc., on Hillsboro Circle
near Abbott Martin Road.

Resolution No. 95-513

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 95M-
066U.”

Proposal No. 95M-070U
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Sewer Line and Easement Abandonment
Inglewood Elementary School

Map 72-11, Parcel 423

Subarea 5

8th District

A mandatory referral from the Department of Waten&es to abandon approximately 300 feet of 8 inch
sanitary sewer line and easement extending inttntfiewood Elementary School property at Porter and
Shinkle Avenues.

Resolution No. 95-514

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES Proposal No.
95M-070U.”

This concluded the items on the consent agenda.

PUBLIC HEARING:
Subarea 2 Public Hearing

Consideration of the Subarea 2 Plan

Cynthia Lehmbeck explained that the agenda of #aihg would be as follows: 1) a brief slide
presentation to present the process by which thi¢ plan was developed and explain its key polic2sn
opportunity for the Planning Commissioners to as&gsgions about the presentation; 3) the publicihgar
during which people would have the opportunity takencomments about the draft plan; and, 4) Planning
Commission action on the draft plan.

Introductions

Ms. Lehmbeck read the names of the Citizen Advistmynmittee (CAC) members and asked those present
to stand. She then thanked them for their timeedfudt. The Planning Commission also thankedGhA&.

Staff Presentation

The presentation was in the form of a slide shiMgs. Lehmbeck explained the process by which the pla
had been developed and summarized its policies.nSted that there had been consistent citizen
participation throughout the planning process bypbe who were not CAC members. She gave particular
attention to those areas about which there had teesiderable discussion during the planning pces
Residential Low Density (RL) policy Area 3C, whishalong Springfield Highway, was one of thesdée T
CAC had recommended the application of RL policthis area even though staff informed them thdicit
not meet the locational criteria for that polidgL policy is meant to be applied to only developeeas
that have been subdivided at low densities. A@&s3an undeveloped area with level to rollingaerithat
will have sewer infrastructure available during gi@nning period. Staff recommended the applicatib
RLM policy to this area. The CAC had requested ifihe Planning Commission chose to follow stff’
recommendation, they include language in the glahgtates that the existing character and deofitye
Graceland Drive subdivision, which is within thi®a, be preserved. Staff had prepared alternative
language for the plan for the Planning Commissiougk if it decided to change the area’s policRitd/.
The alternative language accommodated the CACisasq

Another area about which there had been considedhibtussion was Residential Medium High Density

(RMH) policy Area 6A. This area is adjacent to9-€outh of Ewing Creek. Area residents had atnde
the public meeting held on May 11. They preseatpétition and verbally requested that this area be

13



included in neighboring Commercial Mixed Concentnat CMC) policy Area 8B. They were concerned
about the long-term stability of their area asmlsi-family residential area and wanted to be &bleonvert
their properties to commercial use. The CAC haged) with their concerns about the long-term futfre
the area for single-family use, but did not thinlwas appropriate to expand the CMC area, partigula
because of the lack of need for more commercia¢ldgwment opportunity during the planning period.

The appropriate boundaries for CMC Area 8B, araimedBriley Parkway/Brick Church Pike interchange
and the Brick Church Pike/Ewing Drive intersectibad also been the subject of considerable dismussi
Other boundaries that were the subject of condidediscussion included those of the Industrial and
Distribution (IND) policy areas.. Ms. Lehmbeckalksxplained that the draft plan contained a
recommendation to change the planned improvemegtafg Drive from a mid-to-long-term improvement
to a short-term improvement. This was done at¢heest of the Ewing Drive area residents.

Public Hearing

Councilmember Kwame Leo Lillard complimented the CAC and Planning Commission staftheir hard
work and the good job they had done. He askedltea€Commission give consideration to the request o
the Ewing Drive area residents for CMC policy. éftephasized that these residents needed to stick
together as a group if they wished to improve thitiration.

Estelle Parker, who owns property on Dickerson Pike near Camg®e#ld, explained that she had a
potential buyer for the parcel who wanted to builidi-warehouses on it. She asked the Planning
Commission to change the policy for the propertg tategory that would allow this to happen. She
explained that it was difficult for her to maintatre property because of her age and ill healtth that she
wanted to be able to sell it. She did not thirdt tiesidential use of the area was realistic becthese are
very few houses in the immediate area.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the mptidich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing.

Mr. Harbison mentioned there was only the one adrifletween the CAC and staff and suggested the
Commission act on the plan at the present timeadteed with the staff recommendation for RLM pplic
for Area 3C and suggested the Commission couldidecthe language that would provide protection for
the existing homes in the area.

Mr. Lawson said in looking at the development ie #rea he thought it certainly made sense to plan f
densities between two and four dwelling units pgea He suggested the Commission may want to &bok
some other kind of compromise that would allowtfa retainage of RL in this area for the developed
subdivision, and be complemented at slightly higtesities for the surrounding vacant areas.

Ms. Lehmbeck responded it was the more typicaltim@do apply policies more generally, and to aghby
policy that would direct future growth in growtheass such as this one. Since future growth shaukat b
higher densities to make the extension of sewetiset@rea feasible, it would be more appropriatepialy
the higher RLM density more generally, but to pcotbe character of the existing low density sulsiiwn
with language in the plan as suggested by staff. IMhmbeck stated this procedure had been ugbd in
Parkwood area and two other parts of this samersaba

Chairman Smith asked if the RLM had been usedanltelton area.

Ms. Lehmbeck stated that much of the Joelton draiais rough topography was policied for either RL,
residential low density policy, or for Conservatiovhich discouraged development on less than fivesa
However, Ms. Lehmbeck stated that the portionfiefXoelton area that were found to have leveliterra
and were accessible to sanitary sewers were pohgith higher density RLM. To this extent the piee
in both subareas would be consistent to policy M@aas RLM.
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Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Manier seconded the eamptivhich carried unanimously to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-515

“WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Planning Commission ¢egba Citizen Advisory Committee to assist the
Commission’s staff in the development of a planSabarea 2 consisting of an area in the northaatiose
of the county; and,

WHEREAS, this Citizen Advisory Committee, workingaccordance with county-wide General Plan
guidelines, developed such a plan in conjunctiah ttie staff of the Metropolitan Planning Commissio
and,

WHEREAS, substantial efforts were made to obtainlipunput into the development of this plan,
including a public meeting on May 11, 1995 as wslh public hearing before the Metropolitan Plagnin
Commission on June 29, 1995; and,

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Planning Commission igpemered under state statute and the charter of the
Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidsau6ty to adopt master or general plans for smaller
areas of the county,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the MetropdiitRlanning Commission hereByDpOPTS

the Subarea 2 Plan (Subarea Plan), including those actions takeméyPianning Commission on June 29,
1995, in accordance with sections 11.504 (e)a()l 18.02 of the charter of the Metropolitan Plagni
Commission of Nashville and Davidson County astthsis for the Commission’s development decisions in
that area of the county. Tlsabarea 2 Plan is also adopted as part of the General Plan.

APPEAL CASES:

Appeal Case No. 95B-009G
Map 126, Parcel 64
Subarea 6

23rd District

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.330 (sawmills, miningl an
quarrying activities) as required by Section 17030.to continue use of a quarry operation witha AiR2a
District, on property located on the southeast eoaf the Memphis-Bristol Highway and McCrory Lane
(72.24 acres), requested by George Dean, for H®tone, Inc., appellant, W. J. Newsom, owner.

Mr. Henry stated this rock quarry had been in of@masince 1975 and is the only rock quarry ofgheen
in Davidson County that has had to come under ¢iéng requirements for a permit every five yeatdl.
of the other quarries were grandfathered in 191dis particular site is seeking its fourth five y@armit.
There is residential zoning and development iratfea. Quarry owners have stated they will continue
mining but it will be deeper and will not increabe area of the quarry. They have also agreedowide a
berm along the rock crushing portion of the sitedose as a shield between this operation and the
residential development in the area.

Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Manier seconded the motidrich carried unanimously to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-516

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 95B-009G to the Board of Zoning &aig:
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The site plan complies with the conditional use ceria, and a five year permit renewal would be
appropriate. The Board is advised that new resideial construction is occurring in the general
area.”

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-069U
Map 61, Part of Parcel 39

Subarea 5

District 4

A request to change from R10 District to IR Didtdertain property abutting the east margin olington
Parkway, approximately 2,240 feet south of BenARoad (2.64 acres), requested by Larry Galloway, f
AAA Industries, Inc.

Ms. Dudley stated this was an item originally pthoa the consent agenda. Councilman Summers had
called and expressed some concern regarding taédac The policy in this area applies industpalicy

to the area developed industrial and the undevélapea is commercial mixed concentration. There is
specific language in the plan that anticipatesiliiity between these two policy categories. Thisre
anticipation that some of the industrial zoning asds may cross the boundary line as is being peapo
with the rezoning. This proposal meets the catéor allowing expansion set out by the Subaretab P
and staff is recommending approval.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the moptidiich carried unanimously to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-517

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-069U
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 5 Plan places this area on the boundabgetween ‘commercial mixed concentration’
(CMC) and ‘industrial’ policy. The Plan states that ‘it is intended that light industrial type uses
proposed along the edge of the CMC area next to thedustrial policy area be considered on their
merits. Such uses should not extend significantinto the CMC area, nor interfere with the
development of CMC type uses within this area.’

This request does not ‘extend significantly’ intothe CMC area. It is an extension of the industrial
uses to the south and abuts Ellington Parkway. Will be accessed through and made part of the
area within Industrial policy. The Commission doesiot find anything in this request that would
interfere with the bulk of CMC policy area developing in a manner consistent with what that policy
intends, including higher density residential uses.

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-080U
Council Bill No. 095-1501

Map 107-13, Parcel 127

Subarea 11

District 16

A request to change from RM8 District to CS Digtdertain property abutting the north margin of

Thompson Place, approximately 400 feet east of Magboro Pike (.63 acres), requested by Robert E.
Baker, owner.
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Ms. Dudley stated this was the exact same propbattame before the Commission five years ago and
was disapproved. There is a significant topogrdpiepak between this propoerty and the commercial
development along Murfreesboro Road. ThompsoneRiaes in this location so this area is highentha
the commercial area to the south. The Subaredahilhas been adopted since 1990 and it likewisesnot
the distinction of the areas surrounding Murfreesli®oad and Thompson Place and the area to the east
where the multi-family residential area lies. Ik@suggests that the policy boundary be placedaking

the existing zoning boundary. Staff feels thie 8tmuch more clearly oriented to the residemptdicy and
suggests this request be disapproved.

Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theangtivhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-518

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal
No. 95Z-080U iDISAPPROVED.

The Subarea 11 Plan notes the existing natural tresition between the commercial uses clustered
around the intersection of Thompson Place and Murfeesboro Road, and the multi-family zoning
that begins with this site. The Plan suggests tha¢tail policy be contained within the existing CS
zoning district. The Commission found that this #e is more related to the residential area than to
the commercial corridor along Murfreesboro Pike.”

Text Amendment:

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-004T
Council Bill No. 095-1441

A council bill to amend the text of the Zoning R&gions to require that the notification by mailaozone
change public hearing before the Council shallikergtwenty-eight (28) days prior to the date @& th
hearing, which requires amending Section 17.136.8dbsection A, sponsored by Councilmembers
Carney Patterson and Larry McWhirter.

Mr. Henry stated there had been some complain@®tmcil members that the current fifteen day
notification period is not sufficient. Currentipyazoning bill before Council will be advertised faublic
hearing in three ways: newspaper notificationisigosted on the property, and letters mailed to
surrounding property owners 15 days before theiptiglaring. Mr. Henry stated some county residdaots
not feel 15 days notice is adequate. This bill id@xtend that time period for notification to 28yd.

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that, becausthefelection in August, there would be no public
hearing in September. Therefore, the next puldaring would be in November, and it is anticipated
would be one with many proposed zoning bills. $théhis ordinance be passed and made effective with
the November public hearing, all new zoning billsuld have to be introduced into Council on thetfirs
Tuesday in October. This would be the first Coumgeting in the new term, and the first meetingaid
new Council members. Since it might be an imposito confront council members with a heavy zoning
bill deadline at their first Council meeting, MreHry suggested having this bill become effectivi whe
January, 1996 public hearing.

Councilman McWhirter stated he would agree witheffective date of January 1996.

Chairman Smith stated a reluctance to lengthepitheess until there were more specific reasons for
changing the notification process.
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Mr. Browning stated the issue was first raised bgsadent near a planned unit development in the
Brentwood section of Davidson County. The surrangdesidents felt as if the 15 day notice did not
provide adequate time to become educated on thessnd to evaluate the development adequately.

Mr. Browning further pointed out to the Planningr@mission that efficiency in reviewing and approving
zoning matters was probably not going to be aclidyemaintaing the shorter 15 day notification péri
Greater efficiency was going to be achieved by ghanthe approval procedures to rely on base zoning
more, which would allow administrative review ofvééopments in a shorter period of time once base
zoning is applied. Currently, the process requiresore lengthy legislative process both when #szb
zoning is applied and when the development is ppega@s a planned unit development.

Mr. John Stern stated he felt the government shgiviel the community that is effected by zone change
adequate opportunity and notice to participatdégrocess. The amount of time as it stands nehdd,
especially if it starts off as a proposal to tharfPing Commission. Not only is it desirable to éavionger
lead time, but it would also be desirable to inseethe radius of notification.

Mr. Pat Emery stated he was a proponent of hadulhgeview of developments within the communitiie
likewise stated the preference of airing the issigesarly in the process as possible. Much ofistodten
done in community meetings that occur before thHdipiearing. Mr. Emery stated some rezonings are
more controversial than others, and it would bégpable to establish procedures commensurate kgth t
concern being expressed by the community. Mr. Ersted his concern with making an already lengthy
process more lengthy if not necessary.

Mr. Bobby Matthews stated he felt the subarea prenprocess was good for Nashville. He stated that
with commercial and industrial developments, trection time is the key in the financial world ahehttit
would not be wise to extend the process.

Mr. McWhirter stated one problem with the notificat is that only adjoining property owners are fied
by mail.

Mr. Lawson agreed and stating that the public estiwere buried in the newspaper.
Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Ms. Nielson seconded thiteom to approve the following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-519

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-004T
is APPROVED.

The Commission recommends that the bill become effeéve for the January 2, 1996 Council public
hearing.”

Upon voting the motion carried with seven in fasod Mr. Harbison and Chairman Smith voting no.

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-005T
Council Bill No. 095-1486

A council bill to amend the text of the Zoning R&dions relating to day care centers by removirgg th
authority of the Board of Zoning Appeals to waitae minimum street standards (17.124.070 D), spedsor
by Councilmember Jimmy Summers.

Mr. Henry stated that two years ago Council adoptal day care provisions which were intended todri

day care centers out of the center of residentedsaand direct them towards the edges of resalenti
neighborhoods, and also to streamline the abifity day care operator to get a permit in a comraérci
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district. The key standards adopted for day ctr@swant to locate in a residential area are amuim lot
size, a minimum street standard and a minimum s#iparrequirement between centers.

Mr. Henry stated these standards may be waivetidoard of Zoning Appeals if it can be shown that
day care center is proposed to be located in aiegipublic facility such as a school, or chur@hgimilar
land use, which already has the capability of getirey traffic, and where it may be assumed thairis©f
traffic capacity, utility capacity and neighborhocaimpatibility have been resolved. Mr. Henry sddte
effect of this bill would be to remove this disdoet from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Mr. Henry advised the Commission that the specifise with which Mr. Summers is dealing is one & hi
neighborhood where some sentiment appears to@xiste Board of Zoning Appeals to waive some of
these requirements for a proposed day care cekterHenry stated the facility does not qualifyaapublic
building or facility, and therefore is not eligidier the waiver. He stated he had spoken wittztiréng
administrator, who concurs with his opinion. Givhais advisement from staff, Mr. Henry suggeste th
the case with which Mr. Summers is concerned shiotde approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals.
Likewise, the need for this amendment would vanish.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded théamptvhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-520

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-005T
is DISAPPROVED.

This bill proposes to remove the discretionary autarity from the Board of Zoning Appeals when
reviewing day care center locations in residentiadlistricts by not allowing a variance of the minimum
street standard under special circumstances. An egption to the minimum street standard is an
important component of the day care regulations andhe Board should be allowed to retain the
flexibility to evaluate waiving this standard whenspecific special circumstances enumerated in the
zoning ordinance are found to exist.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-006T
Council Bill No. 095-1491

A council bill to amend the text of the Zoning R&gions by eliminating the minimum distance between
buildings on the same zone lot (various code ses}jsponsored by Councilmember Ronnie Steine.

Mr. Henry stated staff recommended that portionthisfbill should be approved, but other portiohg o
should not be approved. He stated the effecteobtthwould be to remove separation requirements
between residential buildings on one zone lot.sTWould pertain particularly to buildings in muiimily
residential complexes.

Mr. Henry stated the bill was crafted when a depetavas denied permission to construct an apartment
building with an eight foot wide breezeway. ThepBgment of Codes Administration apparently
interpreted each portion of the building as bekgasate buildings, even though connected by a cammo
roof, and required that the breezeway be widenddrideet in order to meet the minimum ten feet of
separation between buildings. Staff concurs thauiring building separation in the zoning ordirairt

the case of a breezeway is inappropriate. Thigishould be dealt with as a building code andcfirde
issue, and the provisions of this ordinance whiclile remove the zoning separation requirementsie t
instance are appropriate.

In the process of writing the amendment, it wasdted to remove all separations between apartment

buildings. Staff believes this broad removal dbaeks is inappropriate because there are instavioes
minimum setbacks between buildings for emergencess; for utility access and maintenance, for
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providing adequate light and air, are necessaoy.tlis reason staff recommends disapproval oftittlis
and would suggest the Commission indicate its coroge with an amended or substitute bill which Mou
solve the problem with the breezeway, but wouldkether setback requirements in place.

Mr. Harbison inquired about a substitute or amertaftdhat staff had alluded to.
Mr. Henry stated that Mr. Sonny West from Codes Iheeh talking with Don Jones, Councilman Ronnie
Steine and the attorney who originally draftedlifie and Mr. West had indicated they are currently

working on the substitute bill.

Mr. Owens stated that Councilman Steine had indit&d staff that he understands the concerns being
raised and is willing to sponsor an amendmentitolii.

Mr. Owens stated staff was recommending disapprafviile bill as currently drafted and recommending
alternative bill which deletes Section 17.28.396 &i.28.410 and amends 17.28.400.

Ms. Jernigan moved and Mr. Lawson seconded theomotthich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-521

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-006T
is DISAPPROVED.

The Commission advises Council that the minimum dtance between separate residential buildings
on the same lot should be retained in the zoning de (Sections 17.28.380 and 17.68.120). The visual
character of the community is influenced by a minimm building separation standard and can
enhance fire protection measures. Further, Sectioh7.28.400 should also be retained, but amended
so that the minimum separation between portions ahe same building connected by a roofed

corridor is regulated by the Metropolitan Building and Fire Codes. A substitute bill which
incorporates the above recommendation will be deerdeapproved by the Metropolitan Planning
Commission.”

SUBDIVISIONS:

Preliminary Plats:

Subdivision No. 95S-137U

Percy Warner Boulevard Property
Map 129, Parcel 11

(Subarea 7)

(35th District)

A request to create 13 lots abutting the southwasgim of Percy Warner Boulevard, approximately 145
feet northwest of Highland Park Drive (2.94 acrelgssified within the R8 District, requested bglo
Wilson, developer, Jewish Community Center, owkiéamble and Associates, survey@eferred from
meetings of 06/01/95 and 06/15/95).

Mr. Bracey stated Mr. Jim Armstrong was presemnefmort for Public Works on this matter.
Mr. Jim Armstrong stated since the last meetingy thad met several times with the area neighbBtdlic
Works is now recommending approval of this subdivisvith a condition that the developer contribute

$5,000 toward a project to reduce flooding impac@nstream to the proposed subdivision. During the
meetings the developer had also agreed to providelditional $5,000 in contingency to be usedef th
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drainage improvements and a proposed driveway &iiitigrovement exceeds the cost anticipated which is
$15,000. Public Works will be proceeding with taé®mprovements as soon as the funds are made
available. They have already identified the $10,0@t Public Works will be providing.

Mr. Joel Wilson, one of the two developers of theperty stated that when they entered into theraont
with the Community Center, they were not awareavfain problems. :He stated they had held twoipubl
meetings for the area residents and have comethpsulutions to work with the neighborhood. They
agreed to help with the flooding expense and hésgearanged the driveways so cars would not hawve t
back out onto Percy Warner Boulevard. He statef@lh@s a developer he had done everything pessibl
conform with all regulations.

Mr. Joe Holzmer stated he was one of the mosttefficloy the drainage problem and that he was inrfalo
the improvements proposed, but expressed concegasding whether or not the amount of money is
adequate to solve the drainage problem. He alssedgvith the developer that the drainage andyutili
easements should be on the plat.

Mr. Holzmer also pointed out to the Commission thatarea being subdivided is zoned differently tthee
adjoining area where his and other homes are ldcafb@erefore, the density is greater and thedogs
smaller on the property being proposed for subitimis Mr. Holzmer acknowledged that the property
owner has the right to subdivide under the prewgilioning. However, he suggested to the Commission
that buffering between the proposed and his egstirbdivision would be appropriate, given the
differences in zoning and density. Mr. Holzmeteddshe had not seen a plat of the subdivison. Mewe
he asked that measures be taken to guarantee quadelduffer of separation, including maintainisg a
many existing mature trees as possible.

Mr. Brooks Garland, an area resident who liveshendpposite side of the road from the flooding peoh
stated he was against the project and expressegmigrns of flooding reaching his side of the rifdke
subdivision is built.

Mr. John Crisp stated he was a member of the Salfa@AC. He stated that what the developer is
offering is much better than what he could do by whright and that he would like to insure thas th
promises the developer has made are followed throuidp.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Lawson seconded theanoptivhich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing and to approve the following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-522

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission thatBtten of Subdivision No. 95S-
137U be givePRELIMINARY APPROVAL subiject to the following conditions:

1. The maximum number of lots will not exceed 12.

2. The developer makes a $5,000.00 contributios ptuadditional $5,000.00 contingency
commitment toward drainage mitigation to the Deperit of Public Works.

3. Driveway locations restricted to paired acceasatp on Percy Warner Boulevard.

4, On-lot turnarounds.

6. 30’ minimum front setbacks to be shown on thalfplat.

7. Preservation of trees on parent parcel by dasmmof landscape easements on any final plat.
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Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 955-163U
Capital Hill Homes, Section Two
Map 70-13, Parcel 96

Subarea 3

2nd District

A request to subdivide a lot into two lots abuttthg southwest margin of Cliff Drive, approximat@ly6
feet southeast of Buena Vista Pike (.81 acres3siflad within the R8 District, requested by Sanireg
Burnett, owner/developer, Dale and Associates, wrveyor.

Mr. Bracey stated that in subdividing this propeatipur to one variance occurs and the applicant is
seeking approval with that variance. The lots wde fifty-one and a quarter feet wide by threednad
and forty-five feet deep. There is no consistettgrn of development in this area and staff is
recommending approval.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the mptidnich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-523

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-163U, be
APPROVED with variance from the 4:1 provisions.”

Proposal No. 95M-069U
(Council Bill No. 095-1456)
Little East Fork Road Closure
Map 178

Subarea 6

District 35

A council bill closing a segment of Little East kdRoad south of State Highway
96. (Easements are to be retained).

Ms. Dudley stated staff was recommending disapprofhis bill because it closes only the centraitipn
of a road, thus leaving the two ends as dead eeeltst neither of which is proposed to be equippita
adequate turn-arounds. Ms. Dudley stated an arddnitlés being discussed with Councilman Tygard
which would close a longer segment of the road,vamald include dedication of additional right-of-yva
for a cul-de-sac on the one piece of the road neimgi Ms. Dudley stated this revised closing pohce
would provide access to all properties in the ai®he stated Public Works concurs with this revised
closing procedure.

Councilmember Charles Tygard was in agreementthithproposal, asked the Commission’s disapproval
of the current bill, and requested approval of merded bill as discussed.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the mptidnich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution.

Resolution No. 95-524

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itDISAPPROVES Proposal No.
95M-069U.
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The Commission recommends approval of a substitutaill which closes a larger portion of this road
and which will not become effective until a cul-desac on the remaining portion of the road is
constructed.”

OTHER BUSINESS:
1. Visioning.

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS ON THE SUBAREA 14 PLAN UPDATMEETING MADE TO THE
MPC ON JUNE 29

Mr. Eadler began by outlining what was intendetiécaccomplished at the June 22 public meeting: to
explain the nature of the land use policy concstaf had identified prior to the meeting; to dlitom
those present any additional Subarea 14 planningezas that they would like addressed during thiate
process; and to discuss and establish a schedplébti€ meetings for the remainder of the updateref

Mr. Eadler then discussed the primary means offyimag the public about the meeting. He said skel
compiled a mailing list with about 120 addressehiwithe subarea. In addition, a public notice was
published in three newspapers and information attmummeeting was put in the branch libraries alufad
the meeting. He noted that staff asked at theingeéin the sign-in sheets) how people found oouakt
and, referring to a handout, said that the threia mays people found out about the meeting were (1)
newspaper ads, (2) the mailout and (3) word of motite also indicated that people who attended the
meeting were added to the mailing list unless thdicated otherwise on the sign-in sheets. He ahalit
80 people were in attendance at the meeting. Mexteferred to a graphic depicting the geographic
location of the addresses of those on the maiigigdnd noted that they are dispersed througheut t
subarea. He said the mailing list now has aboQtakitiresses and is growing daily.

Mr. Eadler next summarized how the meeting was gotedl: a summary of subarea planning and the
update effort was given first; then those in atiama were divided into three groups with each group
addressing concerns in one of three different@estof the subarea; and last, the group as a whole
discussed the schedule for the remainder of thatepd

Mr. Eadler then briefly highlighted the significactincerns raised at the meeting and referred tagp m
showing the general location of each concern. cdmeerns were: (1) limited accessibility for theaeast

of J. Percy Priest Lake that has considerable dpwatnt potential, (2) growth (versus maintaining thral
character) of the area east of Tulip Grove Roadgéind between the Chandler Road and Old Lebanon
Dirt Road corridors; (3) the types and intensitd arrviceability of the “Gateway” area north of [tson;

(4) the inability of the Airport Authority and SeaDepartment of Transportation to finalize planstifie
extension of Harding Place to 1-40 east of theair5) keeping the currently agricultural arebmng the
Davidson/Wilson county boundary rural between Chemidoad and John Hagar Road; (6) concern about
the impacts of the proposed new arterial that weoolthect McCrory Creek Road and Chandler Road; (7)
maintaining the industrial policy in the north paftHadleys Bend and improving access to this ga;
traffic congestion on Old Hickory Blvd. and Shutarle in Hadleys Bend and the apparent engineering
constraints to widening Old Hickory Blvd. as calfed in the Major Street Plan; (9) the land usdqol
issues in the Pennington Bend area; (10) the culaead use policy along the north side of Lebanike P
from Donelson Pike to Stones River - desire to éaliomm density residential development was expressed
for this area; (11) the land use policy along tlestside of Stewarts Ferry Pike - desire to daeffi
development in this area was expressed; (12) wanat lise policies to apply to the State property tha
contains the Tennessee School for the Blind an€tbeer Bottom Developmental Center; and (13) the
potential land use policies related to possiblestlong the rail transit service that may sereesthbarea

in the future - two stops have been built, one am&lson Plaza, the other near Chandler Road e&@itiof
Hickory Blvd.
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Last, Mr. Eadler indicated that staff suggestedcforsideration by those in attendance at the Jane 2
meeting a schedule of meetings in three differecations in July, August and possibly Septembes. H
indicated that the vast majority of those presambfed having three meetings in July at three ffe
locations, followed by a meeting at each of tha®afions in August. He said that the need for mgst
after August would be discussed and determineldestigust meetings. He then closed by asking véneth
the Planning Commission was comfortable with tHeedale, saying that if they were, staff was ready t
have a notice of the schedule published next weekK of July 2, 1995).

2. Legislative Update.
Legislative report June 20 and June 27, 1995
Resolutions:

Signs and awnings for O’'Charlies, Scarlet Begad#ies, the Hermitage Hotel, and Scooter’s Bo@iew
all approved.

On first reading which was the last opportunity ldfs to be introduced for the July 11 public liegr 45
zoning bills were passed. There are a total dfid® which are scheduled for the July public hegri

Second reading:

Councilman Wallace’s bill to remove members of lissand commissions after several excused absences
was deferred. The Charter was amended in 199lotw the council to remove board members or
commissioners whenever they want.

The East Bank redevelopment plan was deferrediimtidy.

Third reading:

An alley closure was deferred due to lack of sigre#t of consent from abutting property owners.

June 27

Council met primarily to pass the Budget, whichythél with a vote of 32 to 0. Also passed was an
ordinance amending the Metro Employee Benefit yste

Plats Processed Administratively:

180-83-G WATERFORD
Plat defines boundary of large open space area.

91P-005U HOLMAN PROPERTY
Plat creates one lot within commercial PUD.

95S-128G GEE LANDS
Plat records a deed parcel as a building site.

95S-139G SOMERSET FARMS, SECTION 2
Plat relocates common line between lots 218 dred 2

95S-158U CEDARWOOD ESTATES, SECTION 6
Plat consolidates two lots into one.
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95S-176U WOODRIDGE ESTATES
Plat relocates common line between lots 5 and 6.
ADJOURNMENT.

There being no further business, upon motion mselegnded and passed, the meeting adjourned at 4:10
p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Minute Approval:
This 13th day of July 1995
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