MINUTES

OF THE

METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: Thursday, September 21, 1995
Time: 1:00 p.m.
Place: Howard Auditorium

Roll Call

Present: Absent:

Gilbert N. Smith, Chairman
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
John Bracey, Planner lll

Mitzi Dudley, Planner 11l

Tom Martin, Planner IlI

Shawn Henry, Planner Il

Charles Hiehle, Planning Technician I
Advance Planning and Research Division:

Deboarh Fleming, Planner I
Jeff Lawrence, Planner Il

Community Plans Division:
Jerry Fawcett, Planning Division Manager
Others Present:

Jim Armstrong, Public Works
Leslie Shechter, Department of Law

Chairman Smith Called the meeting to order.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mayor Philip Bredese
Stephen Smith



Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motidich was unanimously passed, to adopt the
agenda with the correction noted to 94P-017G, Qutdtoods, to remove the reference to parcel 13 fro
the caption.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF DEFERRED ITEMS
At the beginning of the meeting, the staff listhd teferred items as follows:

235-84-G Harbour Village, Phase 2, Deferred twoksd®y applicant.
47-87-P Hunters Green, Deferred two weeks by aapli

Mr. Owens announced there was a request from &lo@iong homeowners association by letter to defer
two related items, 95Z-094G and the associated PaHaellation request 111-82-U. He stated staff was
recommending the Commission hear these casesriggitéar order but wanted to advise the Commission
that there was a request to defer these items.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded theomotthich carried unanimously, to defer 235-84-G
and 47-87-P.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Mr. Lawson seconded th®@mavhich unanimously passed, to approve the
minutes of the regular meeting of September 7, 1995

RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilman David Kleinfelter was present representieighbors opposed to proposed subdivision 95S-
268U, Arbor Close.

Mr. Owens announced the Commission had receivettex from Councilmember James Dillard of the
Ninth District regarding PUD 90P-20G, Heron Walkglicating he is in agreement with the new plan ihat
being proposed by the developer.

Mr. Owens announced staff had received a letten fidr. Joe Petrosky, the applicant for two caseZ-95
97G and 84-85-P, requesting the Commission to lnieatems out of order due to a personal scheduling
conflict.

Mr. Browning advised the Commission that the itemtlee agenda for recognition of Councilmembers was
put on the agenda because the Commission, many ggar established they would not take mattersbut
order. Councilmembers would indicate they woulehtita have their matters brought to the front @f th
agenda so they could speak and leave. To avagtbblem the Commission inserted this item into th
agenda so the integrity of the agenda could betaiagd.

Chairman Smith stated he was concerned aboutgetfimecedent and suggested the Commission continue
with the agenda as listed.

ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidnich was passed unanimously, to approve the
following items on the consent agenda:

APPEAL CASES:



Appeal Case No. 95B-185U
Map 74-13, Parcel 3
Subarea 14

District 15

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.360 (Floodplain) as nexgl
by Section 17.116.030 to construct an additionggeamith living area) to an existing residence inithe

R15 District on certain property abutting the aaatgin of Stones River Road, approximately 1,2@d fe
east of McGavock Pike (1.22 acres), requested tmgda. Owen, appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 95-672

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 95B-185U to the Board of Zoning égdp:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-089G

Map 114, Part of Parcel 202 and Parcel 203
Subarea 6

District 23

A request to change from CH District to CS Distdettain property approximately 70 feet north oftEot
Road and 100 feet east of Old Hickory Boulevarg(apimately .75 acres), requested by J. Edmond
Freeman, Jr., for Blevins-Freeman Storage Associatiwner.

Resolution No. 95-673

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 957-089G
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 6 plan applies “sub-regional retail” conmercial policy to this general area along Old
Hickory Boulevard, south of the 1-40 interchange.In recent times, the commission has approved
similar requests to change the existing CH districtlassification in this area to CS. The same is
appropriate for this site.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-090U
Map 86, Parcel 147

Subarea 14

District 12

A request to change from R15 District to RM8 Didtidertain property abutting the northwest corrfer o

Central Pike and Dodson Chapel Road (25.37 aaepjested by Ronald C. Mayhew, Security Capital
Atlantic, Inc., for Mark Kay, owner.

Resolution No. 95-674

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-090U
is APPROVED.



The 1990 Subarea 14 plan placed this triangular pael and a larger area to the east in residential
‘medium-high’ density policy. The requested RM8 dstrict will implement this policy objective.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-091G

Map 181, Parcel 126 and Part of Parcel 159
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to change from AR2a District to RS30 iistertain property approximately 150 feet soath
Nolensville Pike and 400 feet west of Concord Ragitihe closest points and lying between the
Williamson/Davidson County line and Mill Creek (20.acres), requested by Phil Jones of King Pipeline
and Utility Company, Andrew B. King and Vision Quésternational, Inc., owners.

Resolution No. 95-675

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 957-091G
is APPROVED.

The Subarea 12 plan places this site within residéal ‘low-medium’ density policy, which the RS30
district will implement. ”

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 128-82-U
Star Dust Commercial
Map 120-1, Parcel 154
Subarea 13

District 13

A request to amend the approved preliminary siteeld@ment plan for the Commercial (General) Planne
Unit Development District abutting the northeastgimaof Murfreesboro Pike, opposite Glengarry Drive
(2.90 acres), to permit the development of a 152matel to replace a 6,000 square foot restaufeanility,
requested by Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Canno@Jda Bartosh, owner.

Resolution No. 95-676

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 128-82-U is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO PRELIMINARY  REQUIRING
COUNCIL CONCURRENCE. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of preliminary approval frothe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnudriRublic Works.

2. Demonstration on final of method to be usedabitization of slopes.
3. Approval by the Metropolitan Council.”

Proposal No. 78-87-P
Fredericksburg, Section 6
Map 171, Parcel 89
Subarea 12

District 32



A request for final approval for Section 6 of thedilential Planned Unit Development District aipigtt
the western terminus of Fredericksburg Way Eagir@apmately 200 feet north of Cloverland Drive 8.
acres), to permit the development of 67 single-fatots, requested by Anderson-Delk, Inc., for Raidn
Development Corporation, owner.

Resolution No. 95-677

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 78-87-P is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR SECTION 6. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from ti&ormwater Management and Traffic Engineering
sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat upbe posting of a bond for all road improvements as
required by the Metropolitan Department of Pulliorks and all water and sewer improvements as
required by the Metropolitan Department of Wated &ewer Services.”

Proposal No. 90P-020G
Heron Walk

Map 52-8, Parcels 22 and 196
Subarea 4

District 10

A request to revise the approved preliminary s@eetbpment plan of the Residential Planned Unit
Development District abutting the south margin be¢enne Boulevard, 350 feet south of Manzano Road
(39.16 acres), to redesign the site plan for 266Isifamily lots, requested by Joe McConnell, fdieA
Earps, owner.

Resolution No. 95-678

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 90P-020G is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY.  The following conditions

apply:

1. Written confirmation of preliminary approval frothe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering sections of the Metropolitan DepartnwdriRublic Works.

2. Compliance with the Department of Water and S$&yegvices’ sewer availability letter dated
October 4, 1990 requiring pumping station improvetaat the Cheyenne Boulevard facility with theiahi
phase of this development.

3. The recording of a boundary plat.

4, The posting of all bonds as may be requiredryysaibsequent final approval.”

Proposal No. 91P-004U
Silo Self Storage

Map 161, Parcel 243
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to revise the approved preliminary géeelopment plan and for final approval for a phafséae
Commercial (General) Planned Unit Development rigisabutting the south margin of Swiss Avenue,



approximately 400 feet west of Nolensville Pikes®acres), to permit the development of a 29,3 2éus
foot self-service storage facility, requested by Beagin.

Resolution No. 95-679

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 91P-004U is given
APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY AND CONDITION AL FINAL APPROVAL
FOR A PHASE. The following condition applies:

Written confirmation of final approval from thed®inwater Management and Traffic Engineering
sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publior®g.”

Proposal No. 93P-016G
Traceside, Section 5
Map 155, Parcel 241
Subarea 6

District 35

A request for final approval for Section 5 of theditlential Planned Unit Development District aipigtt
the southeast margin of State Route 100 (20.2 adoegermit the development of 48 single-familislo
requested by Ragan-Smith Associates, for GeorgeiveWner.

Resolution No. 95-680

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 93P-016G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from ti&ormwater Management and Traffic Engineering
sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat upbe posting of a bond for all road improvements as
required by the Metropolitan Department of PublioMs and all water and sewer line extensions as
required by the Harpeth Valley Utility District.”

Proposal No. 94P-004U

Mt. View Apartments

Map 163, Parcels 119 and 135
Subarea 13

District 28

A request for final approval of the Residentialrifled Unit Development District abutting the nortargin
of Mt. View Road, east and west of Baby Ruth Latf& %4 acres), to permit the development of a 238 un
residential complex with a club/leasing office gabl, requested by Paul Lockwood, for Michael Wick,
owner.

Resolution No. 95-681

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that Proposal No. 94P-004U is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from ti&ormwater Management and Traffic Engineering
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.



2. No construction permit shall be issued for aast pf this development prior to the R.O.W.
dedication of the relocated Baby Ruth Lane by piat all associated bonding if construction of fhatlity
is not completed at the time of platting.

3. No construction permits shall be issued for ¢hpsrtions of the final site plan which would affec
the operational integrity of the existing Baby Ru#ne until reconstructed Baby Ruth Lane is openati
and accepted by Metropolitan Government.

4. The posting of a bond for all off site road ilmpements as required by the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works and water and sewerditensions and relocation’s as required by the
Metropolitan Department of Water and Sewer Services

5. The recording of a boundary plat.”
SUBDIVISIONS:
Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 60-86-P
Northlake Village

Map 86, Part of Parcel 89
Subarea 14

District 12

A request to create one lot within a phase of tom@ercial (General) Planned Unit Development Distri
abutting the northeast corner of Old Hickory Boalel’and Andrew Jackson Parkway (.67 acres) toereat
an out parcel for a 20,200 square foot retail figcitequested by Walter H. Davidson, for Northlake
Village L.P., owners.Also requesting minor revision to the PUD master f@n.)

Resolution No. 95-682

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Subdivision No. 60-86-P be
APPROVED as both a minor revision to the Commercial PudtstaBlan and a Final Plat for one lot.”

Subdivision No. 189-73-G

Cherry Creek Apartments, Phase Two
Map 86, Part of Parcel 154

Subarea 14

District 12

A request to dedicate right-of-way and define asphaoundary within a residential PUD abutting thetls
margin of Central Pike, approximately 100 feet edifdodson Chapel Road (21.11 acres), classifiekinvi
the R8 Residential Planned Unit Development Distrequested by Pointe Development, Inc.,
owner/developer, E. Roberts Alley and Associates.,, lsurveyor.

Resolution No. 95-683

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Subdivision No. 189-73-G be
APPROVED.” This approval will expire after 180 days havpdad if the conditions of approval (if
applicable) have not been satisfied and plat rembid the Registers’ Office of Davidson County,
Tennessee. Upon resubmittal of a final subdivigila, all applicable fees shall be due.

Subdivision No. 130-85-P
Northside Festival
Map 26-15, Parcels 3 and 39



Subarea 4
District 10

A request to create three lots abutting the sowtha@rner of Gallatin Pike and Northside Drive @I0.
acres), classified within the Commercial Planned Development District, requested by Nashvest
Associates, L.P., owner/developer, CESP, Inc.,eyuan

Resolution No. 95-684

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that Subdivision No. 130-85-P be
APPROVED.”

Subdivision No. 94P-017G

October Woods, Phase One, Section Two
Map 183, Part of Parcel 4

Subarea 12

District 31

A request to create 49 lots abutting both margfr@aiober Woods Drive and both margins of Pinwheel
Drive (16.68 acres), classified within the R10 Restial Planned Unit Development District, requedig
October Woods, L.P., owner/developer, Anderson-Rellk Associates, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-685

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Subdivision No. 94P-017G be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amol$325,000.00, and $26,000.00 to be
reserved for off-site transportation improvements.”

Subdivision No. 955-263G

Holt Woods, Section Nine

Map 172, Part of Parcels 188 and 206
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to create 24 lots abutting both margfr@aiober Street, approximately 80 feet west ofthtills
Road (8.45 acres), classified within the R20 RegidePlanned Unit Development District, requedbgd
Hurley-Y, L.P., owner/developer, Anderson-Delk a@sbociates, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 95-686

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Subdivision No. 95S-263G be
APPROVED subject to posting a performance bond in the amoi$344,500.00.”

Request for Bond Extension

Subdivision No. 163-73-G
Bellevue Shopping Center, Phase Two
Service Merchandise Company, Inc., principal

Located abutting the south margin of the MemphistBr Highway, approximately 1,000 feet west of
Sawyer Brown Road.

Resolution No. 95-687




"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividlon163-73-G, Bond No. 91BD-001, Bellevue
Shopping Center, Phase Two, until September 305,1@9requested, in the full amount of $65,000saa]
approval being contingent upon submittal of a fdtteand from United Pacific Insurance Company
agreeing to the extension. Failure of principgbtovide amended security documents shall be gsoford
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 134-84-G
Grove at Devon Hills
HSW Devon Hills Associates I, L.P., principal

Located abutting the east margin of Old Hickory Beard, approximately 45 feet south of Devon Valley
Drive.

Resolution No. 95-688

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that it herebAPPROVES the request for

an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 134-84-G, Bond No. 94BD-067, Grove at Devon
Hills, until June 1, 1996, as requested, said aggroeing contingent upon posting an amended lefter
credit in the reduced amount of $40,000.00 by bet@5, 1995 and extending the expiration date to
December 1, 1996. Failure of principal to provéaeended security documents shall be grounds for
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 312-84-G
Poplar Creek Estates, Phase Three-B
Poplar Creek Development Corporation

Located abutting the northwest terminus of Forest<Drive, approximately 110 feet northwest of Bbre
Oaks Court North.

Resolution No. 95-689

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 312-84-G, Bond No. 94BD-048, Poplar Creek
Estates, Phase Three-B, until June 1, 1996, agstzf) said approval being contingent upon postimg
amended letter of credit in the full amount of $D0®.00 by October 25, 1995 and extending the
expiration date to December 1, 1996. Failure ofgipal to provide amended security documents iwll
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn

Subdivision No. 70-85-P
Kensal Green, North
Phillips Builders, Inc., principal

Located abutting the northwest margin of Mt. Vieaad, approximately 250 feet southwest of
Huntingboro Trail.

Resolution No. 95-690

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividlon70-85-P, Bond No. 95BD-032, Kensal Green,
North, until October 1, 1996, as requested, inréaiced amount of $31,000.00, said approval being
contingent upon submittal of a letter by October P35 from Frontier Insurance Company agreeirheo



extension. Failure of principal to provide amendedurity documents shall be grounds for collection
without further notification."

Subdivision No. 102-86-P

Riverside, Phase One

Rochford Realty and Construction
Company, Inc., principal

Located at the southwest corner of Old Hickory Rikd Morton Mill Road.

Resolution No. 95-691

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 102-86-P, Bond No. 87BD-016, Riverside, until
June 1, 1996, as requested, said approval beirigngent upon posting an amended letter of creditén

full amount of $228,800.00 by October 25, 1995 axignding the expiration date to December 1, 1996.
Failure of principal to provide amended securitgutoents shall be grounds for collection withouttar
notification."

Subdivision No. 28-87-P
Boone Trace, Phase One
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, principal

Located abutting the north margin of Newsom StaRoad.

Resolution No. 95-692

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividion28-87-P, Bond No. 87BD-032, Boone Trace,
Phase One, until June 1, 1996, as requested, folt@nount of $125,000.00, said approval being
contingent upon submittal of a letter by October P35 from Safeco Insurance Company of America
agreeing to the extension. Failure of principgbtovide amended security documents shall be gstord
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 78-87-P
Fredericksburg, Phase Five-A
Radnor Homes, Inc., principal

Located abutting both margins of Fredericksburg \Eagt and both margins of Culpepper Court.

Resolution No. 95-693

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdivislon78-87-P, Bond No. 95BD-003, Fredericksburg,
Phase Five-A, until October 1, 1996, as requestetie reduced amount of $46,000.00, said approval
being contingent upon submittal of a letter by ®@eto25, 1995 from Frontier Insurance Company agegeei
to the extension. Failure of principal to provateended security documents shall be grounds for
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 78-87-P
Fredericksburg, Phase Five-B
Radnor Homes, Inc., principal

Located abutting both margins of Fredericksburg \Wagt and both margins of New Market Place.
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Resolution No. 95-694

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividion78-87-P, Bond No. 95BD-004, Fredericksburg,
Phase Five-B, until October 1, 1996, as requestetie reduced amount of $36,000.00, said approval
being contingent upon submittal of a letter by @eto25, 1995 from Frontier Insurance Company ageeei
to the extension. Failure of principal to provetteended security documents shall be grounds for
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 88P-067G
Brandywine Pointe, Phase Six, Section One
Brandywine Pointe Partners, principal

Located abutting the southeast corner of ShutdeCaned Brandywine Pointe Boulevard.

Resolution No. 95-695

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 88P-067G, Bond No. 94BD-026, Brandywine
Pointe, Phase Six, Section One, until June 1, 1896equested, said approval being contingent upon
posting an amended letter of credit in the full antoof $13,000.00 by October 25, 1995 and extentliag
expiration date to December 1, 1996. Failure ofgipal to provide amended security documents iwll
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn

Subdivision No. 88P-067G
Brandywine Pointe, Phase Six, Section Two
Brandywine Pointe Partners, principal

Located abutting both margins of Safety Harbor Caygproximately 135 feet northeast of Brandywine
Pointe Boulevard.

Resolution No. 95-696

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 88P-067G, Bond No. 94BD-026, Brandywine
Pointe, Phase Six, Section Two, until June 1, 1886equested, said approval being contingent upon
posting an amended letter of credit in the full amtoof $10,000.00 by October 25, 1995 and extentliag
expiration date to December 1, 1996. Failure ofgipal to provide amended security documents diwll
grounds for collection without further notificatidn

Subdivision No. 88P-067G
Brandywine Pointe, Phase Seven, Section Two
Brandywine Pointe Partners, principal

Located abutting both margins of Safety Harbor Cayproximately 135 feet northeast of Brandywine
Pointe Boulevard.

Resolution No. 95-697

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 88P-067G, Bond No. 94BD-078, Brandywine
Pointe, Phase Seven, Section Two, until June 16,1#9requested, said approval being contingent upo
posting an amended letter of credit in the full anmtoof $8,550.00 by October 25, 1995 and extentliag
expiration date to December 1, 1996. Failure ofgipal to provide amended security documents iwll
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn
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Subdivision No. 89S-099U
Physicians Park, Resubdivision of Section Eigh
HCA Realty, Inc., principal

Located on the south margin of Charlotte Avenuieed east of 25th Avenue North.

Resolution No. 95-698

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdivislon89S-099U, Bond No. 89BD-013, Physicians Park,
Resubdivision of Section Eight, until October 1969as requested, in the full amount of $23,000sa
approval being contingent upon submittal of a tdtteOctober 25, 1995 from the North River Insuenc
Company agreeing to the extension. Failure afgipal to provide amended security documents leall
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn

Subdivision No. 90S-021U
MetroCenter, Tracts 15A and 15B
MetroCenter Properties, principal

Located on the east side of Athens Way betweent@&iacle Road and French Landing.

Resolution No. 95-699

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 90S-021U, Bond No. 90BD-016, MetroCenter,
Tracts 15A & 15B, until 10/01/96, as requestedd sgiproval being contingent upon posting an amended
letter of credit in the full amount of $30,000.00 ®ctober 25, 1995 and extending the expiratioe dat
April 1, 1997. Failure of principal to provide antked security documents shall be grounds for didiec
without further notification."

Subdivision No. 90S-035G
Winston Estates, Section Two
Winston Walker, principal

Located on both sides of Winston Drive, approxinyat80 feet southwest of Stevens Lane.

Resolution No. 95-700

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 90S-035G, Bond No. 90BD-028, Winston
Estates, Section Two, until June 1, 1996, in thewarnof $5,200.00, as requested."

Subdivision No. 90S-267U
Birdwell Subdivision, Phase One
Joseph Birdwell, principal

Located abutting the west margin of Birdwell Driagproximately 338 feet south of Campbell Road.

Resolution No. 95-701

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 90S-267U, Bond No. 90BD-032, Birdwell
Subdivision, Phase One, until October 1, 1996¢egaested, said approval being contingent uponmpsti
an amended letter of credit in the full amount $21,000.00 by October 25, 1995 and extending the
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expiration date to April 1, 1997. Failure of piijpal to provide amended security documents shall be
grounds for collection without further notificatidn

Subdivision No. 92S-274U
Perimeter Place, Section Five,
Resubdivision of Lots 1, 2 and 3
Peoples First National Bank and Trust, principa
Located abutting the south margin of Elm Hill Pikpproximately 580 feet west of Royal Parkway.

Resolution No. 95-702

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdiridio. 92S-274U, Bond No. 92BD-033, Perimeter
Place, Section Five, Resubdivision of Lots 1, 2,&til October 1, 1996, in the amount of $10,7004s
requested."”

Subdivision No. 93S-002G
Birdwell Subdivision, Phase Two
Joel S. Birdwell, principal

Located abutting the north margin of Lowes Langragimately 568 feet west of Old Dickerson Pike.

Resolution No. 95-703

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it hereb APPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 93S-002G, Bond No. 93BD-037, Birdwell
Subdivision, Phase Two, until June 1, 1996, asesigd, said approval being contingent upon posiing
amended letter of credit in the full amount of $2M.00 by October 25, 1995 and extending the etipira
date to December 1, 1996. Failure of principgnavide amended security documents shall be grofards
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 93P-016G
Traceside, Section A (2.1)
Centex Real Estate Corporation, principal
Located at the southwest terminus of Timber Gapéddaind the northeast terminus of Traceway Drive.

Resolution No. 95-704

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdivislon93P-016G, Bond No. 95BD-026, Traceside,
Section A (2.1), until June 1, 1996, as requestethe reduced amount of $150,000.00, said approval
being contingent upon submittal of a letter by ®eto25, 1995 from the Safeco Insurance Company of
America agreeing to the extension. Failure ofgpal to provide amended security documents staall b
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn

Subdivision No. 94S-295U
Asheford Crossing, Section One
Phillips Builders, Inc., principal

Located abutting the southeast margin of Mt. Viema& approximately 200 feet northeast of Old Friankl
Road.
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Resolution No. 95-705

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividlon94S-295U, Bond No. 94BD-087, Asheford
Crossing, Section One, until June 1, 1996, as gdein the reduced amount of $605,700.00, said
approval being contingent upon submittal of a tditeOctober 25, 1995 from Frontier Insurance Comypa
agreeing to the extension. Failure of principgbtovide amended securit documents shall be groiamds
collection without further notification."

Subdivision No. 95S-085U
Four-Forty Center, Phase Two, Lot One
Joseph V. Russell and Associates

Located abutting the north margin of Melrose Averamproximately 497 feet east of Eugenia Avenue.

Resolution No. 95-706

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of a performance bond for Subdividlon95S-085U, Bond No. 95BD-035, Four-Forty
Center, Phase Two, Lot One, until October 1, 188&equested, in the full amount of $45,000.0@ sai
approval being contingent upon submittal of a tdteOctober 25, 1995 from American Insurance
Company agreeing to the extension. Failure ofgipal to provide amended security documents skeall b
grounds for collection without further naotificatidn

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 95M-094U

Shumate Lane Easement Abandonment
Map 135

Subarea 13

District 28

A proposal to abandon all public utility and drajeaeasements in the former right-of-way of a seqmen
Shumate Lane which was closed by Ordinance O86-1288ested by Randy Caldwell, Ragan-Smith
Associates, Inc., for Grupe Management Group, adjggroperty owner.

Resolution No. 95-707

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES with conditions
Proposal No. 95M-094U.

The Commission recommends that an ordinance abandorg the subject easements not become
effective until the following conditions are satised:

1. The reconstruction, at the expense of the petither, of Summate Lane at its intersection with
Murfreesboro Pike is illustrated on the preliminary plan of the CountryCommercial PUD (117-85-P).

2. The relocation, at the expense of the petitionef all existing public utility facilities into the
reconstructed Shumate Lane right-of-way.

3. And approval of all improvements by the Directos of Public Works, the Department of
Water Services and the various public utility agenies whose facilities are being relocated.”
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OTHER BUSINESS:

Capital Budget Amendments

Proposal No. 95CB-009

A request by the Mayor to amend the 1995-2001 @himitprovements Budget and Program by adding the
following project.

I.D. No. 87PW004C

Rural Hill Road

From Hickory Highlands Drive
Northward 1,900 Feet

ROW, Engineering, Construction

$600,000 Miscellaneous Funds*
$350,000 Approved G.O. Bonds
FY 1995-96

*Represents Private Donation of ROW

Resolution No. 95-708

“BE IT RESOLVED hy the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that itAPPROVES Proposal No. 95CB-
009.”

Proposal No. 95CB-018

A request by the Mayor to amend the 1995-2001 @hlmitprovements Budget and Program to change the
amount of funding and the description for one Sfigi©ffice project:

[.D. No. 9550008
Correction Corporation of America - Metro Detenti@enter Addition Design and Construct

Addition
From: $10,000,000 State Funds FY 1995-96
To: $40,000,000 Proposed Revenue BondsFY 1895-9

Resolution No. 95-709

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that itAPPROVES Proposal No. 95CB-
018.”

Proposal No. 95CB-019

A request to amend the 1995-2001 Capital ImprovésriBadget and Program by adding a project to the
program in FY 1995-96. This project was includedhie 1994-2000 Capital Improvements Budget but
excluded from the FY 1995-96 program.

[.D. No. 90FD0OAO1
Combined Fire Department and Police Departmentiloen Aided Dispatch System
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1560 15th Avenue
Acquire the necessary hardware and software tteimgnt a computer aided dispatch system

$1,300,000 Miscellaneous Funds*
FY 1995-96

*Represents E-911 Funds

Resolution No. 95-710

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that itAPPROVES Proposal No. 95CB-
019.”

This concluded the items on the consent agenda.

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-082U
Map 85-11, Parcel 6

Subarea 14

District 14

A request to change from R10 District to OP Disteiertain property abutting the northwest corner of
Danyacrest Drive and Lebanon Pike (.9 acres), stqdéby Ken Renner, for John Mercer, owner.

Ms. Dudley stated currently the Subarea 14 Plaigdates all of the area west of Lebanon Pike within
residential low medium policy which permits a dénsif two to four dwelling units per acre. Thatsva
done despite the larger configuration of the parae&ng Lebanon Pike, because the predominantpatte
residential development in the area is at this itletesel.

The Subarea 14 Plan is currently being re-evaluatedthere is some discussion about applying ahigh
density residential policy category to the paréedating on Lebanon Pike because many of them are
oversized and capable of accommodating highereatal densities in the form of multi-family
development. This pattern of development woulddmapatible with frontage along a major arteria¢lik
Lebanon Road.

Across the street on Lebanon Pike there is a langgunt of commercial mixed concentration policyhisT
encompasses the former Dondelson Hospital, aparsraed also several institutional uses. This kihd
commercial policy encourages this type of intenaiion of mixed uses, predominantly office, restdgn
and institutional uses with some retail servicesnited to serve the office and residential usgsere is
no discussion or intent in the existing Subare®b or re-evaluation of the updated plan to apphpn-
residential policy across Lebanon Pike. It is fle#tt Lebanon Pike itself provides a good policyrmary
due to its width.

Should the Commission approve OP on this site sheyld do so only if it finds that there is a néed
provide a land use transition on the west sideafifdnon Pike. If OP were applied to this parcelnti
would also be logical to apply OP to all the othewperties having frontage on Lebanon Pike that are
similarly situated. Or the Commission would hawelétermine that this very large commercial mixed
concentration policy should be extended acrossttieet, and in that case the Commission should be
considering not only the parcels fronting on LebaRike but a much larger area since it is a purpbtee
policy category to provide adequate depth and sfmac intensification of a mixture of uses. $faéls
there is no need for a transition and recommerspgroval.

Councilmember Bruce Stanley was present to asitmemission for disapproval of this proposal.
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Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Mr. Lawson seconded th@®@mavhich carried unanimously to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 95-711

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-082U
is DISAPPROVED.

The Subarea 14 Plan designates the west side ofstipiortion of Lebanon Pike with residential “low-
medium” policy ( 2-4 dwelling units an acre). Thids reflective of the predominate character of the
established residential community.

The intent of the Subarea 14 Plan is to utilize Lednon Pike as a policy boundary between the
residential policy to the west and the non-residerdl policy to the east because of the stability ahe
residential community, and because Lebanon Pike prades a wide spatial separation between these
areas. There is no need to provide a land use traition to these frontage properties, and the
containment of the commercial mixed concentration glicy to the east side of Lebanon Pike should be
maintained.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-092U

Map 162, Parcels 118, 119, 222 and
Part of Parcels 117 and 120

Subarea 12

District 31

A request to change from AR2a District to RS8 Distrertain property abutting the southwest confer
Bell Road and Blue Hole Road (79.4 acres), reqddsgeDavid Coode, for Bell Road, L.P. and Landmark
Property, Ltd., owners.

Zone Change Proposal No. 957-093U
Map 162, Part of Parcels 117 and 120
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to change from AR2a District to RS20 fistertain property abutting the west margin aid3
Hole Road, approximately 350 feet south of Bell ®#¢23.07 acres), requested by David Coode, for Bell
Road, L.P., owner.

Proposal No. 95P-025U

Millwood Commons

Map 162, Parcels 117-120, 122 and 222
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to grant preliminary approval for a Reasithl Planned Unit Development District abuttthg
southwest margin of Bell Road and Blue Hole Rod&®9(44 acres), classified within the AR2a and R15
Districts and proposed for RS8, RS20 and R15 Ristrio permit the development of 1,024 multi-famil
units and 116 single-family lots, requested by Laisé Associates, for Bell Road L.P., owner.
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Mr. Henry suggested the Planning Commission considetwo zone changes and the related PUD at one
time. He reminded the Commission that this propees considered for a PUD overlay earlier in teary
but those plans were disapproved because a paittidie property at the intersection of Bell Road an

Blue Hole Road was reserved for commercial deveamThe Commission found that commercial
development at this location was inapporpirate, thed®UD plans were disapproved.

Mr. Henry stated the PUD now proposes residengaktbpment over the entire site, and the developmen
is recommended for approval. He stated higheriemsilti-family units are proposed for the portioh

the property north of the TVA transmission line arghrer to Bell Road. The 116 units of single fami

lots and homes are proposed south of the TVA tragssom line, and adjacent to other single family
subdivisions to the south and east. Mr. Hennesit#ttis arrangement of dwelling units is compatikih

land use policy and is compatible with existingreunding development.

Mr. James E. Hampton, of the Oak Highlands HomeawosvAssociation was present to ask the Commission
for approval of the proposals.

Ms. Eva Close was present to speak against thdagewent because of the increase in density and aumb
of dwelling units, and the probability that the dpment would increase the amount of traffic ia dinea.

Mr. Henry stated that while much of the Bell Roadzais zoned AR2a, frontage along this major atési
not expected to develop in two acre residential. Idf more suitable development pattern would be
medium density residential development like wasip@iroposed in the development under consideration.
The property to the south for the single family elepment is not being rezoned and the PUD would be
developed at about 2.4 dwelling units per acreis hwell under what the policy would support be t
south side of the TVA line. This development wob&comparable to Oak Highlands.

Mr. David Coode, landscape architect representiagoivner, made a presentation to the Commission and
stated they had worked with the area homeownegisguare their satisfaction.

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

Resolution No. 95-712

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-092U
is APPROVED.

This zoning change and the corresponding residenti@lanned unit development application will
implement the Subarea 12 Plan’s ‘medium-high’ derigy residential policy.”

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Plangi€@ommission that Zone Change Proposal No.
95Z-093U isAPPROVED.

This zone change application and the correspoindingesidential planned unit development will
implement the Subarea 12 Plan’s ‘medium’ densityesidential policy.”

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planni@gmmission that Proposal No. 95P-025U is
givenCONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL. The following conditions apply:

1. A boundary plat of the PUD shall be submitted eecorded prior to any final plan approval.

2. Written confirmation of approval from the Storater Management and Traffic Engineering
sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.
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3. A final plat of subdivision shall be submittedthe initial phase for final plan approval,
combining the various parcels into a single eritity.

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-094G
Map 97, Parcel 114

Subarea 14

District 12

A request to change from R8 District to RM8 and Qiftricts certain property abutting the north margft
Bell Road and the west margin of Old Hickory Bowaey, opposite Hermitage Park Lane (14.96 acres),
requested by J. D. Eatherly, optionee, Frank ledfnan, trustee et al, owners.

Proposal No. 111-82-U Public Hearing)
American Square

Map 97, Parcel 114

Subarea 14

District 12

A request to cancel the Commercial (General) Pldrturgt Development District (consisting of 32,767
square feet of office and retail space) and thédeatial Planned Unit Development District (@2lti-
family units), all abutting the west margin of Qflickory Boulevard, opposite Hermitage Park Lane $64
acres), requested by J. D. Eatherly, optionee kHrarriedman, trustee.

Mr. Henry stated the petitioner was seeking to ehtie previously approved commercial and residénti
PUD plans, and to substitue in their place mediigh-tdensity residential and office zoning. He extiathe
base zone changes requested would allow essertiallame kinds of development that had been apdrov
in the two PUDs. For this reason staff recommeraggatoval of both PUD cancellations and the rezgnin
of the property to RM8 and OP zoning.

Mr. Henry stated the Subarea 12 Plan adopted coomhemixed concentration around the interchange
node with Bell Road. The office district being vegted fits into that policy category and providasther
option for office and multi family development. Tle south and to the east the policy is residiimig

density, and RM8 proposed for that portion of theperty likewise fits and implements the Subarea 14
Land Use Plan. Staff is recommending approvabfiih the cancellation and rezoning of the proposal.

Mr. Bill Lockwood, of Bardge, Waggoner, Sumner &@ahnon, asked the Commission to have the public
hearing and defer action for one meeting to gieed@veloper the opportunity to present the plartkdo
area residents.

Mr. John Stern, representing Lake Park Homeownesoéiation, stated they were not sure they were
opposed to the proposal. He also asked the Conomigsdefer the matter and keep the public hearing
open for one meeting to give the area residentgpaortunity to gather more information regarding th
proposal.

Ms. Jernigan moved and Mr. Lawson seconded theomotthich carried unanimously, to defer the matter
for two weeks and to leave the public hearing open.

Zone Change Proposal No. 95Z-097G
Map 140, Part of Parcels 26 and 29
Subarea 6

District 35

A request to change from AR2a District to R2a Distrertain property abutting the south margin of

McCrory Lane, approximately 3,200 feet east oflth8/ McCrory Lane interchange (8.1 acres), retpes
by Joseph G. Petrosky Associates, Inc., for CoveBaptist Church.
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Proposal No. 84-85-P Public Hearing)

Biltmore PUD (Covenant Baptist Church Complex)
Map 140, Part of Parcels 26 and 29

Subarea 6

District 35

A request to amend the approved Residential andn@ooial (General) Planned Unit Development
Districts abutting the south margin of McCrory Laapproximately 3,200 feet east of the 1-40/McCrory
Lane interchange, by canceling 8.1 acres of ther@emial Planned Unit Development District and
incorporating that same area into the Residentairied Unit Development District so as to allow the
development of 120,103 square feet of place of prand 36 multi-family units, requested by Jos€ph
Petrosky Associates, Inc., for Covenant Baptistr€iu

Mr. Henry stated the inclusion of residential umit® this complex necessitated cancelling a portibthe
commercial PUD and replacing it with an expandesidential PUD, since residential dwelling units aod
a permitted use in a commercial PUD. Mr. Henrytfer stated that it was necessary to rezone theepro
from AR2a to R2a because a residential PUD coutdaomposed on the AR2a base zoning.

With that explanation Mr. Henry characterized thepmsed complex as consisting of a gymnasium, multi
family housing for retired people, outdoor recreatspace and a sanctuary. The initial phase woandist
of only a 4,600 square foot chapel. The policythis area is residential, and the proposed uses ar
compatible with this policy.

Mr. Henry recommended that the developer of thg ffhase not be required to submit a boundaryoplat
the entire Biltmore PUD. Mr. Henry explained a bdary plat is required before granting final apmiceo
any phase of the PUD. However, this first phapeasents such a small portion of the massive Bikmo
PUD, requiring this developer to provide the bouggdat would be a financial hardship.

Mr. Henry further recommended allowing developnterproceed on initial phases of the development
using septic disposal systems rather than sarstamgrs. He stated sanitary turnk lines were toaviay
to be extended economically to this developmengagt during its initial phases. Mr. Henry addiskeat
the Health Department had approved the chapel dereint on septic disposal facilities. Mr. Henry
pointed out that any future development would remjapproval by the Health Department.

Councilmember Vic Lineweaver was present to spedivor of the proposal and asked the Commission to
approve the proposal without having to go to Caunci

Chairman Smith stated the proposal would have tmd@ouncil because the PUD boundary was being
amended.

Ms. Jernigan moved and Mr. Harbison seconded th@mavhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution and to close the public hegrin

Resolution No. 95-713

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that the following Zone Change Proposal
No. 95Z-097G iAPPROVED:

This zone change corresponds with the Biltmore PUBpplication for a partial cancellation of the
commercial PUD and an expansion of the residenti#®UD boundary. The R2a district is necessary to
allow the expansion of the residential PUD and isreappropriate extension of the existing R2a
district within this PUD development.”
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“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Plangi€@ommission that Proposal No. 84-85-P is
givenCONDITIONAL APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT REQUIRING COUN CIL
CONCURRENCE. The following conditions apply:

1. Final PUD plan application shall be for Phagd,653 sq.ft. chapel) only, contingent upon receipt
of a letter of approval for the proposed septitdf@ystem from the Metropolitan Health Department.
Public sewer service from the Harpeth Valley Utilitistrict may be required for future phases, dsrii
buildings in later phases may not be approved byHbalth Department.

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

3. A boundary plat for the Biltmore PUD will nbe required at final plat application. A finahpbf
subdivision will be required which creates the phetong with the posting of bonds as may be reguior
any necessary public improvements.”

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 122-83-U Hublic Hearing)
The Woodlands

Map 172, Parcel 77

Subarea 12

District 31

A request to cancel a portion of the ResidentiahRéd Unit Development District for property zorieth
abutting the northwest terminus of Kinhawk Drivequested by Robert N. Mayberry and James R. Mosley,
owners.

Mr. Reid stated the portion of the PUD to be caetelas somewhat separated from the remainder of the
large PUD due to the presence of a hill. With daiacellation, the remaining PUD will still haveemty
percent more open space than required by the zoafmdations and will not destroy the completeradss
the PUD. Mr. Reid stated the property releasenhfitee PUD would be subdivided as part of the adijace
Kinhawk Subdivision. All reviewing agencies andfstecommended approval of this proposal.

No one was present to speak in favor of or agd#iisicancellation.

Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded th@®@mavhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution and to close the public hegrin

Resolution No. 95-714

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 122-83-U is given
APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT REQUIRING COUNCIL CONCURRE NCE. The following
condition applies:

Approval by the Metropolitan Council.”

Proposal No. 18-84-P
Burton Hills, Master Plan
Map 131-6-A, All Parcels
Subarea 10

District 33
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A request to remove development restrictions plawethe Commercial and Residential Planned Unit
Development Districts abutting the east margin iisbloro Pike and the north margin of Harding Place
requested by Gresham-Smith and Partners, for Rbn Saner.

Ms. Fleming presented the staff recommendatioifttthe cap on permitted development in the Burton
Hills Pud. She stated that when the Burton Hitlspgrty was originally proposed for development an
amendment to the General Plan was required. TigmarPUD permitted 850 dwelling units and 550,000
gross square feet of office space. Concern wasdait that time about the amount of traffic whtod
development might add to Hillsboro Pike. The GahPfan amendment approved in 1984 included the
following restriction:

“Final approval of 100,000 gross square feet atefEpace or 150 dwelling units at the developpt®no
should be given only if one of two conditions weret. The first condition was that financial commments
are secured for the widening of Hillsboro Pikeitolanes from Hobbs Road to Woodmont Boulevard, or
the second condition, a detailed analysis of waftinducted by Metro Traffic and Parking and thenRing
Commission after the opening of Interstate 440 abs/that the traffic impact of the interstate andhe
Burton Hills Development to be significantly lesih expected compared to the present traffic fetéca

Ms. Fleming state the applicant has developed aamalysis of the traffic generated from the Burittiths
PUD based on the latest approved development [Barce the time of the original PUD approval thieas
been a reduction of 46 units in the Cherry Glenddgwment and in addition to that a retirement
development is under construction which replacé€s@mdominiums in the original plan. Using thest
approved development plan and the most currengaieration figures, traffic was recalculated fortBn
Hills. The number of trips likely to result frorhis development was found to be less than the numbe
allowed under the restriction that was imposedhatime of the original PUD approval. The staftiod
Planning Commission and the Metro Traffic Enginlegve reviewed this latest analysis and agree vgth i
conclusions. Therefore, staff is recommending eyedrof this request.

Mr. Robert Anderson, a resident on Castleman Drisgs present to speak in opposition to removing the
development restrictions.

Mr. John Palm, representing Gresham-Smith and &axtwas present to speak in favor of removing the
development restrictions placed on the development.

Chairman Smith stated the question before the Casiarn was whether the developer had met the
requirements set out in 1984 and is appropriatieigtime to lift the cap.

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

Resolution No. 95-715

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 18-84-P is given
APPROVAL.

The Commission concurs with the findings of thelimapt’s traffic analysis that traffic generaticor those
phases of the PUD that have already developedsshan originally forecasted, and the anticipataific
generation for those phases remaining to be deedlopder the master development plan is projectbe t
less than originally forecasted. These findingsvaliemoval of the development restrictions establisby
the 1984 General Plan Amendment and the PrelimiRbip approvals.”

Proposal No. 93P-023G
Gateway of Hermitage
Map 86, Parcel 155
Subarea 14
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District 12

A request to amend the Commercial (General) PlakietdDevelopment District abutting the south margi
of Central Pike and the north margin of Inters#g13.74 acres), to add additional land arealfer t
development of 209,500 square feet of restauramit/b#ice/hotel facilities, requested by Hieberdan
Associates, for Shurgard-Freeman Hermitage Jointire, owner.

Mr. Reid stated the existing PUD was self serviceagye facilities and the applicant is wanting dad &wo
land areas to the PUD. The Department of Wateri&es is not ready to issue a sewer capacity l&iter
verify that sewer capacity exists at this time etreugh the applicant has submitted all necessary
information in a timely matter within the 28 dayiew cycle. This proposal falls in an area of thenty
which until just recently was served by the Cumdoeall Utility District. Now Metro Water Services has
acquired the Cumberland Utility District and duestomewhat poor record keeping of the Cumberland
Utility District, Metro is not able to respond tewser capacity requests in a timely manner whengsals
fall within this area.

Since the applicant submitted all the necessagyimdtion within our 28 day review cycle deadlingsff
feels there is justification to allow another exioep to this policy for sewer capacity and staff is
recommending approval of the PUD with the conditizat sewer capacity must be verified prior to the
adoption of the PUD ordinance in Council. Since dpplicant is adding land area and increasing the
square footage by more than ten percent of thermawiapproved by Council, this application will peec
to Council as an amendment.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded themathich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 95-716

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 93P-023G is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF THE AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLA N REQUIRING
COUNCIL CONCURRENCE. The following conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of preliminary approval frothe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering sections of the Metropolitan DepartnwdriRublic Works.

2. The recording of a revised boundary plat with famal approval request.

3. Any request for final approval must include &ailed drainage plan and comply with the
recommendation of the Traffic Impact Study by RPhM éssociates dated September, 1995.

4, This approval is contingent on the applicantidity to obtain a Sewer Availability Requirement
Letter from the Metropolitan Department of Wated &ewer Services.”

Proposal No. 94P-017G
October Woods

Map 182, Parcel 30

Map 183, Parcels 4, 70 and 71
Subarea 12

District 31

A request to amend the Residential Planned Unieldgment District abutting the west margin of Old
Hickory Boulevard, 900 feet south of Hobson Dri#8%.3 acres), to add additional land area for the
addition of 120 multi-family units, requested byderson-Delk and Associates, Inc., for Paul Johnson,
owner.
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Mr. Henry stated the purpose of the request isibstitute multi-family residential development anaxea
policied for community scale commercial developmeare stated this area was designated for comnhercia
development because of its close proximity to t@d interchange, and because of the expected resitle
growth in this area. In analyzing the general astsf believes adequate commercial opportundigst on
the south side of Old Hickory Boulevard. Staffréfere recommends approval of the request.

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

Resolution No. 95-717

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 94P-017G is given
APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT REQUIRING COUNCIL CONCURRE NCE. The following
conditions apply.

1. On the Final PUD Plan, landscape screening beghirovided along the eastern boundary of the
amended residential PUD to separate future apattresidlents from the current use and future expansi
of the Gilroy Church of Christ property (Map 18&rEel 20).

2. Prior to Final PUD Plan approval, the Plannirmgrinission shall receive an amended off-site
improvement fee schedule which takes into accdwnttditional 120 dwelling units in accordance \lith
Anderson-Delk letter (March 17, 1995) which statésll or part of the multi-family units precede
the....schedule of lot recordings, the....fee soleedill be adjusted based on the traffic generadéie set
forth in the Traffic Impact Study’ [and the reviseullti-family traffic analysis [RPM & Assoc., Seft,
1995].

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

4. Recording of a final plat creating the parcel posting of bonds as may be required for any
necessary public improvements.”

SUBDIVISIONS:

Preliminary Plats:

Subdivision No. 95S-252G (Public Hearing)
M. C. Minton Property

Map 33, Part of Parcel 95

Subarea 4

District 3

A request to create five lots abutting the southeesgin of Dickerson Pike, opposite Old Dicker&ike
(5.16 acres), classified within the CS Districjwested by Miller C. and Clara Mai Minton,
owners/developers, Cole Land Surveying, surveyAfso requesting final plat approval).

Mr. Bracey stated the applicant is seeking toteréae lots within a commercial zone along Diclars
Pike. He informed the Commission that all of this Imeet the subdivision regulations. Mr. Braaeyher
stated the lots are being created from a largeepié land which contains an historic structurde T
historic structure will remain on the parent patoehind the created parcels.

No one was present to speak for or against theegt@luring the public hearing.
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Ms. Jernigan moved and Ms. Nielson seconded themathich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing and approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 95-718

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comssian that the Plan of Subdivision No. 95S-
252G, be giveiPRELIMINARY AND FINAL APPROVAL "

Subdivision No. 955-268U (Public Hearing)
Arbor Close

Map 117-1, Parcel 106

Subarea 10

District 25

A request for preliminary approval for an 11 lobdivision abutting the east margin of Bowling Avenu
between Woodlawn Drive and Forrest Park Avenue 46r8s), classified within the RS20 District,
requested by Beryl W. Horn, owner/developer, GrasBanith and Partners, surveyor.

At this point Mr. Harbison announced to ChairmanitBie would recuse himself from participation on
this item because he is representing one of thiéepan the land sale.

Mr. Bracey stated there were two issues the Plgn@ommission needed to address in reviewing this
subdivision. First, in order to achieve elevers loh the parcel and to orient all eleven to arriate
circular driveway, the shapes of some of the lasawnade irregular. Mr. Bracey reminded the
Commission that the subdivision regulations enogeiaeating lots with regular shapes and withifetd
that are perpendicular to the street right-of-way.

Second, Mr. Bracey stated some of the lots maypeaomparable in area and frontage to other
surrounding lots. He stated there is a varietipo$izes in the area, ranging from very largetedtts, to
one-half acre lots, to cluster developments onmmétly sized lots, all within the immediate vicinityrhe
proposed lots have an average size of approximafeBf00 square feet, whereas it appears about@3,00
square feet per lot is needed to meet the compiyakquirement. The proposed lots should have feet
of street frontage to meet lot comparability; thhegmsed lots would have frontages ranging from fe@0

to only 60 feet.

As stated in the status report the applicant cealde the problems of comparability and irreguéar |
shapes simply by removing the two eastern mostlotisconsolidating those four lots into two loThe
problem could also be solved by submitting a pléh the typical grid pattern with straight lines
perpendicular to the street lines, which could géherate 11 lots. The Commission must decideivene
or not this plan is one that is totally out of cazter with this neighborhood.

Chairman Smith stated most of the letters he hegived referenced the access on Forest Park Awenue
the subdivision. He asked Mr. Bracey if there wa®nsideration for bringing the entrance out iother
place.

Mr. Bracey stated there was. There is a traffioal at Woodlawn Avenue and Bowling Avenue. This
signal, together with the heavy traffic volumesWnodlawn creates a stacking problem, which woul#ana
ingress and egress from Woodlawn difficult. Healated the traffic engineer advises that thesesight
distance problem along Bowling in front of this pesty, which would argue against a driveway enteaiac
Bowling. Forest Park Avenue is the traffic engireereference for the location of the common dnisg.
Mr. Manier asked if the street at the rear of thapprty was a dedicated street.

Mr. Bracey stated it was a dedicated right-of-watwas unbuilt and likely will be petitioned foroslure.
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Mr. Mickey Sullivan of Gresham-Smith Partners, exanting the developer, stated the old house and th
trees were a significant resource to the propéeFtye planning process started with the preservatidhe
house, a key consideration. They also prepareglémeto be consistent with the current zoning ridas
access points were studied. They felt the Foradt Rvenue access was the safest and most appeopria
way to access the property.

Ms. Ganya Clayton stated she was the real estate hgndling the sale and potential developmettief
property. She stated she had worked with Greshaith®n the plan. She also stated she had talltd w
Councilmember David Kleinfelter for any input. Higpressed concern was to ensure the dedicated righ
of-way along the eastern property line would nobpened. She stated she had tried to have a
neighborhood meeting Sunday but only two peopleecam

Mr. Arthur Crownover, one of the six owners of fiteperty, stated he felt this was the best plaretp
the house and trees intact and still develop tbpqnty.

Mr. Phillip Maxwell, a neighbor, and Ms. Amy Crowver, wife of one of the owners, expressed they were
in favor of the proposal.

Mr. George Dean, an attorney representing residbrestly across the street that are in opposiiiotne
plan, stated the neighborhood was opposed to tygopal because of the lot shapes, comparability, lo
orientation, compliance to the subdivision regolasi, the access on Forest Park Avenue, and traiic.
asked the Commission to defer the proposal forvieeks to work out some of the problems and answer
the questions of the neighbors.

Mr. Reynolds Davis, Ms. Carol Bucey, Mr. John TeinMr. Irwin Coon, Mr. Larry Cowan, Ms. Marjorie
Gregory, Ms. Maryann Sallas and Mr. John Baileyengmesent to express their concerns regarding icces
on Forest park Avenue, additional traffic, walkargl children’s safety, conformity, and the desigttgrn,
and asked the Commission for more time to work Withdeveloper to resolve these concerns.

Mr. Manier stated he felt it difficult to accepetirregularity of the lots to the rear of the deyghent and
that the design should be redrawn.

Chairman Smith said that would still not solve pineblem of the access on Forest Park Avenue which
seemed to be the main concern of the neighborhood.

Ms. Nielson asked if the road into the developnwead classified as a driveway or a street.

Mr. Browning said all the lots had achieved a fem@ on the existing public streets and that woslthie
legal frontage. Therefore, the circular drivewaywd be a private driveway, and not a public street

Ms. Nielson asked what limitations or restrictimoald be put on the driveway.

Mr. Owens said the developer probably could develgpivate, joint use driveway within the subdigisi
regardless of the subdivision approval processe déveloper could subdivide the property with lots
meeting all area and comparability requirementd,with regular lot lines and shapes, and couldl stil
impose an access drive system within the subdivigith joint access agreements and easements among
the property owners. Mr. Owens stated the circpifasate drive could be considered additional
information for the Commission’s understanding owthe property would develop, but would not
necessarily be offered for approval or disappra¥ahe private driveway concept, in that no street
dedication would be needed.

Mr. Browning said the logical conclusion was tHa tleveloper could show a subdivision with very
straight lot lines perpendicular to existing puldiceets and that subdivision could be approv¥et it
could probably develop an internal driveway sepagatd apart from the subdivision process. It ddd
a question as to whether or not it would be apptduethe traffic engineer.
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Ms. Nielson asked if the subdivision regulationgtatie in which direction a house must face relativihe
lot's street access?

Mr. Owens stated the subdivision regulations aedztining ordinance would dictate what would be the
front and rear of the lot, but would not dictatevibie house would be built on the lot - the house’s
orientation.

Ms. Jernigan said she would not make a motion ppaye and that she was trying to figure out the
consequences for a motion to either disapprovesfard

Ms. Nielson stated she would like to entertain eital so the neighborhood could at least have some
dialogue.

Mr. Bodenhamer said he agreed with Ms. Nielsonibsdem there was room for compromise if they had
time to get together and talk.

Mr. Lawson said he would also like to see the tadips work something out because he had a major
concern regarding the comparability and meetingritremum standards that have been set as policy.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motidnich carried unanimously, to leave the public
hearing open and to defer for two weeks.

Sketch Plat

Subdivision No. 95S-256G P{blic Hearing)
Jacob’s Valley

Map 20, Parcel 4

Subarea 1

District 1

A request for Planning Commission concurrence wisiketch plat concept for a 100 acre tract abutting
south margin of Old Clarksville Pike, approximat2|387 feet west of Clarksville Pike, classifiedhin
the AR2a District, requested by Pyron and Smitmenideveloper, MEC, Inc., surveyor.

Mr. Bracey stated this item was typically not oa #yenda. Sketch plats are encouraged by thevisibdi
regulations as a document to be discussed betweappdicant and staff to discover issues about the
subdivision before formal application is made. sTa&pplicant has submitted a sketch plat but is also
requesting endorsement by the Commission prianvesting in soil analysis on this site. The lottgan is
strictly for illustration purposes and cannot bé&dmined until septic field location are determined

Mr. Bracey stated that the Commission should beaweat endorsement would not be approving any
construction.

Mr. Manier asked why this was before the Commission

Mr. Owens stated that in this particular case ihign area of the county that will not be seweard in
order to get preliminary subdivision plat approtre first real step is to define the location cf geptic
fields with the Health Department. He stated phiscess is quiet expensive, and the developer waate
have some indication that the Commission agredstivi basic street layout before investing money to
arrange lots based upon soil testing.
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Chairman Smith said the staff has a function aeddétveloper is asking the Commission to do thé'staf
function which is to tell them they are on the tiglack or not without the technical expertise thaes

along with it. He said that if the Commission tdhis then they will be doing it for a long time.

Mr. Bodenhamer and Mr. Harbison agreed with Chair®@mith because it would be setting a precedent.

Councilman McWhirter asked if the Commission coloddr from Mr. Lance Bracey.

Mr. Lance Bracey stated he was an adjoining landenwand was present out of curiosity because titlis w
begin to set the stage for development for thia.are

Mr. Joe McConnell stated he realized this was arsual situation and explained that cost was th@ mai
reason for this request.

Mr. Manier moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motidrich carried unanimously, to not endorse this
matter because it was not specific enough to taeaation on.

OTHER BUSINESS:
1. Amendment to contract with IDE Associates far 8outheast Arterial Alignment Study.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motidiich carried unanimously, to approve the
amendment to the IDE Associates contract.

2. Employee Contract - Deborah Fleming.
3. Employee Contract - Paul Johnson
4, Employee Contract - Cynthia Lehmbeck

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the mptidich carried unanimously, to approve
employee contracts for Deborah Fleming, Paul Jahasal Cynthia Lehmbeck for one year.

5. Discussion of Highway Plans for Harding Plac@iovements at I-65 South and Trousdale Drive.

Mr. Browning stated the issue came up several nsoagio on the kinds of improvements that would be
made to Harding Place and I-65 on the south sidwhtown. This is a project that the Tennessee
Department of Transportation has been wrestling fuit quiet some time. They have proposed siggmific
improvements to this interchange including a sedong at the interstate and redirecting severahef
entrance and exit ramps, all of which will imprdhe intersection.

Planning staff pointed out to TDOT that the intetsm at Harding Place and Trousdale was one of the
main problems because of the volume of traffic fittw Crieve Hall area. TDOT has further studiea th
situation and concurs that a different solutioth Harding Place-Trousdale intersection is needigl.
Browning explained that TDOT is recommending aléripft turn lane northbound from Trousdale, which
should accommodate the heavy morning traffic flomking the left turn lane onto Harding Place destine
either for 1-65 northbound, or wanting to continuest on Harding Place. Mr. Browning stated this
intersection is uniquely suited to a triple leftrtuwonfiguration. Mr. Browning stated both therpiang

staff and the Metro traffic engineer agree witls tholution for a triple left turn movement out ablisdale
onto Harding Place.

Mr. Browning stated that if the Commission concdrvéth this solution he would write a confirmation
letter to TDOT.
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Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded th@®@mavhich carried unanimously, to approve the
Harding Place and Interstate 65 highway improverméant.

6. Visioning.

Mr. Browning talked to the Commission about the i@dpmprovements Budget process. He stated that
about three months ago Mayor Bredesen asked salepattments heads to serve as an infrastructure
committee to review our capital budget processsa®what, if any, improvements could be made. The
assessment was that an adequate job was beinddbadetter job could be done and there are Severa
other things that should be looked at. The conemitltas made some observations and recommendadions a
to how to change the process. When the commitigeet at the process the thing that stood out mast
that while it was supposed to be a comprehensiaeniihg tool, it was immediately obvious that weadiot
of our capital budgeting with amendments. The cemvas made during the first meeting that more
emphasis should be put on getting the capital bugggiests into the normal stream rather than being
introduced as an amendment. In looking at the st period from 1989 through 1995, 70 amendments
were made to the capital budget, 26 during 1994 ¥8ne

Mr. Manier asked for an example of an amendmentfahey were big amendments.

Mr. Browning stated that some of them were big tirad there were three on today’s agenda and one of
them was about $40,000,000.

Mr. Lawson asked if these amendments were usedibead poor budgeting and are they really operation
to cover things that were left out of the budgedm®perating budget versus a capital budget.

The most important thing is for the departmentadsess their capital needs more thoroughly and to d
better job of capital budgeting and submitting pot. The committee has recommended several ebang
to improve the process, including having a kick+o#eting to give the capital budget the attention i
deserves, and to provide some instruction thatdcbelp the departments in preparing their capitaigets.
Mr. Browning invited the capital budget committeembers to attend the kick-off meeting if possiltée
also indicated steps were being introduced intgtieess to bring the mayor’s office into the rewie
process earlier. Finally, several steps were bigikgn to simplify the process, including simplemfss,
instructions, and the possibility of using electediiling.

PLATS PROCESSED ADMINISTRATIVELY:

95S-046G Wayne Harkreader Subdivision
Plat creates two lots out of a large tract.

95S-159G Haselton Subdivision
Plat relocates common line between two lots.

95S-185U McGavock Pike R-O-W Dedication
Plat by OPRYLAND dedicating right-of-way for widimg McGavock Pike.

95S-232U Golf Links Subdivision
Plat relocates common line between two lots.

95S-233U Sargent Subdivision
Plat divides one lot into two.

95S-254A Priest Lake Forest, Lots 29 & 30
Plat eliminates zero lot line building envelopel &reates conventional envelope.

95S-255A Priest Lake Forest, Lots 31 & 32
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Plat eliminates zero lot line building envelope @reates conventional envelope.

95S-261U Paul Richardson Property
Plat relocates common line between two lots.

95S-270U Russel Fuller Acres
Plat expands boundary of a lot by adding additi@nea taken from large tract.

95S-273U Cherokee Park, Lots 71 & 72
Plat relocates common boundary between two lots.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated that he was only bringing tinithe Commission’s attention because it involved
land use. Richard Block, of H & R Block, a cansarvivor, has donated $1,000,000 to 26 cities
throughout the United States and in addition heatem$100,000 a year for the upkeep of the cancer
survivor parks. A proposal has been presentedatdvParks to use the north part of EiImington Rark
put in a cancer survivor park. It is in the preiarny stage and the Legal Department is reviewiagpffer.

Mr. Lawson asked about the status of the isswmofoachment that the Commission had talked about
several meetings ago and about looking into a mewsfructure that might force a lot of people tb ge
serious about this endavor.

Mr. Owens stated Tom Martin had assumed respoitgifiil that and is working on determining how much
time is spent on each case by keeping very prees®ds. The staff agreed to have a proposakto th
Commission by the end of November.

Mr. Lawson asked about the mood of the congreds wansportation funds.

Mr. Browning stated that some of the talk in the@®R that first of all there may be a reductiomplianning
funds. The contracts that were approved two wagksfor planning funds was in the total amount of
$600,000; if congress cuts the ISTEA funding b#l may find that amount being reduced.
ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, upon motion mselegnded and passed, the meeting adjourned at 4:20
p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Minute Approval:
This 19th day of October, 1995

30



31



