MINUTES
OF THE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
Date:  July 25, 1996

Time: 1:00 p.m.
Place: Howard Auditorium

Roll Call

Present: Absent:

Gilbert N. Smith, Chairman
Arnett Bodenhamer
Councilmember Stewart Clifton
William Harbison

Janet Jernigan

James Lawson

Ann Nielson

Others Present:
Executive Office:

Jeff Browning, Executive Director and Secretary
Lester Marcum, Planner I
Carolyn Perry, Secretary I

Current Planning and Design:

Edward Owens, Planning Division Manager
Mitzi Dudley, Planner 111

Shawn Henry, Planner llI

Tom Martin, Planner III

John Reid, Planner Il

Doug Delaney, Planner |

Charles Hiehle, Planning Technician Il

Advance Planning and Research Division;
Jeff Ricketson, Planning Division Manager
Deborah Fleming, Planner I

Cynthia Lehmbeck, Planner 11

Community Plans Division:

Jerry Fawcett, Planning Division Manager

Gary Dixner, Planner 111

Also Present:

Mayor Philip Bredas
William Manier
Stephen Smith



Sonny West, Codes Administration
Jim Armstrong, Public Works

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Ms. Dudley announced Proposal No. 96M-094U shoelddided as an addendum and should read Map
104-11, Part of Parcel 413, Map 104-12, Parcel@%&VPart of Parcel 356. Proposal No. 24-85-P should
read Map 149, Part of Parcel 189 and Map 149-12,dP®arcels 3 and 4. Subdivision No. 96S-265G,
The Northgate Business Park, had been withdrawn.
Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the mptidich unanimously passed, to adopt the agenda
with these additions and changes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF DEFERRED ITEMS

At the beginning of the meeting, staff listed tlefedred items as follows:

96Z-070U Deferred by request until 09/05/96.
75-87-P Deferred by request.

89P-003G Deferred indefinitely by request.
94P-008U Deferred indefinitely by request.
96P-003G Deferred final plat.

96P-014G Deferred by request.

96S-222U Deferred indefinitely by request.
96S-223U Deferred by request.

96S-249G Deferred by request.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the mptidnich unanimously passed, to defer the items
listed above.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded theomotthich unanimously passed, to approve the
minutes of the regular meeting of July 11, 1996.

RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Eric Crafton and Councilmember PbitdRer were present but reserved their comments
until staff presentations were made.

Councilmember Stewart Clifton arrived at this painthe agenda at 1:10 p.m.
ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidiich carried unanimously, to approve the
following items on the consent agenda:

APPEAL CASES:



Appeal Case No. 96B-114G
Map 108-12, Parcel 67
Subarea 14 (1996)

District 13 (French)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.180 (Floodplain) as nexgl
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 2,902 squareduplex within the R10 District, on property &ing
the east margin of Timber Valley Drive, approxinha00 feet south of Lakeford Drive (.26 acres),

requested by Robin York, for Eugene P. Davis, dpptbwner. (Deferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-500

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for Appe
Case No. 96B-114G to the Board of Zoning Appeals:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

Appeal Case No. 96B-115G
Map 108-12, Parcel 66
Subarea 14 (1996)

District 13 (French)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.180 (Floodplain) as el
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 2,902 squareduplex within the R10 District, on property &ing
the east margin of Timber Valley Drive, approxinkatel O feet south of Lakeford Drive (.23 acres),

requested by Robin York, for Eugene P. Davis, dppg#bwner. (Deferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-501

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for Appe
Case No. 96B-115G to the Board of Zoning Appeals:

The site plan complies with the conditional use creria.”

Appeal Case No. 96B-123U
Map 59-10, Parcel 106
Subarea 3 (1992)

District 2 (Black)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.180 (Floodplain) as nexgl
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 432 squaredemched garage within the R10 District, on prope
abutting the south margin of Kings Lane, approxethal 25 feet west of Buena Vista ( .28 acres), ested
by Emily Vernell Smith, appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 96-502

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for Appe
Case No. 96B-123U to the Board of Zoning Appeals:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

Appeal Case No. 96B-124U
Map 60-7, Parcel 12



Subarea 5 (1994)
District 4 (Majors)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.180 (Floodplain) as el
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 576 squaregaage within the RS10 District, on property déibhgt
the west margin of Hillhurst Drive, approximatey®feet north of Lyndale Drive ( .64 acres), reqegdy
Jennifer Wilson, for Grady Odom, appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 96-503

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 96B-124U to the Board of Zoning éqdp:

The site plan complies with the conditional use creria.”

Appeal Case No. 96B-131G
Map 156, Parcel 14.8
Subarea 6 (1990)

District 35 (Lineweaver)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.124.180 (Floodplain) as nexgl
by Section 17.116.030 to construct a 3,087 squaresingle-family residence within the R40 Districh
property abutting the northwest margin of Highw@ lapproximately 50 feet west of Trace Creek Dfive
3.68 acres), requested by Gary Hargis, Jr., fori€&ayuzick Hargis, appellant/ owner.

Resolution No. 96-504

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 96B-131G to the Board of Zoning &aig:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

Appeal Case No. 96B-134G
Map 64, Parcel 32

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 11 (Wooden)

A request for a conditional use permit under thevigions of Section 17.124.190 (Intermediate Impast
required by Section 17.24.030 to construct a 1Lfifare foot mausoleum as an accessory to an gxistin
cemetery within the R10 District, on property almgitthe east margin of Shute Lane and the westimafg
Andrew Jackson Parkway (41.87 acres), requestéthblyWalls, for National Heritage of Tennessee,, Inc
appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 96-505

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for Appe
Case No. 96B-134G to the Board of Zoning Appeals:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cteria.”

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-063U
Map 163, Parcel 122



Subarea 13 (1991)
District 28 (Hall)

A request to change from AR2a District to R8 Didtdertain property abutting the southeast mar§Bedl
Road, 450 feet northeast of Bell Forge Lane (104et8s), requested by Robert T. Cochran, IlI, fof R
Cochran, Jr. and William S. Cochran, co-trustg&ee PUD Proposal No. 96P-012U, page 10. (Deferred
from meeting of 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-506

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
063U isAPPROVED:

The Subarea 13 Plan applies office policy along thgell Road frontage of this property, with both
residential medium density (4 to 9 dwelling units pr acre) and medium high density (9 to 20 dwelling
units per acre) policy on the remainder. When useah conjunction with a residential PUD, the
proposed R8 district can implement these land useoficies.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-065U
Map 91-14, Parcel 86

Subarea 7 (1994)

District 22 (Holt)

A request to change from R8 District to CS Distdettain property abutting the south margin of QeBr
Avenue, approximately 580 feet west of Midland Awer{.43 acres), requested by Dick Cole, trustae, fo
potential buyer, Mary Maxine Page, owner.

Resolution No. 96-507

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
065U isAPPROVED:

This site is designated with ‘commercial mixed coremtration’ policy on the Subarea 7 Plan, which
the CS district will implement.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-067G
Map 97, Parcel 139

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 12 (Ponder)

A request to change from AR2a District to RM8 DOddtrertain property abutting the northeast coofer
Bell Road and Dodson Chapel Road (19.1 acres)gestgd by Jeff Smith, for Cook Inlet Region, Inc.,
owner.

Resolution No. 96-508

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
067G isAPPROVED:

This parcel is within an area that is highly accesble and is near major employment concentrations,
shopping, and recreational uses around Percy Priestake. The Subarea 14 Plan applies residential
‘medium-high’ density policy to this area to provide more opportunities for people to live, work and
recreate in proximate locations. The RM8 districtwill implement this goal.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-069G



Map 40, Parcel 126
Subarea 3 (1992)
District 1 (Patton)

A request to change from AR2a District to RS15 fistertain property abutting the west margin of
Whites Creek Pike, approximately 2,650 feet noft®ld Hickory Boulevard (3.14 acres), requested by
William Thompson, optionee, Karen Youra-lam and IMeam, owners.

Resolution No. 96-509

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
069G isAPPROVED with advisement to the Metropolitan Counci:

This parcel is in Subarea 3 and is designated witimatural conservation’ policy adjacent to an area
designated with ‘residential low-medium’ policy. Natural conservation’ policy recognizes that more
urban types of development are appropriate on propeies that have good access and are situated on
relatively flat land, which is true of this site.

The Commission wishes to advise council that whilhe RS15 district does implement policy, it
introduces yet another zoning district into an areahat contains R40, RS10 and AR2a zoning. From
the standpoint of creating a reasonable zoning pattn, the RS10 district is preferred in this

location.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-072U
Map 102, Parcel 79

Subarea 6 (1990)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request to change from OP District to CS Distciettain property abutting the north margin of Gitae
Pike, approximately 150 feet east of Davidson ${{&& acres), requested by William W. Gregory, for
James W. McClendon, owner.

Resolution No. 96-510

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
072U isAPPROVED:

This property is within ‘commercial mixed concentraion’ policy in the 1990 Subarea 6 Plan, and
recommended to remain in this policy classificatiorin the updated plan currently under
consideration. The requested CS district will impément this policy classification.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-073U
Map 91-5, Parcels 134 and 216
Subarea 7 (1994)

District 22 (Holt)

A request to change from R8 District to R6 Distdettain property abutting the north margin of Redn
Avenue and the east margin of Nashua Lane (2. #spaequested by Joe Arnold and Dana Battaglia, fo
Clorine Hayes Mitchell and B. B. Doubleday, Jr. n@ns.

Resolution No. 96-511

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
073U isAPPROVED:



This site is within ‘residential medium’ density pdicy in the Subarea 7 Plan. The R6 district permi
densities within this policy range and will providean incentive for residential reinvestment, whichis
badly needed in this area. Development of a 6,08Quare foot lot residential subdivision will be
compatible in this area.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-075U
Map 60-6, Part of Parcel 4

Subarea 2 (1995)

District 2 (Black)

A request to change from R8 District to CS Distdettain property abutting the northeast margih2#,
approximately 480 feet southeast of Brick ChurdteRapproximately nine acres), requested by Ernie
Lehning, for 225 Brick Church Venture, owner.

Resolution No. 96-512

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
075U isAPPROVED:

This proposal is within ‘commercial mixed concentrgion’ policy adjacent to ‘residential medium high’
density policy. The requested CS district will imfement this policy classification.”

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 157-81-U
Opryland (TNN Master Plan)
Map 73, Parcel 32

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 15 (Dale)

A request to amend the approved preliminary sitekigment plan for the Commercial (General) Planned
Unit Development District abutting the southeasadpant of Briley Parkway and McGavock Pike (171.77
acres), to permit the addition of a 160,000 sqfmotbusiness/light storage facility and scene shop
requested by Gresham, Smith and Partners, for &hfotertainment, owners.

Resolution No. 96-513

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 157-81-U is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT REQUIRING COUN CIL CONCURRENCE:

Note: on the agenda of 7-25-96, the proposal number neasriectly captioned as 151-81-U; henceforth
the PUD shall be captioned as 157-81The following conditions apply:

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

2. Compliance with all State of Tennessee and ¢dequirements which regulate the mitigation
and construction in a wetlands area.

3. Improvements to Riverview Drive to a commeramhor local as required by the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works with any final approxedjuest.”

Proposal No. 157-81-U
Opryland (TNN, Phase 1)



Map 73, Part of Parcel 32
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Dale)

A request to revise the approved preliminary séeefbpment plan and for final approval for a phafsene
Commercial (General) Planned Unit Development isetbutting the south margin of McGavock Pike,
west of Briley Parkway (5.5 acres), to permit tddition of a 15,000 square foot scene shop, reqdést
Gresham, Smith and Partners, for Gaylord Entertaimim

Resolution No. 96-514

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 157-81-U is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF REVISION TO THE FINAL.

Note: on the agenda of 7-25-96, the proposal number measriectly captioned as 151-81-U; henceforth
the PUD shall be captioned as 157-81-U.

The following conditions apply:

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

2. The southern 180 feet of Riverview Drive shalldbandoned prior to issuance of a final Use and
Occupancy permit for the Scene Shop”

Proposal No. 98-73-G
Hickory Hills Commercial
Map 40, Part of Parcel 36
Subarea 2 (1995)

District 10 (Garrett)

A request for final approval for a phase of the Gwrcial (General) Planned Unit Development District
abutting the north margin of Westcap Road, 0 festtwef Hickory Hills Boulevard (2.54 acres) (zoned
OP), to permit the development of a 28,860 squasedelf-service storage facility, requested byggar
Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, for Hickory Hills, LT@~vners. (Also requesting final plat approval).
(Deferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-515

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 98-73-G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE, FINAL PLAT APPROVAL SUBJECT TO
POSTING A BOND IN THE AMOUNT OF $152,350.00. The following conditions apply:

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

2. The recording of a subdivision plat upon thetipgsof a bond in the amount of $107,350 for water
and sewer line extensions as required by the Melitap Water Services Department and $45,000.00 for
road improvements to Westcap Road as requiredebiigtropolitan Department of Public Works.

3. A contribution of $6,800 for the pro-rata shafall costs associated with the design and
installation of a traffic signal at Hickory Hillsrive and Old Hickory Boulevard.”

Proposal No. 61-77-G
W. C. Gifford Lands



Map 22, Part of Parcel of 30
Subarea 1 (1992)
District 1 (Patton)

A request for final approval for a phase of the Guercial (General) Planned Unit Development District
abutting the southeast quadrant of the intersectidgf24 and Whites Creek Pike (1.32 acres), taritethe
development of a 16,800 square foot, three buildet-service storage facility, requested by Harry
Martin, for William C. Gifford, owner.

Resolution No. 96-516

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 61-77-G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE. The following conditions apply:

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

2. Approval by the Metropolitan Department of PalWorks of a constructed drainage system prior
to the issuing of a building permit for this phédse.

Proposal No. 96P-003G

Summit Run (Phase 1)

Map 86, Parcel 39 and Part of Parcel 40
Subarea 14 (1996)

District 12 (Ponder)

A request for final approval for a phase of thei@astial Planned Unit Development District, abugtithe
north margin of Old Lebanon Dirt Road and the seath margin of Chandler Road (4.02 acres), classifi
R15, to permit the development of 19 single-fartolg, requested by Summit Run L.L.C., for Margueerit
Wright Smith, owner. (Also requesting final plapaoval).

Resolution No. 96-517

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 96P-003G is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE; FINAL PLAT DEFERRED FOR TWO
WEEKS AS REQUESTED BY THE PETITIONER. The following conditions apply:

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

2. Submittal of a revised grading plan acceptabkhé Stormwater Management section of the
Department of Public Works.

3. Receipt of written confirmation of approval frahe Cumberland Utility District, prior to the
issuance of any building permits.

4. Compliance with the comments of the Fire Marsimathe memorandum dated July 24, 1996.
5. Recording of a final plat as well as the postihhonds as may be required for any necessary
public improvements prior to the issuance of anjding permits.

SUBDIVISIONS:

Final Plats:



Subdivision No. 95S-309U

Foster Business Park

Map 106-5, Parcels 95-97, 112, 114 and 124
Map 106-6, Parcels 37 and 38

Subarea 11 (1993)

District 16 (Graves)

A request to consolidate eight lots into three &otd construct a cul-de-sac abutting the southibeisrof
Cleveland Avenue between Polk Avenue and Fostenéde€5.97 acres), classified within the CG District
requested by Foster Business Park and William g&e8nowners/developer, Cherry Land Surveying,
surveyor. (Deferred from meetings of 06/27/96 and.0/96).

Resolution No. 96-518

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theAL plat of Subdivision No.
95S5-309U, is granteGONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performance bond in he
amount of $28,800.00.”

Subdivision No. 96S-118G
Bridle Path, Section 5
Map 124, Part of Parcel 3
Subarea 13 (1991)

District 12 (Ponder)

A request to create ten lots located between Tlyivoned Drive and Palomino Court (28.77 acres),
classified within the R15 District, requested bwlidaTaylor, owner/developer, Joseph E. Ahler, syove
(Deferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-519

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theAL plat of Subdivision No.
96S-118G, is grantedONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performance bond in the
amount of $92,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 96S-138G

Oakhaven, Phase 1

Map 114, Part of Parcels 223, 224, 316 and 317
Subarea 6 (1990)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request to create five lots abutting west magjiBawyer Brown Road, approximately 1,710 feet lsait
Old Charlotte Pike (1.92 acres), classified witthie R15 District, requested by Eric and Wayne ©rgft
owners/developers, Walker Engineering, surveybeférred from meetings of 06/27/96 and 07/11/96).

Resolution No. 96-520

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theAL plat of Subdivision No.
96S-138G, is grantecdONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performance bond in the
amount of $156,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 96S-262G
Woodland Forest, Section 2

10



Map 114, Part of Parcel 277
Subarea 6 (1990)
District 23 (Crafton)

A request to create 14 lots abutting both margfn&/oeodland Way, approximately 150 feet southwest of
Deer Pointe (4.94 acres), classified within the R¥Sidential Planned Unit Development District,
requested by Eagle Crest General Partnership, édenaloper, Ragan-Smith Associates, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 96-521

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theAL plat of Subdivision No.
96S-262G, is grantedONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performance bond in the
amount of $225,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 96S-267G

Alan Estates (PUD Boundary and Subdivision)Plat
Map 75, Parcels 48 and 49

Map 75-15, Parcels 76 and 77

Map 75-15, Parcels 1 and 2

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 12 (Ponder)

A request to consolidate six parcels into two &otd defines a PUD boundary abutting the south magi
Tyler Lane between Eva Drive and Andrew Jacksohway (5.56 acres), classified within the R10
Residential Planned Unit Development District, estad by A. H. Johnson Company, L.P.,
owner/developer, Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Camhmon surveyor.

Resolution No. 96-522

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theAL plat of Subdivision No.
96S-267G, is grantecdONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performance bond in he
amount of $8,100.00.”

Request for Bond Extension:

Subdivision No. 18-84-U
Village of Cherry Glen, Phase One
Cherry Glen Partners, L.P., principal
Located abutting the south margin of Seven HillsilBward and the south terminus of Cumberland Place

Resolution No. 96-523

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdinidio. 18-84-U, Bond No. 95BD-088, Village of
Cherry Glen, Phase One, in the amount of $207,050n8i1 June 1, 1997, as requested, said appreamgb
contingent upon posting an amended letter of ciydKugust 28, 1996and extending the expiration date
to December 7, 1997Failure of principal to provide amended security d@uments shall be grounds
for collection without further notification ."

Subdivision No. 885-206G

11



Peebles Subdivision
Katherine K. Peebles, principal

Located abutting the north side of Poplar CreekdRrapproximately 421 feet east of Rolling River
Parkway.

Resolution No. 96-524

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 88S-206G, Bond No. 88BD-014, Peebles
Subdivision, in the amount of $8,000 until AuguSt 1997, as requested, said approval being comtinge
upon posting an amended letter of crediogust 28, 1996and extending the expiration date to
February 15, 1998Failure of principal to provide amended security deuments shall be grounds for
collection without further notification ."

Subdivision No. 95S-066U
Overton Park, Section Two
M. Al Haddad, principal
Located abutting the south margin of Hogan Roadsip@ Stillwood Drive.

Resolution No. 96-525

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
an extension of the performance bond for Subdimidio. 95S-066U, Bond No. 95BD-021, Overton Park,
Section Two, in the amount of $2,500 until Jun&997, as requested."

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 96M-074G
Acquisition of Property on Old Hickory Bouledar
in Bells Bend

Map 67, Parcels 122, 89, 76, 94, 116, 12388886, 75,
97, 128, 95, 85 and 83

Map 67, Parcels 110, 74, 127, 107, 109, 108, 104,
113, 82.1, 105, 84 and 58

Map 78, Parcels 17, 57, 32, 17.1, 33, 10084101, 10, 2
and 109

Subarea 3 (1992)

District 1 (Patton)

An ordinance authorizing the acquisition of propenm Old Hickory Boulevard for the purpose of widen
the road from Ashland City Highway to the Solid We®ermit by Rule” Facility in Bells Bend.

Resolution No. 96-526

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 96 M-
074G.

Proposal No. 96M-078U

12



Alley 565 Closure
Map 81

Subarea 9 (1991)
District 20 (Haddox)

A proposal to close Alley No. 565 between JefferStreet and Alley No. 562, requested by RaleigheBak
Raleigh Baker Associates, Inc., adjacent propestyes. (Easements are to be abandoned).

Resolution No. 96-527

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 96M-
078U.

Proposal No. 96M-080U

Granting of a Permanent Easement to BellSouth
Map 146-12, Parcel 151

Subarea 12 (1991)

District 32 (Jenkins)

A request to grant a permanent easement to BeltSocated on the north side of Hogan Road east of
Trousdale Drive on the grounds of Crieve Hall Sd¢lioothe purpose of constructing a remote terminal
cabinet.

Resolution No. 96-528

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 96M-
080U.

Proposal No. 96M-081U
Merry Oaks Drive Closure
Map 95-11

Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Dale)

A council bill proposing the closure of Merry OdRsive abutting the west margin of McGavock Pike,
approximately 400 feet north of EIm Hill Pike. @anents are to be retained).

Resolution No. 96-529

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 96M-
081U.

Proposal No. 96M-094U

Park Property Acquisition

Map 104-12, Parcel 357 and Part of Parcel 356
Subarea 10 (1994)

District 18 (Clifton)

A request to acquire approximately 1.6 acres a fan park and open space abutting the west boyrafar
21st avenue, South, and the north boundary of Béryeenue, Requested by the Department of Parks and
Recreation.

Resolution No. 96-530

13



"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that tAPPROVES Proposal No. 96 M-
094U.

This action by the Metropolitan Planning Commissionis favorable recommendation on both the
purchase of property in this area for park purposesand the appropriation of funds for the
acquisition.”

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE HOUSING FUNCTIONAL PLAN. (De ferred from meeting of
05/30/96).

Ms. Deborah Fleming outlined the steps that th# &tak since the May 30, 1996 public hearing oa th
proposed Housing Plan. She indicated that cogitearaft Plan were mailed to approximately 40
agencies and individuals involved in housing, alaity an invitation to attend the July 11, 1996 tivepe
of the Low Income Housing Forum. At the meetitgs bverall comments on the Housing Plan were
positive. Participants noted that housing neede weentified in the Plan which are not always appg
such as the need for larger rental units for fasjlassistance with down payment and closing fmsfisst
time home buyers, and coordination of economic lbgveent goals and housing.

Ms. Fleming noted that there were five major aaoncern: the relationship of the Housing Pkan t
other planning documents, housing accessibilityttierdisabled, preserving existing neighborhoods by
providing support services, coordinating housirgatemn with transit service, and increased use of
manufactured housing. With the exception of hayisiocessibility, these topics were already mentidne
the Housing Plan.

Based on the review by members of the Low Incomesiig Forum, the staff recommended that the
introduction of the Housing Plan be re-written, déinat language be added to the Executive Summaty an
the chapters on Nashville’s Housing Market andt8gjias for Meeting Nashville’'s Housing Needs. Ms.
Fleming referred the Commission to the staff memahe Housing Plan which shows exactly what wording
is to be added to the text of the document.

Mr. Kent Dickerson, with The Center for Independeintng, stated he worked with people with
disabilities, trying to help them find housing. Epressed his concerns regarding public housidghan
shortage of clean and safe housing for people digbilities and low income.

Mr. Ken McKnight, a social director with the Couhaf Community Services and representing the
Nashville Housing Fund, stated this was one obiiger plans he had reviewed and asked the Conamissi
to consider public transportation when siting hongsiHe also expressed concerns for more accessible
housing for disabled citizens.

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

Mr. Lawson stated staff had done an excellent mheying information and incorporating it into thlan.
He suggested that in the future affordable housireglays could be considered as this plan is sin@ghen
the months and years to come. He stated therestiitax issues and zoning concerns to be consile

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

Resolution No. 96-531
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comniassthat it hereby adopts a plan entitled
“Housing Plan” as a part of the General Plans tine of a series of functional plans that outiitnategies
for achieving the broad goals in the General Plawill serve as a guide for making advisory dems
that affect housing in the county and for the depeient of other planning documents.

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-060G
Map 102, Parcel 8

Subarea 6 (1990)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request to change from R2a District to CG Distciertain property abutting the north margin ofdiv
Road, approximately 1,600 feet west of CharlotteeF1.1 acres), requested by Stuart Fisher, foeRdh
Perkins, owner. (Deferred from meeting of 07/1)/96

Ms. Dudley stated this was a request deferredealast meeting due to the deliberation of the Sedoér
Plan. Staff suggested this item be moved to tldeodthe agenda until a land use policy has been
determined.

Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-066U
Map 93-13, Parcel 389

Subarea 10 (1994)

District 19 (Sloss)

A request to change from R6 District to OP Distdettain property abutting the north margin of ®out
Street, approximately 200 feet east of Music Sq&ast (.25 acres), requested by C. Peter Leggetign

Ms. Dudley stated this property was within a restag community which had been placed in residéntia
medium density policy while office concentratiorajgplied nearby on Sixteenth Avenue. Staff feisl th
zoning and policy boundary have been well mainthioxer the years. This proposal was before the
Commission in 1993 for OP, and at that time disapplrwas recommended as contrary to the General
Plan. The Subarea 10 Plan maintains residentladypia this area and staff recommends disapproval.

Mr. Ronnie Miller, chairman of the Organized Neighb of Edgehill Housing Committee, stated on
Tuesday, July 23rd, the Committee met and oppdsedone change. It is the Committee’s belief that
encroaches on the residential zoning of South Samedthat it would be contrary to the Subarea [ad.P

This would also be spot zoning which is a violatidrbasic planning policy. The neighbors woulctliio

see the boundaries observed and not disturbedalsdeannounced he was accompanied by the homeowner
in opposition to this proposal, who lives adjadenthe subject property.

Councilmember Clifton stated the need in the M&sigv area for some expansion, particularly for small
businesses is very clear. The southern part sfattéa, across from Belmont College, is still restdl in
zoning but Council is looking at a change in tlaaid use with some protective overlay so there cbeld
some way to expand small scale business in the d#frlzere are any changes made, the entire hi@ads
be changed instead of one parcel at a time.

Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded th@mavhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-532
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"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
066U isDISAPPROVED as contrary to the General Plan:

The Subarea 10 Plan places this parcel in ‘resideial medium’ density policy. ‘Office
concentration’ policy is confined to the property vest of the alley, along 16th Avenue North. This
policy and zoning separation have been well sustad in the past and should be maintained. The
subarea plan continues to advocate that the policgnd zoning boundary line not be disturbed.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 967-074G
Map 52-6, Parcel 112

Subarea 4 (1993)

District 8 (Hart)

A request to apply the Bed and Breakfast Overlastriot to property zoned R20 within an Historical
Preservation Overlay District, abutting the soutirgin of Neelys Bend Road, approximately 260 fast e
of Howse Avenue (1.95 acres), requested by Jam8aih, owner.

Ms. Dudley stated this house now has Historic Rvasien Landmark Overlay Zoning, which is a special
overlay the Historical Commission can recommendajaied to structures that have historic signifaan
and are worthy of preservation. It is differemtrfr some of the other historic areas because tlstotiti
Preservation Landmark District can be applied single structure. One of the requirements of apgly
for a Bed and Breakfast Overlay is that it be wittdme kind of historic zoning district, that it dlégible

to be in one, or that it be eligible for the NatbRegister for Historic Houses. This house daedify
under these guidelines. Staff is also recommenalpgoval.

Mr. Lawson asked if this house itself was on thstétical Register?
Ms. Dudley stated it was.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded tit@®om which carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-533

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that Zone Change Proposal No. 96Z-
074G isAPPROVED:

This proposal seeks to apply the ‘Bed and Breakfagdverlay’ district to an historic house in the
Neeley’s Bend area. The historic significance ofi¢ structure is now recognized with the designation
of an “Historic Preservation Landmark Overlay” district. If approved by council, this new overlay
district will allow the applicant to seek conditioral use approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals to
operate up to a 3 bedroom bed and breakfast home.”

Mr. Browning announced to the Commission that i88#-070Uon page 5 of the agenda was deferred by
request.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 101-66-G

Cone QOil Market (Chaffin’'s Barn PUD)
Map 155, Part of Parcel 108

Subarea 6 (1990)

District 35 (Lineweaver)
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A request to revise the approved preliminary séeefbpment plan and for final approval for a phafsene
Commercial (General) Planned Unit Development Risatbutting the west margin of State Highway 100
(Old Harding Pike), approximately 400 feet souttCollins Road, classified AR2a, to permit the aiddit
of a 1,680 square foot convenience market facildguested by Wamble and Associates, for Cone Oll
Company, owners. (Also requesting final plat appfp (Deferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

Mr. Martin stated the staff was recommending apalo¥ this request as a PUD amendment requiring
council action. He stated the proposal would addrevenience market and gasoline sales facilith¢o
existing PUD. Staff has advised this is not agyiésue. Staff also advised there were techissaks
which have been resolved. The applicant has révtee plan to show a single entrance and he haseckv
his application to amend his plat request becaadeah purchased another piece of property andittogr
piece of property now added to the plat clearsnypproblems with substandard frontage.

That only leaves the issue of whether this shoalddnsidered an amendment or a revision. Thecantli
has asked for a revision; however staff advosedRkID is approved for 10,000 square feet for thenBa
Dinner Theater. That was on the plan of recordnathe current ordinance came into effect in 197, a
that is the benchmark staff has used ever sincedtmrmining the size of this development. Sewsesks
ago 700 square feet were added to the rear ofahe Br a wardrobe facility for the theater. Tiogare
footage now stands a 10,700 square feet. Undestef the ordinance the PUD can be enlarged only te
percent over the original square footage, or 1@Q@we feet. With the recent 700 square foot aulditi
only 300 additional square feet may be added witinenPUD without an amendment; the applicant is
asking for1,680 square feet.

Chairman Smith asked what was the technical diffegebetween the 10% as staff sees it and as therown
sees it?

Mr. Martin stated there are number of items infileeincluding an approval that dates back aboxiysars
for a flea market and fruit sales facility. Thése matter of a storage building on the rear efgifoperty
that was never legally permitted and there is ndence when this occurred. It is a very confusasge.
However, when Comzo came into effect in 1974 thieas a 10,000 square foot approval and that is what
staff feels should be used as the benchmark.

Mr. Browning clarified the ordinance was clear tiviien a 10% overage is considered, that is base aip
preliminary plan that has been approved by Courtgiaff knows the farmers market, whatever square
footage it had in it, was not approved by Coursnlthat is not an amount of footage that can beddal

the original 10,000. The only thing that was eagproved by Council was the original 10,000 sqtiaoé
Barn Theater. The 10% overage is going to be 10W®00 square feet which is 1,000 square feet.
Whenever the wardrobe facility was approved, thad seven hundred so there is another 300 thatecan b
used without an amendment.

Councilmember Vic Lineweaver asked the Commissioactcept the proposal as a revision and stated he
was in favor of the proposal since all of the ci@tdnas been met and the Chamber of Commerce $as al
approved this proposal.

Mr. Tom White, representing Cone Oil, urged the @Gussion also to accept the proposal as a revision.
The history is that in 1977 this property was daddnto the two tracts and since that time, with th
approval of the Commission, there was a flea makdtanother operation on tract two that consisfed
6,000 to 8,000 square feet.

Chairman Smith asked what was the difference betwe#ting approval today as a revision or going
forward through the Council as an amendment?

Mr. White stated the difference was the contrativben the parties and the contract has already been
extended through another week.
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Councilmember Clifton asked if there had been aqyessed opposition regarding this proposal.

Mr. Martin stated staff had not received any exgigsof opposition.

Mr. Browning stated Council had passed two speoifdinances regarding PUDs. One limited driveways
to streets approved by council for access, andttiner placed a specific amount a PUD could be gathr
above the square footage approved by council.

Councilmember Clifton moved and Ms. Jernigan seedriie motion, which failed, to approve the
proposal as a revision, with Councilmember Cliftvtr, Bodenhamer and Ms. Jernigan in favor and with

Mr. Harbison, Ms. Nielson, Mr. Lawson and Chairn&mith in opposition.

Mr. Lawson stated he was very concerned about stgmutside the boundaries and approving this
proposal as a revision.

Councilmember Clifton moved and Ms. Jernigan seedrtie motion, which carried unanimously, to
approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-534

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsien that Proposal No. 101-66-G is given
APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT REQUIRING COUNCIL CONCURRE NCE; FINAL PUD
AND PLAT DEFERRED INDEFINITELY BY APPLICANT.

Mr. Martin stated that since this proposal had beggroved as an amendment it would be appropoate t
disapprove the final plat approval.

Mr. White stated his client would prefer deferraltbe final plat approval.
Chairman Smith announced the final plat approvalldide deferred.

Proposal No. 24-85-P (Public Hearing)
Forest View North

Map 149, Part of Parcel 189 and

Map 149-12, Part of Parcels 3 and 4
Subarea 13 (1991)

District 29 (Holloway)

A request to amend the approved preliminary plath@fResidential Planned Unit Development District
abutting the northwest margin of Forest View Driseuth of Anderson Road (35.56 acres), classified, R
to cancel part of parcels 3 and 4, and to introdiee vehicular access to Anderson Road, so asrtoitpe
the development of 335 residential units, requebtedose and Associates, Inc., for J. E. Cain,Lihda
Jefferson and Herbert Wade, owners.

Mr. Martin stated the staff was recodmmending apalrof this proposal as an amendment, since a pbint
access to Anderson Road is being proposed. Mrinstated the PUD had never had access to Anderson
Road; the new access would require council connuaere Mr. Martin further stated that some land was
being eliminated from the PUD which necessitatedpthblic hearing.

No one was present to speak at the public hearing.
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Mr. Bodenhamer expressed his concerns regardietydaécause of the traffic on Anderson Road.

Mr. Martin stated there would be a traffic studyndand that the developers were present at théngeet
and are aware of the concerns.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motidich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing and approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-535

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 24-85-P is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE APPROVE D PLAN REQUIRING
COUNCIL CONCURRENCE. The following conditions apply:

1. Receipt of written confirmation of approval frdhe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering sections of Public Works.

2. A Traffic Impact Study shall be required priordr concurrent with submittal of any phase of the
final site development plans, in conformance wlith original PUD approval.

3. Sidewalks shall be required with the final giten submittal.”

Proposal No. 88P-065U (Public Hearing)
Cumberland Plaza

Map 93-6-1, Parcels 99 and 113-118
Subarea 9 (1991)

District 19 (Sloss)

A request to cancel the approved Commercial (Gé&nelanned Unit Development District on the
southeast corner of the intersection of Churcheb@ad Fourth Avenue North, classified CC and CE (1
acres), requested by Everton- Oglesby-Askew, Aeckst for Coastal Development of Tennessee, L.L.C.,
owner.

Mr. Martin stated staff was recommending approv¥ahe cancellation of this PUD. It is applied betold
J C Bradford Building at the corner of 4th Avenuel &hurch Street, as well as some adjacent pregerti
He stated the PUD was put in place in 1988 forctivestruction of a major office facility. The land/ner
now wishes to renovate the existing building fdrodel. Mr. Martin stated this use of the propexyld
occur within the CC base zoning, and does not regbe PUD overlay.

No one was present to speak a the public hearing.

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

Resolution No. 96-536

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 88P-065U is given
APPROVAL FOR CANCELLATION REQUIRING COUNCIL CONCURR ENCE.

Proposal No. 94P-012U
Fairfield Communities
Map 62, Parcels 37 and 142

19



Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Dale)

A request to revise the approved preliminary ptaraf Commercial (General Planned Unit Development
District abutting the northeast corner of McGavétke and Pennington Bend Road (24.45 acres),
classified AR2a, to permit the development of G@@etshare residential units, requested by Littlejoh
Engineering Associates, Inc., for Fairfield Comntigsi, Inc., and Jim B. and Dorothy P. Smith, owners

Mr. Martin announced he had met during this meetivith Councilmember Dale, and the applicant has
asked for a two week deferral so interested pactedd meet to discuss the issues.

The Commission agreed to defer this matter forweeks.

Proposal No. 96P-012U
The Cochran Property
Map 163, Parcel 122
Subarea 13 (1991)
District 28 (Hall)

A request to grant preliminary approval for Resttdrand Commercial Planned Unit Development
Districts abutting the southeast margin of Bell 80450 feet northeast of Bell Forge Lane (101.48s¢
classified AR2a and proposed for R8, to permitdbeelopment of a 1,272 unit residential complex and
100,000 square foot office building, requested byge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, for Robert T.
Cochran, owner. (See Zone Change Proposal No088K}, page 4). (Deferred from meeting of
07/11/96).

Mr. Martin stated this item was on the consent dgdsut someone from the audience had asked for the
presentation to be made. This proposal is forRw@®Ds. A commercial PUD on 3.6 acres which would be
a 100,000 square foot office facility. The remandf the property would be a 1,272 unit apartment
complex. The application proposes to build a puldad with a rotary traffic circle providing acede

three major phases. The application also incladesmprehensive traffic study and proposes numerous
traffic improvements which have been reviewed leyNetro Traffic Engineer, and staff recommends
approval.

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

Resolution No. 96-537

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commis sion that Proposal No. 96P-012U is given
CONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL. The following caditions apply:

1. Receipt of written confirmation of approval frdhe Stormwater Management and Traffic
Engineering sections of Public Works.

2. Compliance with the recommendations of the eslibraffic Impact Study dated July, 1996, plus
the following:
a. Provision of a preliminary design plan for reviend approval by the staff of Public

Works and the Metropolitan Planning Commissiontfiar Collector Street proposed from Baby
Ruth Lane to Zelida Drive, prior to the submittélbay final plans. This plan shall be in suffidien
detail for evaluation of proposed grades and tloggiation of necessary properties for rights-of-
way.
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b. Simultaneously with application for final appab¥or the portion of the property
identified as Phases 2 or 3 on the Phasing Plaanlgf22, 1996, the applicant shall provide
construction plans for the entire length of therappd design plan as discussed in paragraph 2A
above. It shall be the responsibility of the aggatit to construct that stretch of Collector Street,
from the end of the currently improved Baby Rutmé&ado the northern boundary of the PUD,
simultaneously with the construction of either Rhasr 3, whichever comes first.

C. The applicant shall construct a 100’ extenswthe eastbound left turn lane at the
intersection of Mt. View Road and Baby Ruth Lanaaarent with the construction of either
Phase 2 or 3, whichever comes first.

d. The applicant shall provide detailed designdtierboulevard roadway and rotary off Bell
Road, including landscaping and other design featup allow for detailed review by Public
Works, at the time of submittal of the propertyritited as Phase 1 on the Phasing Plan of July
22, 1996. All approved landscaping and other defdgtures shall be maintained by the applicant
under the terms of a maintenance agreement, whadhlz negotiated between the applicant and
Public Works as a part of the final approval oft thiaase.

3. By this phased approval, the applicant commitsrter into an agreement to secure the pro-rata
costs associated with the phased traffic improvesneentified in the Traffic Impact Study datedyluB96
and the phasing plan dated July 22, 1996, andrdsfurequired in the preceding paragraph. Cost
estimates of the traffic improvements shall be dageon recent bids for similar installations. Ptmthe
recording of a plat creating the building site lee tssuance of any permits for any phase, the apyland
the Metropolitan Government shall enter into thguiting agreement and the applicant shall sebare t
pro-rata share of the first approved phase.”

Proposal No. 96P-013G
Pine Forest

Map 128, Parcel 11
Subarea 6 (1990)
District 23 (Crafton)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a Reastthl Planned Unit Development District abuttihg t
northwest margin of George E. Horn Drive, 400 fest of Dunaway Drive (166.76 acres), zoned R40, to
permit the development of 112 single-family loequested by Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, for
Lovell and Malone, Inc., owners. (Deferred frometieg of 07/11/96).

Mr. Martin stated the applicant proposed to extemqaiblic road back into the back of the property an
provide one acre lots with a large amount of ogeate which would create a density of approximabelky
dwelling unit per five acres. The concern remavith the front part of the property because of the
residential low-density policy in the area. Thisne of three subdivisions that lies between tbpgrty

and U. S. 70 South. Itis an area of R40 basengaamid it is a policy that is intended to redueedbnflicts
between new development and existing developmEné applicant’s proposal is to provide a more
generous frontage and side yards to the subdivigiith lots as large as 34,000 to 38,000 squarte fee
However, within the subdivision there are some foéd are as small as 10,000 square feet. Stlff,fe
because of the RL policy, there should be a muttetbéegree of compatibility with Dunaway Woods and
the other surrounding subdivisions, so therefdedf eecommends disapproval.

Mr. Bill Lockwood, with Barge, Waggoner, Sumner &annon, stated that in an overall PUD in the
subarea plan, it requires a PUD be submitted amgldn also says to cluster the development it étier
land and protect the steeper slopes for open speoe PUD is now at .6 units per acre overall whsch
under what the policy allows and asked the Comunisg&r approval.
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Mr. Charles L. Adams, a resident of Dunaway Dratated his back property line backed up to the
proposed subdivision and he had been living thieesl979. He expressed his concerns regardisl tra
dumping, dilapidated buildings and target shootinghe property, and said he was in favor of tlgegt.

Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded th@®@mavhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-538

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsitn that Proposal No. 96P-013G is given
APPROVAL.

SUBDIVISIONS:

Preliminary Plats:

Subdivision No. 96S-255U (Public Hearing)
Gunter Subdivision

Map 135, Parcel 198

Subarea 13 (1991)

District 27 (Sontany)

A request for preliminary approval for five lotsudting the northeast corner of Smith Springs Raadl a
Ned Shelton Road (3.78 acres), classified withtnRL0 District, requested by Ann and Ray Gunter,
owners/developers, Daniels and Associates, Ino/ggar.

Mr. Henry stated the plan of subdivision leaves lobén excess of the maximum lot size permittethis
zone district. It also has lots fronting on andideg access off of Smith Springs Road. SmithiSys
Road is an arterial street and the subdivisionlegigimns encourage driveways not to be directly ssitde
from arterial streets. Staff is recommending disapal because of those conditions. Mr. Henry dtéte
developer is asking for a deferral until Augusi896, to present a plan of subdivision which wilirect
the problems.

There was no one present to speak at the publitnigea

Mr. Lawson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theanotivhich carried unanimously, to leave the public
hearing open and defer this proposal until Augu4t9®6.

Subdivision No. 96S-252G (Public Hearing)
Jimmy W. Hayes Property

Map 4, Parcels 63 and 118

Subarea 1 (1992)

District 1 (Patton)

A request to subdivide two lots into three lotstéhg the west margin of Whites Creek Pike, oppeosit
Sycamore Creek Road (8.04 acres), classified witlerAR2a District, requested by Jimmy W. and Annie
B. Hayes, owners/developers, Cole Land Surveyimyeyor. (Also requesting final plat approval).

Mr. Henry stated there was an existing house orobtige lots and they are creating two other |dthey

will be serviced by septic tanks which the Heal#pBrtment has approved and staff is recommending
approval.

There was no one present to speak at the publitngea
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Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing and approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-539

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that tlRRERIMINARY and FINAL
Plans of Subdivision No. 96S-252G, are grantdePROVAL .”

Subdivision No. 96S-256U (Public Hearing)
Robert H. DeMoss Subdivision, Resubdivisioh.aff 5
Map 145, Parcel 54

Subarea 10 (1994)

District 33 (Turner)

A request to subdivide one lot into two lots almgtthe east margin of Granny White Pike, approxétyat
415 feet north of Camelot Road (2.33 acres), diadsivithin the R40 District, requested by Ennisa@d
Mary Dale Warf, owners/developers, Ragan-Smithrieast Inc., surveyor. (Also requesting final plat
approval).

Mr. Henry stated the staff was recommending disaygdrof this request to subdivide the property by
creating a flag shaped lot. Since this lot is tea® two acres it must comply with the width tetteratio
described in the zoning code. Mr. Henry pointetitbat the proposed subdivision would create #hat
would be fifty feet wide and five hundred feet dedpch would exceed the 4 to 1depth ratio.

Mr. Roger Fuqua, with Regan Smith Partners, Inated the owner bought this tract to build his daega
home on the back of the property and a home foséiiihin the future. He stated this lot should be
considered 200’ X 200’ with a 50’ access. He ghisl subdivision would not be setting a precedent
because there are flag shaped lots all along Gréfinite Pike and asked for the Commission’s approval

Mr. Philip Bennett, owner of the lot next to theposed subdivision, stated he was opposed to the
subdivision and was afraid it would set a precedetite neighborhood.

Mr. Dennis Warf, owner of the lot, stated he intethdo replace the existing house and clean uptrentd
did not understand why anyone would have any comglabout his improving the piece of land with two
nice houses on it.

Mr. Harbison stated he felt the Commission didhmte any choice because there was no proven hardshi
to grant a variance for this flag shaped lot.

Mr. Roger Fuqua stated this type of subdivision hagpened all up and down Granny White Pike and tha
his client was not asking for something that hadat@ady been done.

Councilmember Clifton pointed out that the Comnaasivas required to find specific reasons to grant a
variance, and no evidence had been presentedtify pusariance to the subdivision regulations.

Ms. Neilson moved and Ms. Jernigan seconded themathich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded tit®om which carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-540
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“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that tRRERIMINARY and FINAL
Plans of Subdivision No. 96S-256U, &SAPPROVED since the lot pattern does not comply with the
maximum width-to-depth rule (Subdivision Regulatiors 2-4.2E).”

Subdivision No. 96S-258G (Public Hearing)

Willow Crest Court and Tinnin Road
(Right-of-Way Dedication)

Map 7, Part of Parcel 89 and Parcel 90

Subarea 2 (1995)

District 10 (Garrett)

A request to dedicate right-of-way to constructidde to connect Willow Crest Court in Sumner Cgunt
with Tinnin Road in Davidson County to provide asxéor lots located in Sumner County, requested by
Harold M. Spears, trustee and the City of Millellsvi (Also requesting final plat approval).

Mr. Henry stated the staff was recommending disaygdrof this subdivision. He informed the
Commission that all of the proposed lots are witBimner County, and therefore within the jurisdictof
another planning commission. However, the subidirigs proposed to extend its outlet street into
Davidson County, and connect into Tinnin Road.ff®i@s concerns that Tinnin Road is incapable of
carrying heavy volumes of traffic which may be gated by a large subdivision. In conversations wie
developer’s engineer, they have indicated the sigidh may have as many as 240 lots. Davdison
County’s subdivision regulations require a traffiady for any subdivisions with 100 or more lothus
far, the developer has provided no traffic studychitould help to determine the traffic impactsthi
subdivision could have on streets within Davidsauy.

No one was present to speak at the public hearing.

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

Resolution No. 96-541

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that tRRERPIMINARY and FINAL

Plans of Subdivision No. 96S-258G, connecting Will@rest Court in Sumner County with Tinnin Road in
Davidson County to provide access for lots locée8umner County, requested by Harold M. Spears, an
the City of Millersville, areDISAPPROVED since the applicant has failed to submit a compremsive
subdivision plan for the 240 lots proposed in SummeCounty and has not demonstrated that the

traffic expected to utilize the proposed bridge comection into Davidson County will not have an
adverse impact on the existing condition of TinnirRoad.”

Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 96S-187U
Enchanted Hills, Phase 2, Section 5
Map 58, Part of Parcel 73

Subarea 3 (1992)

District 1 (Patton)

A request to create 19 lots abutting the north ileusof Enchanted Circle, approximately 367 feetmof

Golden Hill Drive (8.02 acres), classified withimetR15 District, requested by Lila Spence, owriargJ
Patterson, developer, L. Steven Bridges, Jr., sorve(Deferred indefinitely from meeting of 05/96).
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Mr. Henry stated drainage issues were the mainezoria this subdivision and Public Works has given
preliminary approval for the lots but has not issaggrading permit. Staff has recommended appraval
there are bonds covering water, sewer, roads aidagye.

Mr. Bodehamer stated he had received severalfeaftsresidents in the area expressing concerns
regarding the drainage. He asked for Public Warkgpdate the Commission on the issue.

Mr. Jim Armstrong, with Public Works, stated thiaphad been approved in 1988. When it was recentl
resubmitted, it did not meet new subdivision reguients. It was updated with new curbing and gattelr
other drainage improvements. The plan has beeifisahdbut existing problems may be aggravated by
drainage.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated he would like to defer thédter until Public Works could get the drainage
problems corrected.

Mr. Browning stated this was on the consent ageéndeegin with and asked Mr. Armstrong if staff had
misinterpreted Public Works comments?

Mr. Armstrong stated he did not feel planning steftl misinterpreted Public Works approval. It was
approved because the plan had been updated tdtmdethnical requirements of the subdivision
regulations, even though some drainage problemsisto@am may persist.

Mr. Browning asked Mr. Armstrong if he was tellittge Commission there were still some unanswered
guestions on some elements this plan may impact?

Mr. Armstrong stated this development, as proposed)d impact the area but did not know what graund
Public Works would have for improvements becausy there dealing with past approvals.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theigroto defer this matter for two weeks. The motion
carried with all voting in favor except Mr. Lawsaio abstained.

Mr. John Wright, project director for the subdiweisj stated this had been approved in 1988, and he
understood from staff there were some problems dvitinage and would address those problems. This
item has been deferred and that they have fund®ppated and would like to begin work as soon as
possible.

Chairman Smith stated he understood and the corsmeade were not directed towards the developer or
the planning staff but Public Works needed to nentiee matter further.

Mr. Wright stated this would be tying his hands &oiother two weeks and asked for permission to star
grading.

Chairman Smith said that if he started gradingybeld be doing it at his own risk because Publicrk8o
would have to issue the grading permit.

Mr. Lawson left at this point in the agenda.

Request for Bond Extension:

Subdivision No. 93P-016G
Traceside, Section One
Centex Real Estate Corporation, principal

Located abutting the southeast margin of Highway, Bpproximately 904 feet northeast of Pasquo Road.
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Mr. Henry stated this was a residential PUD develept. The developer has very little left to do emthe
performance agreement to complete his obligatidh@bond and has asked for a one month extension.
Staff recommends against the extension and askqubfmission to proceed with collection if the wask
not complete by September 15, 1996. Mr. Hennedt#te applicant has not objected to this procedure

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded tit®m which carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-542

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that it herebiDISAPPROVES the request
for an extension of the performance bond for Subttin No. 93P-016G, Bond No. 94BD-059, Traceside,
Section One, in the amount of $200,000.00 and a#®collection of the security if all work is ndbne

by September 15, 1996

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 96M-063U
Unnamed Street Closure
Map 51-10

Subarea 4 (1993)
District 3 (Nollner)

A proposal to close an unnamed street south of 4 8tvieet between Briarville Road and Worth Street,
requested by Councilmember Ron Nollner, for adjapeoperty owners. (Easements are to be retained).
(Deferred from meetings of 06/27/96 and 07/11/96).

Ms. Dudley informed the Commission that staff wasommending disapproval of this request to abandon
this public right-of-way. She recounted the higtof this road dedication. When a residential Pilthe
east side of Briarville Road was approved, it veaognized then that a better street intersectitim wi
Briarville road was needed to accommodate the asme population of this area as new dwelling units
were built. She pointed out that Briarville Roadhie extension of Ellington Parkway. It was intpot to
move this intersecting side street as far to théhras possible to separate the intersection flafast
moving traffic coming off of Ellington Parkway onRriarville Road. However, a hill to the north on
Briarville Road, and the poor sight distance whitwdt hill produced, limited how far north the irgecting
street could be connected to Briarville Road. pteferred location was the current location. Later
1988, the large tract of land west of Briarvilledgiovas approved with a commercial PUD. Its magess
to Briarville Road also was planned for this spedidcation. For these reasons, staff stated lisuce of
this street would remove a planned intersectiod,vaould jeopardize the safety of motorists in Hiisa if a
less desirable intersection location were accepted.

Councilmember Nollner stated he was making thisiestjat the insistence of eight adjoining property
owners to the unnamed street. He said the maicecnrwas safety and perhaps some streets could be
relocated to make a safe intersection and askeapfomoval.

Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson seconded théandb approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 96-543
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"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itDISAPPROVES Proposal No.
96M-063U.

All voted in favor of the resolution except for Gailmember Clifton who abstained.

OTHER BUSINESS:
1. Subarea 6 Plan Consideration.

Councilmember Eric Crafton asked for a two weeledel on the portion of the plan for the industrial
zoning discussed at the intersection of Charloite Bnd River Road. He also stated he was in faf/te
plan and in favor or protecting the steep slopdgbénsouthwest quadrant.

On July 11, 1996 the Planning Commission held diphlearing for adoption of the Subarea 6 Plan
Update. After hearing comments from the publie, ctbmmission closed the public hearing but deferred
action on the plan pending further information fretaff on 12 items. Staff summarized these itents a
made the following recommendations:

1) APARTMENTS ALONG THE 70S CORRIDOR EAST OF OLD HICKORY BOULEVARD:

Staff Recommendation: Retain plan policies as presented, i.e. providdifiated multi-family and
townhouse development along the 70S corridor da@tcbHickory Boulevard. Staff advised the
Commission that many in the community were oppdsextiditional apartment development and that
apartments constituted a significant share of eggidl units in the subarea. Moreover, additiamats

have been approved through zoning actions thabpedtie original subarea plan. This issue was
thoroughly discussed at the community meetingghodigh Bellevue residents are clearly concernedtabo
the number of apartments going up, they underdtfaatdaffordable housing must be accommodated and
that it is reasonable for the plan to support higlensity housing along this particular corridorendit is

in keeping with established character of develogmen

2) INDUSTRIAL POLICY ON THE NORTH SIDE OF RIVER RO AD WEST OF CHARLOTTE
PIKE:

Staff Recommendation: Change the policy to NC (Natural Conservation)imitiate all IND policy on
the draft map. Shift the NC policy line to inclulistoric lands, the quarry, electric transmissina
easement, areas within 12% slope, and the CumideRas@r/Davidson Creek floodplain. Expand CMC
policy to include contiguous land that meets treatmn criteria. Staff advised the Commission that
original policy recommendation did not adequataketinto account the physical constraints of tke si

3) REQUEST FOR RM POLICY SURROUNDING COMMERCIAL PO LICY IN THE
SOUTHEAST QUADRANT OF OLD HICKORY BOULEVARD AND I/4 O:

Staff Recommendation: Retain NC policy. Staff advised the commissiort,thlihough the area meets
certain locational criteria for higher density himgs environmental characteristics of the siterare
conducive to intense development. Upon furthezudision, the commission asked staff to advise threm
the possiblity of applying policies similar to 788rridor (item1) at the next meeting.

4) UPDATE RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE SUBAREA PLAN IN A CCORDANCE WITH NEW
LIBRARY PLAN:

Staff Recommendation: Include implications of a new countywide libraraplunder consideration with
an explanation that it is not officially adoptedadghis date.

5) POLICIES AT THE TERMINUS OF NATCHEZ TRACE PARKW AY:

Staff Recommendation: Retain NC (Natural Conservation) and RLM (Residdrtow Medium, 2 to 4
Dwelling Units Per Acre) as shown on the draft laisé policy plan. Staff advised that the issue of
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commercialization was discussed during several canitpnmeetings. Public consensus in opposition to
further commercialization was clearly establishadry the community meetings.

6) MCCRORY LANE IMPROVEMENTS:

Staff Recommendation: Retain S2 (two-lane scenic arterial) designatioar awost of the road, and S4
(four-lane scenic arterial) designation over thg péthin Biltmore near 1-40 as shown on the dy@én.

Staff advised the commission that this recommendas consistent with thielajor Street Plan. Widening
McCrory Lane entirely to four lanes would be costhd cause severe environmental problems due to the
terrain. Natchez Trace Parkway signage will enageruse of McCrory Lane only for those who wish to
travel I-40 west.

7) SIDEWALKS AND BIKE LANES ALONG HIGHWAY 70S:
Staff Recommendation: Extend sidewalks and bicycle lanes along 70S froesMEnd (Outside Subarea
6) to 1-40 (Bellevue Center Mall).

8) POLICIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE HIGHWAY 70S COR RIDOR: This question was
combined with item number 1.

9) UNMAPPED COMMERCIAL POLICIES:

Staff Recommendation: The draft plan recognizes unmapped policies ifGhaeral Platand Use

Policy Application principles. Staff advised the commission thatqies$ to the contrary would have to be
modified in that document.

10) PARK ACQUISITION ALONG THE HARPETH RIVER:
Staff Recommendation: The draft plan recommends a joint venture withstage for establishment of a
Metro park on 100 acres of state-owned land webtagrory Lane.

11) LARGE TREE CONSERVATION:

Staff Recommendation: The tree ordinance permits tree removal as lortheaees are replaced in
accordance with guidelines. Staff advised the ctsion that the person who brought this matter up
during the public hearing apparently felt that tindinance as written does not discourage removal of
significant trees, because it permits their reptaeat with less valuable ones. This issue wouldehawbe
considered on a county-wide basis.

12) FLOODPLAIN PRESERVATION AND STORMWATER CONCERN S:

Staff Recommendation: The Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan suggests identification and
preservation of natural site systems (overland fibvaracteristics). While there are no rules reqgir
floodplain preservation, it and natural systemsenreation could be incorporated in Metro’s stornewrat
management ordinance if policies are adopted toraplish this goal. This is beyond the scope of the
subarea plan and is a matter for consideratioméyPublic Works Department.

Iltem 1) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secortthedmotion, which carried unanimously, to adopt
the staff recommendation.

Item 2) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secorttiedmotion, which carried unanimously, to defer
this item for two weeks.

Item 3) Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Bodenhamer sdedrthe motion, which carried unanimously to
adopt the staff recommendation and provide fleitjbiext pertaining to individual situations.

Item 4) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Jernigan secdrde motion, which carried unanimously to adopt
the staff recommendation to incorporate the languagognizing the library expansion plan.
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Mr. George McCabe refreshed the Commission’s mermnrlis proposal for a motel at the terminus of the
Natchez Trace Parkway

Mr. Harbison stated he felt this community did naint to see commercial expansion in that area i@
other hand if something came before the Commigsianwas good for the Natchez Trace people and was
low impact and would not set a precedent it woddilfferent and the idea should not be foreclosed.
Perhaps there should be some text added for fdaoisions because it would be premature to achygn a
decision at this time.

Councilmember Clifton stated there was merit in Marbison’s statement and that he felt maybe itccou
be considered as a plan amendment at the proper tim

Item 5) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secortthedmotion, which carried unanimously to defer
the land use policy change at the terminus of thteihez Trace and the Loveless Restaurant location t
allow staff time to prepare text stating their ntya changes in the land use at the proper time.

Item 6) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secortthedmotion, which carried unanimously, to
approve staff recommendation.

Item 7( Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secontthedmotion, which carried unanimously, to
approve staff recommendation.

Item 8) Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson secortthedmotion, which carried unanimously, to adopt
the staff recommendation.

Chairman Smith stated Item 9 is a nondiscussion #iece it is a general plan issue. Item 10 is an
explanation, Item 11 is a general situation anch 12 is also a situation.

Chairman Smith stated the plan should be appravéd entirety with the exception of Items 2 and 5

Mr. Harbison moved and Ms. Nielson seconded théamptvhich carried unanimously, to approve the
Subarea 6 Plan in its entirety with the exceptibhem 2 and Item 5.

Chairman Smith stated item 96Z-060G, which had lmewed to the end of the agenda with two requests
to speak by Mr. Fisher or Mr. Wallace, which weod present at this time, would be considered at the
August 8, 1996, meeting because of the deferrtilefand use decision in the subarea plan.

2. Report on subdivision bonding procedures. (Betefrom meetings of 06/27/96 and 07/11/96).

This item was deferred for two weeks, until the Asig8, 1996, meeting.

3. Report from Department of Law on ex parte cantéDeferred from meeting of 07/11/96).

This item was deferred for two weeks, until the Asig8, 1996, meeting.

4. Legislative Update.

Ms. Dudley provided an update on the current lagig status of items previously considered by the
Commission.
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PLATS PROCESSED ADMINISTRATIVELY.

96S-078G River Plantation, Phase 2C, Section 10
Revised an incorrect reference to property maphaus

96S-277U Cockrill Bend Industrial Complex, Sectibn
Plat a deeded parcel

PUBLIC HEARING (4:00 P.M.): NEW ZONING CODE.

Mr. Pat Emery stated there were two key items thentber was concerned about. One is the Planning
Commission’s reapproval of PUDs, shopping centadsraulti-family districts and the other is the
downtown parking. Both matters were covered inl¢itter to each Commissioner.

Ms. Ann Toplovitch, Secretary for the Nashville Nigborhood Alliance and a board member for the
Hillsboro/West End Neighborhood Association, stetadh Commissioner had received a letter with the
Nashville Neighborhood Alliance’s comments.

Ms. Christine Kreyling, stated she was only presana journalist, and stated the Nashville Urbasidgpe
Forum was basically a group of design professioasiaell as interested citizens who have met aad ar
focusing within the inner loop and would need attea month to review this information.

Mr. Walter Kiskadden, representing the AlA, statedhad not been able to review the document aretask
for a postponement for thirty days.

Chairman Smith asked Ms. Kreyling and Mr. Kiskaddéhere was any need to hold the public hearing
open and if they could make their comments in ngitio the Commission.

Ms. Kreyling and Mr. Kiskadden, stated there wasiaed to hold the public hearing open and they &voul
make their comments in writing.

Mr. Sonny West, Zoning Administrator, stated ther@assion had a copy of the letter from Codes
Administration and there was only one comment gulimitted for the record.

Mr. Larry McWhirter stated dealing with imperviossrface ratios, flood plain regulations and sevesiti
environmental areas was a tremendous step forwdedexpressed concerns regarding some of the
terminology of the document, neighborhood zoningilability of sewers, street setbacks, dumpsters i
residential areas, helistop locations, the treénartte and the fact that churches would become
nonconforming in many residential zoning districts.

Ms. Tonya Jones, representing the Home Builders@ason of Middle Tennessee, asked for an extensio
of time for their review and asked the Commissimnetview and combine the definitions because thae

a lot of overlap and inconsistencies. She exptelsee concerns regarding hillside development, re-
evaluation by the Planning Commission of PUDs duedfinal approval by the Planning Commission for
PUDs, shopping center districts, mixed use distréetd all of the multi-family districts. She askid
Commission to allow her association two monthsudysthe ordinance.

Mr. Bill Dorris, representing the Mobile Homeownéssociation, stated his group would like to subtmit
the Commission in writing some of the things thely fvere wrong and asked for one month to revieav th
ordinance.

Dr. Chris Katanzero, from Tennessee State Uniyersitpressed his concerns regarding landscaping and
removal of trees and replacement with small trees.
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Mr. Steve Henry, President of the Marrowbone Predeim Society and member of the Neighborhood
Alliance, stated his group would like to reinfoi@éthey had read in the ordinance and complimetited
Commission and staff on their work.

By consensus of the Commission the public heariag elosed.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, upon motion mselegnded and passed, the meeting adjourned at 5:40
p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Minute approval:
This 22nd day of August, 1996
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