MINUTES

OF THE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION

Date: July24, 1997
Time: 1:00 p.m.
Place: Howard Auditorium

Roll Call

Absent:
Present:

Mayor Philip Bredesen
Stephen Smith

Gilbert Smith, Chairman

Councilmember Stewart Clifton

Arnett Bodenhamer

William Harbison

James Lawson

William Manier

Ann Nielson

Marilyn Warren

Others Present:

Executive Office:

Jeff Browning, Executive Director and Secretary
Carolyn Perry, Secretary |l

Current Planning & Design Division:

Ed Owens, Planning Division Manager
Shawn Henry, Planner llI

Jennifer Regen, Planner llI

John Reid, Planner Il

Doug Delaney, Planner |

Jeff Stuncard, Planner |

Charles Hiehle, Planning Technician I

Community Plans Division:

Jerry Fawcett, Planning Division Manager
Chris Hall, Planner |

Advance Planning& Research Division:

Jackie Blue, Planner |



MINUTES

Others Present:
Rachel Allen, Legal Department

Jim Armstrong, Public Works

Chairman Smith called the meeting to order.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Mr. Lawson seconded th@mavhich unanimously passed, to
adopt the agenda.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF DEFERRED ITEMS

At the beginning of the meeting, staff listed tledadred items as follows:
24-85-P Deferred until 08/21/97 meeting, requested by appli.
96P-006G Deferred until 08/21/97 meeting, requkbtieapplicant.

975-209U Deferred two weeks, by Public Works Dapant.
975-213U Deferred indefinitely, by applicant.
975-215G Deferred two weeks, by applicant.
975-235U Deferred indefinitely, by applicant.
975-237G Deferred indefinitely, by applicant.
975-253U Deferred two weeks, by applicant.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidnich unanimously passed, to
defer the items listed above.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidnich unanimously passed, to
approve the minutes of the meeting of July 10, 1997

RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember James Dillard explained to the Corsimishe had worked with staff
regarding the amendment to the Subdivision Regulatand explained his concerns regarding
development on large tracts of property by famignnbers.

He also spoke in favor of the Council resolutiogarging 5:00 p.m. start time for the
Planning Commission meetings.

Councilmember Vic Lineweaver asked the Commissiodetfer Zone Change Proposal No.
97Z-074G until he, the developer and Friends of M#gaPark could meet and discuss the
project.
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Councilmember Lawrence Hart spoke in favor if Z&@tenge Proposal No. 97Z-070U because it
would help revitalize Inglewood. He also asked@mnmission to defer Proposal No. 97P-032G
because he had not received any information abeyprioposal and would like to discuss the
plans with the developer.

ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA

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

APPEAL CASES:

Appeal Case No. 97B-090U
Map 134, Parcel 145
Subarea 13 (1997)

District 27 (Sontany)

A request for a conditional use permit under thevigions of Section 17.124.190 (Extensive
Impact), as required by Section 17.124.030 to cansh soccer stadium, 9 soccer fields and an
indoor soccer training facility in the AR2a Distr{d63.13 acres), on property abutting the
southeast margin of Old Harding Place, 1100 fegheast of Antioch Pike, requested by
Metropolitan Government, for Mark IV, owner.

Resolution No. 97-564

“BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Coimssion offers the following
recommendation for

Appeal Case No. 97B-090U to the Board of Zoning dgip:
The site plan complies with the conditional us¢ecia (8-0).”

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-063U
Map 81-6, Parcel 384

Subarea 8 (1995)

District 20 (Haddox)

A request to change from CS District to MUL Distréertain property abutting the north margin
of

Seifried Street, approximately 224 feet east otl28renue North (.78 acres), requested by
Ashworth/Boyson Development, appellant/owners.

Resolution No. 97-565

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
97Z-063U isAPPROVED (8-0):

This property falls between two policy boundarig&mmercial Arterial Existing” and
“Residential Medium.” The Subarea 8 Plan recommduadker provision of apartments and
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multifamily housing within the Commercial Arterigkisting policy area. The CS district does
not permit permanent residential uses whereas tike district. The MUL district implements
the Commercial Arterial Existing policy and is c@tent with the residential zoning pattern in

the area.”
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Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-067U
Map 102-2, Parcel 100
Subarea 7 (1994)
District 22 (Holt)

A request to change from OP District to CS Distcettain property abutting the southwest
margin of

Mercomatic Drive and American Road (2.0 acres)yested by Charles W. Hawkins, I,
appellant, for T.

C. Summers Company, Inc., owner.

Resolution No. 97-566

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
972-

067U is APPROVED (8-0):

This property is bisected bytwo policy areas of the Subarea 7 Plan: “Commesitdrial
Existing”

and “Residential Low-Medium Density.” The extensionof CS zoning will implement commercial
policy, and is appropriate given this site’s existig commercial use, and its proximity to existing
commercial development on Charlotte Pike.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z2-071G
Map 172, Parcel 70

Subarea 12 (1997)

District 31 (Alexander)

A request to change from AR2a District to R20 Dastcertain property abutting the east margin
of Mt.

Pisgah Road, approximately 1,200 feet east of Mgdh Court (2.62 acres), requested by
Roderick

Owens, appellant, for Clara Jenkins, owner.

Resolution No. 97-567

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
972-

071G is APPROVED (8-0):

This property falls within the “Residential Low-Mieidh Density” policy (calling for densities
between two(2) and four4) dwelling units per acre) of the Subared 2 Plan. The 1120 District
will implement this policy, and is consistent with the 120 zoning pattern to the east and north.”

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 98-73-G

Waller Property (Hickory Hills Commercial PUD)
Map 40-4, Parcel 154

Subarea 2 (1995)

District 10 (Garrett)
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A request for final approval for a portion of ther@mercial (General) Planned Unit
Development District abutting the north margin a€kéry Hills Court, approximately 100 feet
east of Hickory Hills Boulevard (1.01 acres), ciaed OP, to permit the development of a
16,500 square foot office distribution facility gueested by Crouch Engineering, for Wendell
Waller, owner.
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“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 98-73-G is
given CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL (8-0): The followig condition applies:

Written confirmation of final approval from the Stawater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnwgrRublic Works.”

Proposal No. 210-73-G
Deloitte and Touche
Map 97, Parcel 120
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 12 (Ponder)

A request for final approval for a portion of ther@mercial (General) Planned Unit
Development

District, abutting the south margin of Intersta@ dpproximately 600 feet east of Old Hickory
Boulevard

(3.0 acres), to permit a 64,500 square foot additioan existing office building, requested by
Barge,

Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, for Deloitte and TeuaWner.

Resolution No. 97-569

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 2 10-73-G is
given CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE (8-0)he following conditions

apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from tis#ormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnwdrRublic Works.

2. With this final approval the applicant has comteal to making minor repairs to Sells Drive
as requested by the Metropolitan Traffic Engindé&e Metropolitan Traffic Engineer approval
will be required prior to the issuing of a final8&J0.”

Proposal No. 157-81-U
Opryland USA

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

A request to revise the approved final site deval@mt plan of the Commercial (General)
Planned Unit Development District abutting the outargin of McGavock Pike, west of Briley
Parkway, to permit the addition of a 5,000 squac building to house two diesel powered
generators, requested by Barge, Waggoner, SumdeZamnon, for Opryland USA.

Resolution No. 97-570

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsirsn that Proposal No. 157-81-U is
given CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PHASE (8-0)'he following condition
applies:



Resolution No. 97-568

Written conformation of final approval from the 8tawater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DeparthwdriRublic Works.”



Resolution No. 97-568

ProposalNo. 291-84-U

Lakeview Ridge Office Park, Phase V
Map 95, Parcels 18, 36 and 37
Subarea 14 (1996)

District 15 (Dale)

A request to revise a portion of the approved priglary site development plan of the
Commercial

(General) Planned Unit Development District abugttine north margin of EIm Hill Pike,
approximately

80 feet west of Heney Drive (24.67 acres), clasgiRiO, to permit the development of a
362,800 square

foot office and hotel development, requested bygBawWaggoner, Sumner and Cannon, for
Highwoods

Properties, Inc., owner.

Resolution No. 97-571

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comusien that Proposal No. 291-84-U is
givenCONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL FOR A PHASE (8-0). The following
condition applies:

Written confirmation of preliminary approval fronhga Stormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnerRublic Works.”

Proposal No. 55-85-P

The Summit

Map 160, Parcels 183 and 208
Map 171, Parcelsl38 and 160
Subarea 12 (1997)

District 32 (Jenkins)

A request to revise a portion of the preliminatg sievelopment plan and for final approval for
a phase of the Commercial (General) Planned Unie@@ment District abutting the west
margin of Stone Brook Drive and the south margi®taf Hickory Boulevard (24.42 acres), to
permit a 32,780 square foot addition to an existifige building, requested by Ragan-Smith
Associates, Inc., for Advent Properties, Inc. (Alsquesting final plat approval).

Resolution No. 97-572

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that Proposal No. 55-85-P is
given APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY AND CONITIONAL FINAL
APPROVAL FOR A PHASE; FINAL PLAT APPROVAL (8-0). The following condition applies:

Written confirmation of final approval from the $tovater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnodrRublic Works.”

Proposal No. 90-86-P
Cheswicke PUD

Map 121, Parcel 9
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 13 (French)
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Resolution No. 97-568

A request to revise a portion of the preliminarystea plan of the Commercial (General)
Planned Unit Development District abutting the hartargin of Pulley Road at its western

terminus (14.86 acres), classified RiO, to perimétibcation of an NES substation, requested by
Nashville Electric Service, appellant/owner.



Resolution No. 97-568

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 90-86-P is
givenCONDITIONAL APPROVAL (8-0). The following condition applies:

Written confirmation of preliminary approval froa Stormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnerRublic Works.”

Proposal No. 94P-017G
October Woods

Map 183, Parcel 4
Subarea 12 (1997)
District 31 (Alexander)

A request to revise a portion of the approved priglary site development plan and for final
approval for

a phase of the Residential Planned Unit DevelopiDesitict abutting the west margin of Old
Hickory

Boulevard, 1,800 feet south of Interstate 24 (8/@%), classified RiO, to remove a proposed
public road

and to permit the development of a 16 unit multilst complex, requested by Anderson-Delk
and

Associates, Inc., for Paul Johnson, owner.

Resolution No. 97-574

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 94P-O 17G
is given CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF REVISION TO PRELINMIARY AND FINAL FOR
A PHASE (8-0). The following conditions apply:

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

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat.”

Proposal No. 95P-0OI5G
New Hope Point

Map 98, Part of Parcel 52.01
Subarea 14 (1996)

District 12 (Ponder)

A request for final approval for the Residenticamitied Unit Development District abutting the
west margin of South New Hope Road, approximatedy@ feet south of John Hager Road
(31.5 acres), classified R15, to permit the develept of 102 single-family lots, requested by
MEC, Inc., for Regional Development, L.L.C., owner.

Resolution No. 97-575

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 95P-015G is
6



ResolutionNo. 97-573
given CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL (8-0). The followig conditions apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from tistormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan Departn@rRublic Works.

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat and gosting of any required bonds.”



ResolutionNo. 97-573

Proposal No. 97P-031U
Mt. View Ridge

Map 150, Parcel 147
Subarea 13 (1997)
District 29 (Holloway)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a negsiential Planned Unit Development
District abutting the southeast margin of Mt. ViRwead, approximately 700 feet southwest of
Kenton Court (11.75 acres), classified AR2a anggsed for RiO, to permit the development
of 44 single-family lots, requested by Dale anddkssates, for Mt. View, L.L.C., owners.

Resolution No. 97-576

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comgisn that Proposal No. 97P-03 031U
is givenCONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (8-0). The following conditions apply:

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

2. Prior to submittal of a final plan, a downstrestody shall be completed to establish finished
floor elevations for the affected lots.”

Proposal No. 97P-033G
Greenwood Subdivision

Map 162, Parcels 93, 167 and 233
Subarea 12 (1997)

District 31 (Alexander)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a negsiential Planned Unit Development
District abutting the west margin of Old Hickory @evard, approximately 700 feet south of
Bell Road (9.73 acres), classified AR2a and propdseRiO, to permit the development of 39
single-family lots, requested by Dale and Assosigfier Mt. View, L.L.C., owners.

Resolution No. 97-577

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comgisn that Proposal No. 97P-033G is
givenCONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (8-0):
The following conditions apply:

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

2. Prior to submittal of a final plan, a flood spushall be completed to determine the actual 100
year flood elevation and to establish finished fflel@vations for the affected lots.

3. Submittal of revised preliminary plans detailafjve foot right-of-way dedication for Old
Hickory Boulevard.”



ResolutionNo. 97-573

Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 96S-395G
Spencer and Atchley Subdivision
Map 64, Parcel 18

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 11 (Wooden)

A request to create seven lots abutting the nostreamer of Shute Lane and Old Hickory
Boulevard (6.65 acres), classified within the OGtB¢t, requested by Spencer and Atchley,
L.L.I.C., owner/developer, Gresham, Smith and Ragnsurveyor.

Resolution No. 97-578

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliRmnary plan of
SubdivisionNo. 96S-395G, is granted CONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a
performance bond in the amount of $130,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 975-014U
Forest Vale Subdivision
Map 59, Parcel 49
Subarea 3 (1992)
District 1 (Patton)

A request to create seven lots abutting the nostraaner of Briley Parkway and Buena Vista
Pike, opposite Beal's Lane (3.52 acres), classifigdin the Ri5 District, requested by Howard
Fisher, owner/developer, H & H Land Surveying, Jistirveyor.

Resolution No. 97-579

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliRrinary plan of
Subdivision No. 97S-014U, is granted CONDITIONALbgect to posting a performance bond
in the amount of $28,400.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-250U

Regency Realty Subdivision

Map 83-5, Parcels 89, 90, 91 and 93
Subare& (1994)

District 5 (Harrison)

A request to consolidate five lots into one lot tting the northwest corner of West Eastland
Avenue and Gallatin Pike (1.25 acres), classifigtiiwthe OP and CS Districts, requested by
Regency Realty Group, Inc., owner/developer, R&yaith Associates, Inc., surveyor.
(Deferred from meeting of 7/10/97).

ResolutionNo. 97-580

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliBrinary plan of
Subdivision No. 97S-250U, is granted CONDITIONAL RROVAL subject to posting a
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SUBDIVISIONS:
performance bond ithe amount of $3,500.00.”



SUBDIVISIONS:

Subdivision No. 97S-270U
Phillips-Strinich Partners
Map 130-1, Parcels 48, 50.1 and 206
Subarea 7 (1994)
District 34 (Fentress)

A request to consolidate three parcels into onalbotting the north margin of Harding Place
and the east margin of Harding Road (.47 acrea3stied within the CS District, requested by
Powell W. Phillips, Jr. and Cynthia Powell Striidwners/developers, White Taylor
Walker/GM, surveyor.

Resolution No. 97-581

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commissioattthe Preliminary plan of
Subdivision No. 97S-270U, is granted APPROVAL.”

Subdivision No. 97S-273G

River Plantation, Phase 1, Section 11
(Phase Boundary Plat)

Map 142, Part of Parcel 124

Subarea 6 (1996)

District 35 (Lineweaver)

A request to record a phase abutting the southimafgawyer Brown Road, approximately
867 feet

northwest of Old Harding Pike (3.42 acres), claadifvithin the R15 Residential Planned Unit

Development District, requested by Haury and Si@hntractors, Inc., owner/developer, Ragan-
Smith

Associates, Inc., surveyor.

Resolution No. 97-582

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that the Preliminary plan of
Subdivision

No. 97S-273G. is granted APPROVAL.”

Subdivision No. 975-274G

River Plantation, Phase 1, Section 11
(Condominium Apartments)

Map 142, Part of Parcel 124

Subarea 6 (1996)

District 35 (Lineweaver)

A request to record 20 condominium units abutthmgdouth margin of Sawyer Brown Road,
approximately 867 feet northwest of Old HardingeP(B.42 acres), classified within the R15
Residential Planned Unit Development District, resfed by Haury and Smith Contractors, Inc.,
owner/developer, Pagan-Smith Associates, Inc.eyamv

Resolution No. 97-583
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SUBDIVISIONS:

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planing Commission that theiRveary plan of
Subdivision No. 97S-274G, is granted CONDITIONABPROVAL subject to posting a
performance bond ithe amount of$135,000.00.”
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Subdivision No. 87-51-G
Hickory Woods, Section One
T & T Partners |, principal

Located abutting the west side of Lavergne-Coutinflke and both sides of Hickory Way.

Subdivision No. 87-341-G
Hickory Woods, Section C
T & T Partners |, principal

Located on the east side of Murfreesboro Road,cxopately 610 feet south of Lavergne-
Couchville Pike.

Subdivision No. 87-371-G
Hickory Woods, Section A
T & T Partners |, principal

Located abutting the southwest comer of Maxwelldraad Lavergne-Couchville Pike.

Resolution No. 97-584

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of the performance bond$§édrdivision No. 87-51 -G, Bond No. 87BD-
028, Subdivision No. 87-341-G, Bond No. 87BD-02€ &ubdivision No. 87-371-G, Bond No.
89BD-027, Hickory Woods, Sections One, C & A in #tmmounts of $10,000, $177,500 &
$27,500 respectively to 11/1/97.

Subdivision No. 88S-369U
Vaughns Gap Valley
Michael Simon, principal

Located abutting the northeast side of Vaughns Ri@gal, opposite Groome Drive. Resolution

No. 97-585

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of a performance bond fordiigion No. 88S-369U, Bond No. 90BD-
025, Vaughns Gap Valley, in the amount of $6,000/1%/98 subject to submittal of an
amendment to the present Letter of Credit by 8/24v/Bich extends its expiration date to
1/15/99. Failure of principal tprovide amended security documents shellgrounds for
collection without further notification.

Subdivision N094S-139G
Bayview, Section One
Bayview Venture, principal
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Request for Bond Extension
Located abutting the west margin of Bell Road, agjmately 1,000 feet north of Old Smith
Springs Road.

Resolution No. 97-586

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of a performance bond fod&igion No. 94S-139G. Bond No. 96BD-
039, Bayview,
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Request for Bond Extension

Section One, in the amount of $108,000 to 8/1/3fesu to submittal of an amendment to the
present Letter of Credit by 8/24/97 which extertdskpiration date to 2/1/99. Failure of
principal to provide amended security documentd Sleagrounds for collection without further
notification.

Subdivision No. 96S-224G
Summit Run, Phase One
Summit Run LLC, principal

Located abutting the north margin of Old Lebanort Rbad and the southeast margin of

Chandler Road. Resolution No. 97-587

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commiizn that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of a performance bond ford&igion No. 96S-224G, Bond No. 97BD-
025, Summit Run, Phase One, in the amount of $83®8/1/98 subject to submittal of an
amendment to the present Letter of Credit by 8/24/Bich extends its expiration date to
02/01/99. Failure of principal to provide amendedwsity documents shall be grounds for
collection without further notification.

Subdivision No. 96S5-409G
Chase Pointe, Section Two
Billy W. Spain, principal

Located abutting the west margin of Union Hill R@aw both margins of Chasepoint Place.

Resolution No. 97-588

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of a performance bond ford&igion No. 96S409G, Bond No. 97BD-
023, Chase Pointe, Section Two, in the amount 63 to 8/1/98 subject to submittal of an
amendment to the present Letter of Credit by 8/24v/Bich extends its expiration date to
2/1/99. Failure of principal to provide amendedusitg documents shall be grounds for
collection without further notification.

Subdivision No. 96S-411U
Cambridge Forest, Section One
Double M Partners, principal

Located abutting the west margin of Rural Hill Rpapproximately 1,300 feet south of Rice

Road. Resolution No. 97-589

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commiizn that it hereby APPROVES the
request for extension of a performance bond ford&igion No. 96S-411U 1U, Bond No.
97BD-022, Cambridge Forest, Section One in the ano$1,000 to 11/15/97 subject to
submittal of a letter from the Frontier Insuranaa@any by 8/24/97 agreeing to the extension.
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Request for Bond Extension
Failure of principal to provide amended securitgwoents shall be grounds for collection
without further notification.

Request for Bond Release

Subdivision No. 93P-019G
Lakeridge, Phase One
B & P Developments, Inc., principal
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Request for Bond Extension

Resolution No. 97-590

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comiien that it herebpPPROVESthe
request for release of a performance bond for $tdddn No. 93P-019G, Bond No. 94BD15,
Lakeridge, Phase One in the amount of $33,000.

Subdivision No. 93S-084G
Bridle Path, Section Two
David Taylor, principal
Located abutting both margins of Palomino Placpr@aamately 240 feet of Granny Wright

Lane. Resolution No. 97-591

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for release of a performance bond for $igidn No. 93S-084G, Bond No. 93BD-018,
Bridle Path, Section Two in the amount of $12,500.

Subdivision No. 96S-176U

Forest Acres, Section Two-A
James R Mosely, co-principal
Robert Mayberry, co-principal

Located abutting the southwest margin of Kinhawk/®rapproximately 1,546 feet northwest
of Kinhawk Court.

Resolution No. 97-592

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that it hereby APPROVES the
request for release of a performance bond for $igidih No. 96S-176U, Bond No. 96BD-034,
Forest Acres, Section Two-A in the amount of $20,00

Subdivision No. 96S-227G
Buckhead Place
Buckhead Place, LLC, principal

Located abutting the northwest margin of Memphistt Highway, approximately 1,015 feet
southwest of Brook Terrace.

Resolution No. 97-593

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for release of a performance bond for $igidn No. 96S-227G, Bond No. 97BD-037,
Buckhead Place in the amount of $10,000.

Request forBond Extension and Replacement
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Located abutting the west margin of Bell Road, gigoLincoya Bay Drive.
Subdivision No. 95S-367G

Chase Pointe, Section One
Billy W. Spain, principal
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Located abutting the west margin of Bell Road, gigoLincoya Bay Drive.

ResolutionNo. 97-594

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that it hereby APPROVES the
request for replacement and extension of a perfecasaond for Subdivision No. 95S-367G,
Bond No. 95BD-096, Chase Pointe, Section One t6/88Lin the amount of $10,000, subject to
execution of a replacement bond by 8/24/97.”

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 97M-080U

Council Bill No. R97-783

Centers for Family Life Lease Agreement Amendment
Map 82-3, Parcel 416

Subarea 5 (1994)

District 5 (Harrison)

A resolution approving an amendment to the leasie @enters for Family Life. Resolution No.

97-595

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it APPROVES (8-0)
Proposal No. 97M-080U.

PUBLIC HEARING: AN AMENDMENT TO THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONs BY
REVISING THE DEFINITION OF “SUBDIVISION.” (DEFERRED FROM MEETINGS OF
5/29/97 AND 6/12/97).

Mr. Henry stated this matter was deferred by thmm@dssion on May 29, 1997, at the request of
Councilmember James Dillard and again on June927,1o allow interested councilmembers
time to finish budget hearings.

As previously stated, staff is suggesting a revidefthition of a “subdivision” to reflect recent
court decisions and legal interpretations madenbyMetropolitan Department of Law. As was
reported on May 29, this office requested a legation from the legal department last summer
asking whether dividing property into lots of figg acres or greater constitutes a “subdivision”
where common or shared easements are relied anility access and/or vehicular access. The
legal department’s response was that such instaridasd division “fall within the definition of
a ‘subdivision”, citing T.C.A. and several Tennasgdtorney General opinions and appellate
court decisions (3/28/97). The current definitidrisubdivision” does not recognize that in
certain circumstances large acreage tracts (fivesaand greater) are not exempt from the
subdivision platting process and therefore mustpgmwith the_Subdivision Regulations

After meeting with middle Tennessee surveyors (Md2) and auctioneers (April 8), and Metro
Health Department officials (April 1), staff condied that a definitive statement on ‘what
13
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constitutes a subdivision’ would be in the bestiiest of Nashville/Davidson County.
Accordingly, the definition of
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“subdivision” should be revised to reflect state and better clarify the circumstances whereby
land divisions may occur without undergoing thenRlag Commission’s subdivision platting
process.

In response to Councilman Dillard’s concern with tefinition proposed at the May 29 public
hearing, staff has revised the definition with dicify and clarity in mind. We believe the
proposed definition is consistent with State lawuf@cilman Dillard appears to be more
concerned with thetandardsin the_SubdivisiorRegulationgertaining to lot requirements
(SubReg 2-4) and street requirements (SubReg 2+@R)with the definition of a what
constitutes a “subdivision,” preferring to allowda acreage trac{s acres and greater) in
urbanizing areas to be created as landlocked [gangéti access provided solely by easement.
Staff recommends that any revisions to the reguiatpertaining to this issue be addressed
comprehensively by the Commission later this yéamgwith other changes that staff will
propose.

Subdivision(current definition): Any land, vacant or improved, which is divided ooposed to be
divided into two (2) or more lots, parcels, sitesits, plots, or interests of less than f{@gacres

in size for the purpose, whether immediate or Ritof offer, sale, lease, or development, either
on the installment plan or upon any and all otHang, terms, and conditions, including re-
subdivision, provided, however, that the term “suisibn” docs not include land partitioned by
owners among themselves either in court or by ddd@tie term “subdivision” includes the
process of subdivision or division of land, whethgrdeed, description, map, plat, or other
recorded instrument.)

Subdivision(proposed definition): The division of a tract or parcel of land or resivisiion of a lot

recorded by platinto two (2) or more lots, sites or other divissan any of the following

manner:

1. aresulting division of less than fiy® acres; or

2. any division equal to or greater than five (&es where lot frontage or utility service,
including but not limited to electricity, sanitasgwers (public or private) or potable water
supply, is provided by way of a shared common easém

No one was present to speak at the public hearing.

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

Resolution No. 97-596

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that it approves the subdivision
definition

as follows:

Subdivision: The division of a tract or parcel of land inteot (2) or more lots, sites, or other
divisions requiring new street or utility constnoct, or any division of less than fig) acres for
the purpose, whether immediate or future, of saleudding development, and includes

resubdivision and, when appropriate to the conteltes to the process of resubdividing or to
the land or area subdivided.

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DRAFTPLAN FOR SUBAREA 9: 1996 UPDATE.
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Mr. Hall stated this is a public hearing to consitiee Subarea 9/Center City Plan, 1997 update.
If adopted, it replaces the original Subarea 9/€@e@ity Plan which was adopted on November
7, 1991 and becomes part of the General Plan fehWilke, Subarea 9 includes the area of the
inner loop south of Jefferson Street. It servethagovernmental, financial, and support service
center for the region as well as a major touristidation. As such, it plays a significant role in
shaping the image of Nashville. Due to the unicheracter of Subarea 9, the update, like the
original plan, is a joint effort between the MeRtanning Commission, the Metropolitan
Development and Housing Authority and a consulteain.
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In light of the interest generated by downtown plag and development issues, a 26 member
Citizens Advisory Committee was also appointed @musulted throughout the planning
process. The final plan is intended to serve thpgres of both agencies. The proposed update
contains a land use policy element as well asal Giancept plan with specific recommendations
aimed at attracting public and private investment.

The original plan has provided a solid framewonkifoplementation of a number of
recommendations from 1991. It was a catalyst feraiwrent efforts aimed at revitalizing Hope
Gardens and the renewed interest in downtown hgukialso envisioned the rehabilitation of
the Ryman Auditorium, the construction of the neena and the accompanying development
south of Broadway. Many of the recommendationsaioed in the update are concepts carried
over from the original plan. A number of public goivate plans and development initiatives
have been proposed for the subarea since the adagtthe original plan.

A master plan has been prepared for Church Saeetyw NFL stadium has been located on the
east bank, the Gateway and SoBro plans have |tk area south of Broadway, the Gulch
Group has made recommendations for the Train Shedhe area around Cummins Station, the
Rolling Mill Hill Plan has envisioned the redevetoent of the General Hospital site, and a
master plan has been prepared for the state owneddletween 4th and 8th Avenues. The
challenge of the update is to tie together theSerdnt initiatives as well as identify future
directions for growth and redevelopment which amesistent with the goals of the General
Plan.

The General Plan recognizes Subarea 9 and theaCBuiness District as unique from other

subareas

and outlines a number of goals and objectives davrdown which are reinforced in the

recommendations

of this update. Some of the General Plan policésted to downtown are:

» the maintenance of relatively high intensity

* the need for a strong residential, retail, an@ainment activity component to provide for
24 hour activity.

» afocus on transportation issues such improvingsm@ansit and pedestrian systems

» the avoidance of scattered development patterhshenneed to reinforce the core

» the encouragement of the preservation and reulsistofic structures.

» the need to ensure adequate accessibility to &hthwhe CBD.

During the preparation of this update, the plant@am conducted four CAC meetings. At the
first meeting, the consultant team reviewed thgioal Subarea 9 Plan, identified issues and
developed goal statements for the update, andmeaba brief overview of the existing
conditions in the subarea. The second meeting wiay $ong, interactive planning workshop,
known as a Charrette. The planning team worked @A members to prioritize the goals and
objectives which would serve as basis for develpgi@eneral land use strategies as well as more
specific development recommendations.

After the Charrette, the planning team reviewedcitresensus issues as well as other items
discussed in order to develop preliminary concégmgpfor the subarea. These findings were
presented to CAC members for evaluation at a thigdting. At the fourth and final meeting, the
planning team reviewed and prioritized the consgiitgms and other planning
recommendations to be included in the final conpdgm. The CAC also reviewed the proposed
land use policies for the subarea as they relatieettand use recommendations on the final
concept plan.

Before going into the recommendations of this plashould be noted that, at present, the
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update contains no recommendation concerning ttuekkn Street Corridor. This was a heavily
debated issue in the update and there are curterilgchools of thought. One recommends a
continuous arterial linking 1-40 with 1-65, whilkee other recommends terminating the corridor
at 8th Avenue with a public open space. In addjtiba draft plan is lacking sections dealing
with policy statements, development

16



Located abutting the west margin of Union Hill Rpagproximately 1,088 feet north of Clay
Lick Road.

incentives, and the implementation strategies whichld be used to carry out the

recommendations of the final concept plan.

Major Goals

A major goal of the update is to reinforce the entrefforts underway in Hope Gardens, on
Church Street, and in the Rutledge Hill area toettgy Urban Residential neighborhoods.
Downtown residents inject life into the city andgheupport retail, cultural and entertainment
facilities. Another goal of this update which géesd in hand with downtown housing is the
improvement of theetail component inthe subarea. The update recognizes that retail and
residential are mutually supportive and need tadiazely promoted in order to create the type
of activity level characteristic of a successfuhadown.

Encouraging a continuous, attractive and intergstreet level pedestrian environment that is
perceived as both clean and safe is another hightgrgoal of this plan. A section of the draft
plan deals with urban design standards aimed sgaitjfat enhancing the pedestrian
environment.

An efficient, convenient, and safe mass transitesyswill play an integral role in the future
success of downtown and, as a major goal, the apdabmmends the development of a
commuter rail system utilizing existing rail linas well as an expanded trolley service that will
connect emerging residential areas with commeatidlentertainment destinations.

The update acknowledges themberland River as a unique natural resource and amenity and
,as a major goal, emphasizes the importance aioglboth sides of the river as public open
space.

Consistent with the original plan, stated as a go#ie General Plan and included as a
recommendation in this update is the reinforcernéttie core. The plan recommends focusing
high density development to the central core amberaging a diversity of medium to low scale
uses surrounding the high density core.

A strong consensus item and major recommendatidgim®plan is the inclusion @ublic art

into the urban fabrig, Avenue is designated as the “Avenue of the Artgshwecommendations
for including additional art pieces and art relaf@dlities and functions along this major
north/south street. The Arena, the Ryman Auditoritira Tennessee Performing Arts Center,
and the Municipal Auditorium, the four largest ddaamn performance venues, are all located
alongAvenue and form the basis from which future arts related development could occur.

The Land Use Palicies generally reflect the future vision for the subarea. As shown on the map, a
Commercial Arterial Existing Policy is applied along Jefferson Street, and Commercial Mixed
Concentration Policies are applied on the East Bank and in the western portion of the subarea between the
railroad Gulch and 1-40 and extending on around south to srd Avenue. Mixed Use policies are applied to
the Rutledge Hill and Bicentennial Mall areas. A Residential Medium policy is applied to Hope Gardens
and the CBD policy recognizes the higher density downtown area. | briefly want to describe the visions for
these areas and reasons for applying these policies.

Hope Gardensis an established urban residential neighborhood located in the northwest corner of the
subarea. It represents an excellent opportunity to continue building on urban housing which is already in
place and is supported by services and amenities such as the new Kroger store, the Farmers Market, and
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the Bicentennial Mall The update recommends a continuation of current efforts aimed at preserving and
enhancing the residential character and scale of this neighborhood. Development and redevel opment
should occur at residential densities between 4 to 9 dwelling units/acre. The Planning Commission has
completed a neighborhood plan for the area and MDHA has prepared design guidelines which address
architectural, pedestrian, open space, traffic, and safety issues. The area immediately to the south of Hope
Gardens near the railroad tracks and Harrison Street is located in the Commercial Mixed Concentration
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area and is characterized by moderate intensityufaaturing. The industrial uses are viable
operations that are likely to remain for a longipeaiof time. However, if they should ever leave
these sites, the plan recommends continued indussé should not be promoted and
consideration should be given to the adaptive retiigese structures for higher density
residential development.

The area bounded by Jefferson Street, the CumlgeRaver, James Robertson Parkway, and 8th
Avenue has recently been the subject of a masaeregdfort contracted by the State of
Tennessee. The update supports the state’s vismmixed use area characterized by cultural,
historical, and educational uses which will supploet planned activities along the mall. In
addition, the area’s proximity to support serviaesl amenities provides an opportunity for
additional urban housing. Both the state plan &edupdate support extending the proposed
greenway west along the French Lick to the BicemitdriMall and the utilization of existing ralil
lines for commuter rail service.

Given its proximity to downtown and commanding riveews, Rutledge Hill is envisioned as a
viable mixed use neighborhood containing officejdential, as well small scale retail and
commercial uses along Hermitage Avenue. Suppottiisgconcept are the existing pockets of
residential development, the planned redevelopwietite General Hospital site, and the fact
that Metro is a landowner in the area and posseéssgsower to initiate redevelopment
activities. The update recognizes the importancarehgthening and building upon the existing
residential base in this area through developnremritives, urban design, and infrastructure
improvements. Improved sidewalks, landscaping tiligh street furniture as well as easily
accessible parks and open spaces are just a fenwuempents which could encourage additional
residential and retail development in the areaadadditional incentive to residential
development, the update recommends an expandég/trolte which would connect the
emerging neighborhood on Rutledge Hill with the CBIBw Kroger store, the Farmers Market,
and Bicentennial Mall. As the General Hospital steedeveloped, the land along the
Cumberland River should be preserved as public spane which ties into the proposed
greenway network and is easily accessible to thieleats of Rutledge Hill. The draft report also
contains a section on suggested urban design quédelhich discusses design features which
contribute to a successful urban neighborhood.

The consulting team as well as the plan for SoBrasgon this mixed use concept with a
residential emphasis extending all the way to Leff@yStreet. It is staff's position that it is much
more difficult to implement this mixed use conceyaist ofyd Avenue. The expectations for
residential development are not justified by ecoicamn market forecasts and, absent major
public intervention, this vision is simply not restiic. Furthermore, staff feels that this area is
characterized by larger businesses with newertsiie and is oriented more towards
commercial users with less of an emphasis on resaeevelopment. The land use policy for
the area between 3rd and Lafayette is CMC (Commlektixed Concentration) which, although
it allows residential development, it does not eagire residential and related retail and
commercial establishments as the predominant laged. Generally speaking, the area east of
3rd Avenue where there is a higher presence adeasial is a better setting in which to pursue
the mixed use concept.

The construction of the new stadium and the reiooaif industrial uses, will accelerate land
use changes on the E&sink. The update suggests the establishment of mixedexsdopment
around the stadium that will not only benefit frgmoximity to this facility but will also

generate activity in this area beyond game andtelays. Uses such as hotels, restaurants,
retail, and possibly other public facilities whicbuld negotiate shared parking agreements are
encouraged. The concept plan highlights the ne@dgoove the appearance of gateways that
serve this area—mainly Shelby Street, Woodlande§tend James Robertson Parkway--- by
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improving landscaping and signage and encouragmg®ure of uses. The update
acknowledges that of a number of viable industrsas exist north of Woodland Street and
south of Shelby Avenue. However a long term trémsiof these areas away from industrial use
to a broad range commercial, office, and possigdydential uses is envisioned. As these
changes occur, the update recommends establigtérgjreet grid to improve automobile
circulation and to encourage urban developmentiegdtigreenway plans incorporate the east
bank into the greenway system and are
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supported by the update along with desire to mairikee Shelby Street Bridge as a pedestrian,
bicycle and trolley link between both sides of tiver.

Consistent with the 1991 Plan, the intensificatioof activities in thecentral coreis a major goal

and recommendation of the update. This idea is@tgqh in the General Plan which stresses the
importance of an intensity and variety of usesudiig entertainment and retail uses,
employment functions, and higher density residénfiapresent, higher density residential and
retail are two uses which lack a strong presentledrctore but which are necessary to develop a
“24 hour downtown”. The Cumberland, a 290 unitdesitial project, is currently under
construction on Church Street and has the potetwotia¢ a catalyst for additional residential and
retail development in this area. Similar to theatitons in Rutledge Hill and Hope Gardens, the
update recommends supporting efforts to developruimusing that are already underway in
order to create a concentration of units and detratesa market demand. Opportunities exist
within the core to develop loft residential unit§e unused upper floors of buildings and is
encouraged in the plan. An infusion of resideniiats in downtown would provide some

market support for a declining retail function lother strategies need to be explored in order to
make downtown shopping competitive with suburbalsm@®ne fundamental issue that needs to
be addressed, for example is how to attract shedpamn neighborhoods close to downtown
such as the Vanderbilt/West End area, Sylvan Rzekmantown, and parts of east and north
Nashville. Traditional downtown retail was attratte this market, but with the rise of suburban
malls, this group elected to travel greater distarto outlying locations. A set of comprehensive
strategies need to be developed to re-attracsdgment of the market.

Improving accessibility to and within the Centraldness District is one strategy for enhancing
the competitive position of the CBD. A goal of tingdate is to establish a transportation system
which balances the needs of pedestrians, autonsphihel bicyclists. The Metropolitan Transit
Authority has already taken steps in this directidth the construction of the landport and plans
to implement a commuter rail system to bring pedme outlying areas into the downtown.

The update designates three intermodal stationsewgeople will have an opportunity to

transfer from commuter rail to a trolley serviceigthcan take them to different activity zones
within the subarea. These stations would be locag¢ed the Bicentennial Mall, near the
Riverfront Park and at the landport. The plan rem@mds encouraging pedestrian movements in
the downtown by avoiding “dead spaces” and prongagictive and visually interesting street
fronts. Surface parking is one impediment to tlscept, but with improvements to public
transit and a lessening dependence on the autambimher and better uses may replace these
lots. To further encourage pedestrian activity,update suggests identifying possible pedestrian
and bicycle corridors linked by a network of puldjgen spaces.

In view of the goal of higher intensity in the CBiisvelopment should be encouraged to occur
contiguously from the center rather than leapfrogdo its outer limits. Future development
south of Broadway should complement and reinfootiities of the central core. The area
between Broadway and Franklin Street is envisiaagedn expansion zone for both the
entertainment and tourist uses in the districtthedoffice development of the CBD. A park, a
hotel, and the Country Music Hall of Fame are &hped for this area. The Entertainment uses
around the arena should remain north of the Frarfdiieet and extend west towards Union
Station and Music Row to solidify the connectiothamew Country Music Hall of Fame.

The recommendations for the Gulch and the arelaetavest are consistent with the original
plan. The update calls for the Gulch to be a limgaenway with parking lots to provide
commuter parking for the CBD. Some parking lotsehbgen located there including a large
surface lot beneath the Union Station shed. Atgaresiowever, there still exists large areas of
underutilized land. Efforts should be made to curgiand expand on the activity associated
with the renovation of the old Cummins station #mel success of small entertainment and
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restaurant venues, such as 1 and Porter.
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This planning effort began in January and the CA@ the Planning team have put in a lot of
hard work and there is a lot of agreement aboufutige vision of downtown which is reflected
in the draft plan. Everyone agrees that a stremgith@nd diversified “24 Hour activity center” is
the fundamental key to the future success of DownthNashville and Subarea 9. The update
builds on the successes of the original plan aficsesive as an excellent guide to the Planning
Commission and to MDHA in the coming years. In @iddito reconciling the Franklin Corridor
issue, staff suggests additional work be done erséttions of the report dealing with policy
statements, development incentives, and implenientatrategies. Staff suggests that, after
hearing from the public, the Commission take thder consideration.

Mr. John Stern, representing the Nashville Neighbod Alliance, complained there had not
been enough information provided to the public #rad the draft report for the public hearing
was incomplete. He asked the Commission to keepubéc hearing open until a finalized draft
could be completed.

Mr. Pat Emery, Stan Scott, Seib Tuck, Bruce Woadl Sieve Henry stated the plan had a good
start and expressed concerns regarding the Fra@ttiet Corridor, demolition of the
Demonbreun Street viaduct, Music Row and the irraitoe.

Mr. Lawson stated he felt the Commission shoulddghe public hearing open because of all
the concerns regarding the initial phase of the.pla

Councilmember Clifton stated he felt that in thetgan years this subarea had become the great
success story of Nashville and the public heariraukl be kept open.

Mr. Bodenhamer said he felt there were more stutli@scould be done in some areas,
especially as it related to the Franklin Streetridor.

Mr. Manier stated he felt the staff should addtéssconcerns that have been articulated and
come back to the Commission with a significant gsialof the various positions that can be
separated or defined. He said he was not negétivat ahe plan and did not see that the
problems were insurmountable and there is no gligatgence of opinion. The staff should
make a conscious effort, for the benefit of the Gussion, to address those things that have
been highlighted. He stated he did not agree with3tern’s criticism of the lack of information
because you have got to start somewhere. Thera wakk of information here to work with and
no one represented the draft as a final document.

Mr. Lawson moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidnich carried unanimously, to leave
the public hearing open and defer the matter t@ Istaff further study the plan.
APPEAL CASES:

Appeal Case No. 97B-139G
Map 77, Parcel 27
Subarea 6 (1996)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request for a conditional use permit under th@/sions of Section 17.24.190 (Extensive
Impact) as
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Summary
required by Section 17.124.030 to construct a @ubkbk and an eighteen (18) hole golf course in

the AR2a
District (641.44 acres), on property abutting thestunargin of River Road Pike, requested by

Shoal
Valley Golf Club, appellant, for River Hills Estateowner.
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Ms. Regen stated staff had become aware that if@arapplication did not include all the
acreage this golf course will be built upon. Thigimal application included approximately 641
acres. The golf course, in fact, includes two otfecels. In total the golf course will be
constructed on 1,271 acres. This new informatienldeen shared with Public Works and the
Traffic Engineer and the application was re-revidwg planning staff. Staff finds the proposed
use is compatible with the surrounding land usessatisfies the conditional use criteria. The
Commission may wish to advise the Board of Zonipgpdals that in this remote area, the
Subarea 6 policy plan for this area is Natural @ovetion and any future residential
development around this golf course would be oérylow density to comply with the Natural
Conservation policy.

Mr. Harbison stated 1,200 acres seem like a laicofage for a golf course and asked if there
would be residential development accompanying it.

Ms. Regen stated staff was not aware of any regalelevelopment plans, but there are a
number of steep slopes and it appears the golseaarbeing planned for on the lower
elevations in this area.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Bodenhamer secondedntteon, which carried unanimously, to
approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-597

‘BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Coission offers the following
recommendation for

Appeal Case No. 97B-139G to the Board of Zoning &gig:

The siteplan complies with the conditional use criteria. Te Commission would inform the Board of
ZoningAppeals that considerably more acreage is involveid this petition than is required for a golf
course. If future residential development is corletted orthe additional acreage, the petitioner
is advised thathe Natural Conservation land use policyis not supportive of rezoning this area
from AR2a, and will dictate very low density devehoent of at least 2 acres per lot (8-0).”

ZONE CHANGE PROPOSALS:

Zone Change ProposaNo. 97Z-068U
Map 82-9, Parcel 105

Subarea 8 (1995)

District 20 (Haddox)

A request to change from MUL District to IR Distrzertain property abutting the east margin
of Fourth Avenue North, approximately 400 feet haot Taylor Street (0.18 acres), requested
by Douglas Hunter, appellant, for Betty and R. Rribert, Ill, owners.

Ms. Regen stated this property was located in tixedruse area of the Phillips-Jackson
Redevelopment Plan, which was approved by MDHA, iaradso within the mixed use area of
the Subarea 8 Plan. The staff report incorreceyiilied this property as falling within the
residential medium policy of the Subarea 8 Plare iflixed use policy in this subarea is
intended to encourage a mix of residential, comiaknecreational, community and office uses.
The request before the Commission is for a zonag#and not a conditional use permit. The
zone change request requires staff and the Pla@ongmission to consider all uses permitted
within the JR zoning district and determine whetihery, as a total package, are appropriate for
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Summary
this site.

In considering this proposed request, staff revikthe Subarea 8 Plan, along with previous

zone changes done in the surrounding area. In 1®8Perty owners petitioned the Council to
rezone their property
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from JR to MUL, including the former owner of par@é®5. The Council approved the rezoning of 26

parcels in recognition that industrial uses were declining in this area and there was a need for a mix of
uses. Some of those parcels within the Mixed Use policy area are still zoned IP, including those owned by the petitioner of this zone change request. It is anticipated that the zoning on these parcels will be changed to comply with General Plan policies in the future. Additionally, there are ample

opportunities for industrial uses north of this site within about an eighth of a mille. Staff believes rezoning this property to JR or OP would sidetrack implementation of the General Plan and redevelopment plan policies and therefore recommends disapproval.

Mr. Herbert, applicant, stated he was trying to eliminate a parking problem and had been working with
MDHA on the fence and landscaping. When this lot was bought he was told he could have parking on it
It was JR in 1989 and it was rezoned and it looked like Council had done some spot zoning because there

are eight lots there now and four of them are IR and four are MUL.

Mr. Harbison stated that if you look at the pattern of MUL and iR, it is hard to see what big objective there is to protect by identifying the line between those two uses. This would add on to and IR area but it is adding on to an adjacent piece of JR.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Lawson seconded the motion, which carried unanimously, to approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-598

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Zone Change Proposal No. 972-068U is APPROVED (8-0):

The IR zoning is consistent with the existing zoning pattern in the immediate area.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-070U
Map 6 1-15, Parcels 56-60

Subarea 5 (1994)

District 8 (Hart)

A request to change from OP District and R8 District to CS District certain property abutting the west margin of Gallatin Pike, approximately 300 feet north of Oak Street (4.16 acres), requested by Richard Jones, appellant, for various owners.

Ms. Regen stated there was CS zoning both to the north and south of this property as well as across the street. These properties fall within the commercial arterial existing policy of the Subarea 5 Plan. As an older community, the subarea plan's primary focus is on preserving and revitalizing

existing residential and commercial uses. Towards that goal, the subarea plan has designated various commercial areas for special attention. This property fall within one of those known as the North Gallatin Road Commercial Arterial Existing Area and is shown as mixed use permitting

walk up and institutional. The boundary of this area extends from the railroad overpass to Briley Parkway, an area that contains both CS and OP zoning.

Unlike other subarea plans, the Subarea 5 Plan provides a conceptual design identifying the preferred kinds of uses. The plan's commercial arterial existing polcy strongly encourages revitalizing currently under utilized property along Gallatin Road within the CS zoning district. The subarea plan

recognized the need of revitalized strip areas by new retail and

uses within them. In particular, the plan notes clustering such uses at major intersections. Failing to use these areas effectively may fall short of the goals to revitalize the existing commercial areas

along Gallatin Road.
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For these reasons staff feels that this area shomutdtained and is recommending disapproval
of the zone change. It is not consistent with thiécy goals of the SubaréaPlan for
Commercial Arterial Existing or the North GallatRoad Design Plan.

Mr. Richard Jones, applicant, presented the Conionisgith a letter in favor from
Councilmember Lawrence Hart. He also presentettex i@ favor from an adjoining property
owner, Mr. Jim Stevens. Staff had stated thereamaavailability of land but there is only one
80 foot lot for sale between the railroad overpass Briley Parkway. He said Gallatin Road, by
nature, is a commercial artery for retail and comuaend asked the Commission for approval.

Councilmember Clifton stated the subarea plan weseésting in that it does have specific
language regarding this area. He agreed with Mregohat Gallatin Road was mostly
commercial retail but yet there is this subarea pldne Commission has seen this before where
office zoning, when it is not the predominate uséhe area, has never worked.

Mr. Manier asked when this subarea plan was done.
Chairman Smith stated it was done in 1994.

Mr. Manier stated that gave him some concern. Parifahe Commission is going to change
the zoning and the subarea plan, the General Rardbe changed by some internal action.
The Subarea Plan gives a pretty concrete narrative of whaissalized for this area. If the
Commission comes to the conclusion this area hasged, it should be formally changed and
then rezoned.

Ms. Nielson stated there was serious thought diwehis area in the Subare®lan and that the
Commission should stick with that plan.

Mr. Harbison stated he disagreed, although he gtatst the problem about when the
Commission is merely interpreting a plan versusraiimgy a plan. This seems to involve how to
interpret a plan between OP and CS. You are wilpolicy and the issue is going to be how
much commercial should be encouraged and how m&cwdlld be permitted and there are
aspirations which are rather general in natureoim to interpret them. Low density residential,
office or institutional would be great if it wer@gsible but that may not be seen. If the
Commission doesn’t do anything these houses withsre and continue to deteriorate.

Ms. Warren stated there was CS on both sides anédasing the amount of CS may make the
area viable instead of having dilapidated housédstlaat should not be a problem.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated there was a good case t@elihis zoning; however, the Commission
needs to stick to the plan so the public will couné to participate.

Councilmember Clifton asked if this area of theael plan was specifically studied when the
plan went into effect in 1994 or was it carried ofrem a previous plan.

Mr. Fawcett stated this was the original Sub&®Ban and was not carried over from any other
plan. The basic philosophy was recognition thatelweas a predominance of commercial and
related kinds of developments stripping along @tetreets, particularly in older parts of the
city. However, staff also recognized as a Gendaai Position, that is not a good way to
develop the city. Although there is commercial asd commercial zoning along Gallatin Pike,
a lot of it is very marginal and very under utilizend as long as the areas are expanded where
there is this condition of under utilization it Wéncourage further under utilization. It is always
cheaper to acquire property that is not zoneddonroercial use than it is for property that is
already zoned. The philosophy here was, commeadiatial existing would try to mold things
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the way the General Plan wants. To reorient thencercial emphasis to major intersections
along arterioles and in between those try to eragmitesser intensive uses
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such as residential, office and sometimes insti#i uses that are not as incompatible with the
flow of traffic as the major commercial uses colbdd This is an opportunity here that the
Commission could do that. It hasn’t created allrtf@ssive stretch of commercial zoning and
this could start to reverse the trend. If the Cogsiin docs not hold the line then the plan will
not work. The objective is to reorient commercisg¢si to major locations at intersections and to
encourage the better utilization of the commeraiahs already zoned.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Manier seconded the matiodisapprove the rezoning. The
motion failed, with Ms. Nielson and Mr. Manier vagj in favor, and Mr. Harbison, Ms. Warren,
Mr. Lawson, Chairman Smith and Councilmember Gtifto opposition, and Mr. Bodenhamer
abstaining.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Lawson seconded theandt approve the rezoning. The motion
failed with Mr. Harbison, Mr. Lawson and Councilmigen Clifton voting in favor, Chairman
Smith, Mr. Manier and Ms. Nielson opposed, and Wsrren and Mr. Bodenhamer abstaining.

Chairman Smith announced the motion failed to passperhaps the General Plan should be
looked at and a public hearing held.

Councilmember Clifton moved and Mr. Bodenhamer sded the motion, which carried
unanimously, to direct staff to revisit the Gend?kln in anticipation of moving forward with
this proposal.

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-072G

Map 114, Parcel 212 and Part of Parcel 213
Subarea 6 (1996)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request to change from R40 District to R10 Dettdertain property abutting the east margin
of

Interstate 40 and the northern terminus of Sonyee§d04.5 acres), requested by Anderson-
Delk and

Associates, Inc., appellant, for Old Hickory Reatdte Partners, owner

Proposal No. 97P-029G

Bellevue Property

Map 114, Parcel 212 and Part of Parcel 213
Subarea 6 (1996)

District 23 (Crafton)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a negsiential Planned Unit Development
District abutting the southeast margin of Inteesid, approximately 1,300 feet northeast of Old
Hickory Boulevard (104.5 acres), classified R40 praposed for RiO, to permit the
development of 586 multi-family units, requestedAmnderson-Delk and Associates, Inc., for
Old Hickory Real Estate Partners, owners.

Mr. Delaney stated the main issues with this prapase appropriate density, zoning for the site,
given the policy, the steep slopes, the soils ndige and accessibility. This area is
predominately zone R15 and includes a multi-farddyelopment which was developed at 4.9
dwelling units per acre, a residential PUD singlaily subdivision at 3.4 dwelling units per

acre and an approved residential PUD i@ dwelling units per acre. This proposal is for 586
multi-family units at 5.61 dwelling units per acrequiring the higher density RiO zoning.

Along with the appropriate zoning for this sitegféhas looked at the subarea policy. This
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proposal falls within natural conservation polioythe Subarea 6 Plan and it is the intent of this
natural conservation policy to protect and presémeesteep slopes, natural vegetation and
drainage systems in this area. There is howevecjfsplanguage in the Subarea 6 Plan related
to this site and states, “In the southeast quadifat40 and Old Hickory Boulevard flexibility
in providing for higher density residential deveatmgnt is acceptable provided that the
development plans protect the steep slopes. Cingtef
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residential units in gently sloping areas is recanded. This is suggested here because of the
accessibility provided by the arterial street systand Interstate 40. However, conservation of
environmental features is considered an overritetpr in approval of any development plan.”

This area is very steeply sloped and the applicastmade efforts to stay off of the steepest
portions of the property and in doing so approxeha85% of the site if left as undisturbed open
space. The soils in this general area have beatifidd to be unstable when disturbed at the
base of the steep slopes. The applicant’s propluss get into some of those unstable soils;
however, the applicant has stated that a geotealhstiedy will be performed prior to the final
approval to insure that any disturbance in thesticpdar areas will not result in any failure of
the soils.

The zoning line is being stmck basically alongdgei line of this property and the RIO zoned
property will drain towards the interstate and efiger will drain back toward the single family
developments along Rodney Drive. The applicantdsiding for a detention area to retain and
catch any of the drainage that will occur. Thererie access point which comes out on Old
Hickory Boulevard near the interchange of 1-40.H8bie Traffic Engineer and TDOT have
reviewed the submitted traffic impact study andeheacommended improvements and have
approved the proposal. Staff recommends approviddeofone change and PUD.

Mr. Manier asked if Sonya Drive was right at théraimp for the interstate.

Mr. Delaney stated it was approximately 180 feetrfithe on ramp but with adequate lighting
and signage it will be distinguishable. There Wwél a right turn lane into Sonya Drive off of Old
Hickory Boulevard provided by the development.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Warren seconded the mowtiich carried unanimously, to
approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-600

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
97Z-072G isAPPROVED (8-0):

While this property falls within the Natural Conservation (NC) policy in the Subarea 6 Plan due to
the presence of steep topography in the area, theilsarea 6 Plan identifies this immediate area as
being appropriate for higher density development, tyen the proximity of I-40 west and Old Hickory
Boulevard, provided that development occurs in a maner which protects steep slopes and clusters
development on flatter portions of the project site The Commission determined that the 1110 district
is appropriate in this specific location, if usedn conjunction with a Planned Unit Development (see
Proposal No. 97P-029G). Higher density residentiaevelopment accomplished through a RIO base
zoning and Residential PUD Overlay is appropriate de to the site’s proximity to the 140/0Id
Hickory Boulevard interchange, and the implementatbn of the NC policy goals through the
associated Residential PUD.”

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Plangiommission that Proposal No.
97P-029G is given CONDITIONAL PRELIMINARYMPPROVAL (8-0). The following
conditions apply:

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

2. Written confirmation of approval of the proposegbrovements to Old Hickory Boulevard by
the Tennessee Department of Transportation.
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4. A geotechnical study shall be performed prioany final approval.

5. In addition to the roadway improvements recommerigethe Traffic Impact Study
(dated June,

1997) a right turn lane on Old Hickory Boulevardts entrance to the development shall be
provided.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-073G
Map 163, Parcel 343

Map 174, Parcels 29-33, 67, 68 and 197
Subarea 13 (1997)

District 29 (Holloway)

A request to change from AR2a District and RiO Bisto CG District certain property
abutting the

north margin of Interstate 24, the east margin lof @anklin Road and the south margin of the
CSX

Railroad (202.33 acres), requested by Hedgson aad|Bs, appellant, for American General
Realty

Investment Corporation, owner.

Proposal No. 88P-058GPublic Hearing)
Hickory Downs/Hall

Map 163, Parcel 343

Map 174, Parcels 29-33, 67, 68 and 197
Subarea 13 (1997)

District 29 (Holloway)

A request to cancel the Commercial (General) Pldrurdt Development District abutting the
north

margin of Interstate 24, the east margin of Oldchklia Road and the south margin of the CSX
Railroad

(202.33 acres), classified AR2a and proposed forré@uested by Hodgson and Douglas, for
American

General Realty Investment Corporation, owners.

Ms. Regen stated this property was located in S#bh8 and due to its geographic location
plays a regional economic role. The subarea isdvetby Rutherford, Williamson and Wilson
counties and criss-crossed by major transportatioridors and arterials. These factors have a
tendency to make the subarea plan’s goals becobpecstio regional economic and market
forces. The property falls within the commerciaked concentration policy of the Subarea 13
Plan. CMC policy calls for medium high to high diysesidential uses, retail, highway
oriented commercial services, office and othewvéats with similar locational characteristics.

Currently the existing zoning, AR2a aRiO, which permit very low and medium density
residential uses, does not implement the CMC polidlyile the property owner is seeking this
zone change request, in conjunction with the remnaith the existing commercial PUD
overlay district, the long term plan for this proyehas never been to develop this for
residential use. The proposed request to rezoagthperty CG mirrors the long term plan to

25



3. Written confirmation of approval by the Harp&thlley Utility District.
develop this for non-residential use. Staff is reneending approval of this zone change and
cancellation of the existing commercial PUD asltmational characteristics of CG uses are
similar of those found in the commercial mixed camication policy area for retail, commercial
and office properties. There is good regional agibdity to major arterials, freeway
interchanges and the new planned southeast arfEn@lproperty is also situated to take
advantage of its proximity to Interchange City whis a regional center to warehousing,

manufacturing and storage.
No one was present to speak at the public hearing.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theanptwhich carried unanimously, to close
the public hearing and approve the following retsotu
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3. Written confirmation of approval by the Harp&thlley Utility District.

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
972-073G is APPROVED (8-0):

The property falls within the “Commercial Mixed Concentration (CMC)” policy of the Subarea 13
Plan The Commission determined the CG District is ppropriate on this property given its
immediate proximity to I-24E, a major trunk-line of the CSX railroad, and Interchange City, a
regional center of warehousing and distribution.”

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Plangi€ommission that Proposal No.
88P-058G is givemMPPROVAL OF PUD CANCELLATION REQUIRING COUNCIL
CONCURRENCE (8-

0). The following condition applies:

Approval by the Metropolitan Council.”

Zone Change Proposal No. 97Z-074G
Map 143, Parcel 20

Subarea 6 (1996)

District 35 (Lineweaver)

A request to change from R40 District to R20 Dittdertain property abutting the north margin
of State

Highway 100, opposite Old Hickory Boulevard (24c2es), requested by Gary Batson,
appellant, for Bill

Kantz, owner.

Proposal No. 97P-030G
Townhomes of Warner Park
Map 143, Parcel 20
Subarea 6 (1996)

District 35 (Lineweaver)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a negsidential Planned Unit Development
District abutting

the northwest margin of Highway 100, 400 feet neait of Old Hickory Boulevars acres),
classified

R40 and proposed for R20, to permit the developrae86 Townhomes and three single-family
lots,

requested by Batson and Associates, for RadnorlB@went Corporation, owners.

Mr. Delaney stated this proposal fell within théural conservation policy in the Subarea 6
Plan. It is the intent of the natural conservatiolicy to protect and preserve the steep slopes,
natural vegetation and drainage systems. Howeweplan states if access can be accomplished
without major grading or removal of native vegetativalleys and accessible ridges may
accommodate up to 4 dwelling units per acre. Thopgsal for a total of 98 units, on twenty-

five acres, results in an overall density of 3.9&Hing units per acre.
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Resolution No. 97-601
The intent of this plan is to cluster 95 townhordew/n on the flatter portion of the site and to
develop three single family lots on the ridges.ubl right-of-way will run across the CSX
railroad and will be stubbed out to either endhef development to provide access to the
adjacent properties. Staff feels this is in keepuitly the long range goal of the interconnection
of properties, given the access restraints of Hwlslopes and the crossing of the railroad. Staff
is recommending approval of both the zone chanddflaresidential PUD.
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Resolution No. 97-601

Ms. Nielson asked if they had plans to do anythiit the property between Highway 100 and

the railroad.

Mr. Delaney stated they were not and that propsey owned by the Parks Department.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated this property had come befaéark Board on at least three
occasions. The first occasion they requested & flo@ easement, which was granted. Then
they came back and wanted 27 more feet and they re&rred to the Planning Commission to
present their plans or plat, because they hadar dnything with it. None of this current
proposal the Commission is considering today has Ipeesented to anyone at the Park Board.
The Friends of Warner Parks have an interest beaafuhie impact of the townhouses and
single family houses on the adjacent park. He saidould like for the Commission to have
more consideration of this whereby the Friends afvér Park could discuss the plan with the
developer. There are also concerns from the FipaBment and other emergency equipment
agencies as it relates to the railroad. He reqdeébz2eCommission defer action on the PUD and
the zone change proposal until The Friends of WaPagk and the Park Board review the site
plans.

Mr. Lawson seconded Mr. Bodenhamer’s motion.

Chairman Smith stated this proposal was not orivileaty -eight day cycle and it could be
deferred.

Councilmember Clifton stated he was very interegtashat The Friends of Warner Park think

about this proposal and that he could not appro¥eéhey had concerns. But in light of the fact

Council might be considering skipping the Novemgaeblic hearing it may cause a long delay.

He said he had rather see this approved or disepgrand ask the Council to re-refer it back to
the Commission.

Chairman Smith stated he would agree with that gxdoe the fact that a member of the
Commission who also sits on the Park Board hasastqd deferral because the development
never has been presented to the Parks Board.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated it was not this exact proposeause the entrance was at a different
location and they have moved the entrance from evtiexy were granted the easement to
another location.

Mr. Owens stated the existing driveway into theparty crosses the Park property and there

had been discussions about widening that driveway faublic street and in doing that it would
require additional easement from the Park Boartlelnof that they have opted to realign this
project so their street comes directly Out to Higpvt00 at another location thereby avoiding
crossing of the Parks property.

Chairman Smith stated that one entrance would tvngeall the people living in this whole
area and asked how many people would be livingetaad crossing that railroad track.

Mr. Owens stated it was staff’s intention not tedgust one crossing. By joining adjacent
developments there are also access points at Ddilerand also at Highway 70 South. In
future plans there will be four interconnected estiseo serve the entire area.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated he was still concerned wghcoordination with The Friends of Warner
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Resolution No. 97-601
Park to try to work out the impact and see exaetigt is going to happen in that area. If it is
possible this should be deferred.

Ms. Warren stated she felt the entrance had besmgelal to make the development more
beneficial to The Friends of Warner Park and defgrthis would unduly delay the project.

Mr. Manier stated it looked like the developer lulhe everything he was supposed to do and it

is not the Commission’s position to hold him ofti@finitely to satisfy any whim that we might
have. There is still the next stage of screenimgtfe final approval.
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Resolution No. 97-601

Ms. Eleanor Willis, Executive Director of The Framnof Warner Park, stated she had just found
out three days ago that this plan had been filedin€ilmember Lineweaver had asked the
developer to contact The Friends of Warner Pankfiloe very beginning. Her concerns
consisted of increasing density around the parér pite lines along the highway and the
increased amount of traffic. The Friends of Warark would like to have some time to judge
what the impact on the park would be and would ksit down with the developer and have
them explain the plan.

Mr. Gary Batson, representing the developer, stiatedpologized for any lack of
communication and the reason they had not gonetioatke Friends of Warner Park was
because the entrance had been moved. The ardaevhiéavily landscaped and a deferral would
be quite a blow to the developer. He said he wbeltiappy to work with The Friends of Warner
Park.

Chairman Smith announced there had been a motiateferral made by Mr. Bodenhamer and
seconded by Mr. Lawson. The motion failed with Hodenhamer, Mr. Lawson and Ms.
Nielson voting in favor of the deferral and Mr. Heon, Ms. Warren, Mr. Manier, Chairman
Smith and Councilmember Clifton voting in oppogitito the deferral.

Mr. Manier moved and Ms. Warren seconded the mptmapprove the following resolution:
The motion carried with Mr. Harbison, Ms. Warren;. Mlanier, Chairman Smith and
Councilmember Clifton in favor and with Mr. Bodemher, Mr. Lawson and Ms. Nielson in
opposition

Resolution No. 97-602

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Zone Change Proposal No.
972-

074G is APPROVED (5-3):

This property falls within the “Natural Conservatio n (NC)” policy (calling for low intensity
residential uses) in the Subarea 6 Plan. The intewtf the NC policy is to protect and preserve steep
slopes. The Subarea 6 Plan acknowledges that defestup to four (4) dwelling units per acre may be
achieved if access to this site can occur withoutraajor disturbance of the steep slopes, and
clustering of development occurs on the flatter aras.

The associated Residential PHD is accomplishing alf these NC policy objectives which justify
densities closer to four (4) dwelling units per a@. The associated 1120 District falls within the
desired density range, and is consistent with thaigounding zoning pattern of this area.”

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Plangi@ommission that Proposal No.
97P-030G is given CONDITIONAPRELIMINARY APPROVAL (5-3). The following condition s

apply:

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

2. Written confirmation of approval from CSX Transtation of the proposed public railroad
crossing. The developer shall be responsible farosits associated with this proposed railroad
crossing.

3. Written confirmation of approval by the Harpé#&talley Utility District.
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Resolution No. 97-601

4, A geotechnical study shall be performed pricang final approval.

5. The applicant shall demonstrate adequate siterdistat the proposed T-intersection, prior to
any final approval.”
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Resolution No. 97-601

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal Nos. 84-87-P and 97P-028Bublic Hearing)
Hill Top Village

Map 163, Parcels 344 and 358

Subarea 13 (1997)

District 29 (Holloway)

A request to cancel a portion of the Commercialngal) Planned Unit Development District
(84-87-P, The Crossings), and to grant prelimiregogroval for a Commercial (Neighborhood)
Planned Unit Development District abutting the beaist quadrant of Mt. View Road and Old
Franklin Road2.35 acres), classified AR2a and R10, to permit the ldgweent of a
convenience market and a day care center, requiegtellEC, Inc., for Bud Hill, owner.

Mr. Delaney stated the portion of the PUD to beceded was a remnant piece that was left over
as a result of the realignment of the Mt. View Raad Old Franklin Road intersection.

The new Commercial Neighborhood PUD will permit tlevelopment of sales and service
facility and a day care facility. Although this jperty falls within residential medium high

policy in the Subarea 13 Plan this site is worthgansideration of convenience scale activity. It
is located at the intersection of two collectord®ait is oriented towards an existing office
distribution facility, it is on the edge of a deoping area of single and multi-family housing and
a large land area to the southwest policed for wéage of commercial activity. Therefore, this
site is uniquely situated and staff recommendsa@brof the cancellation of the remnant
portion of the PUD and also of the new Commercigighborhood PUD.

No one was present to speak at the public hearing.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theampthich carried unanimously, to
approve the

following resolution:
Resolution No. 97-603

“BE H' RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comriisn that Proposal Nos. 84-87-P;
97P-028U is give\PPROVAL FOR CANCELLATION OF A PORTION OF THE CROSS INGS
PUD, 84-87-P, REQUIRING COUNCIL APPROVAL; AND CONDI TIONAL APPROVAL OF
THE NEW COMMERCIAL PUD 97P-028U (8-0). The following conditions apply:

1. Approval by the Metropolitan Council of the caliation of a portion of The Crossings PUD
(Proposal No. 84-87-P).

2. Written confirmation of preliminary approval frothe Stormwater Management and the
Traffic Engineering Sections of the Metropolitandaetment of Public Works.

3. The recording of a boundary plat.”
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Commissioner Lawson left at 4:00, at this pointhe agenda.

Proposal No. 130-85-P
Norwalk Furniture (Northside Festival)
Map 26-15, Part of Parcel 4
Subarea 4 (1993)
District 10 (Garrett)

A request for final approval for a portion of ther@mercial (General) Planned Unit
Development District abutting the southwest cofeBallatin Pike and Northside Drive (0.55
acres), classified R20, to permit the developmé&pt430 square feet of general retail, requested
by Littlejohn Engineering Associates, Inc., for @ka L. Jones, owner.

Mr. Delaney stated there were no technical issoedved with this PUD. It would have been
typically approved on the consent agenda; howekesugh no fault of the applicant, Water
Services has not completed the sewer capacity stutiye.

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

Resolution No. 97-604

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comuiien that Proposal No. 130-85-P is
given CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL FOR A PORTION (8-0). The following conditions

apply:

1. Written confirmation of final approval from tistormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan Departn@rRublic Works.

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat upbe posting of a bond for all necessary road
improvements as required by the Metropolitan Depant of Public Works and all water and
sewer line extensions as required by the MetramolRepartment of Water Services.

3. Written confirmation of the payment of the nesgeg sewer capacity charge.”

Proposal No. 88P-039U

Blakemore Associates, Lots 2 and 6
Map 104-8, Parcels 419 and 136
Subarea 10 (1994)

District 18 (Clifton)

A request to revise the approved final plan foogtipn of the Commercial (General) Planned
Unit

Development District abutting the west margin ofiilBvenue South, approximately 70 feet
north of

Wedgewood Avenue (0.71 acres), classified RM6 gtonit the development of an 11,400
square foot

office (Lot 2) and the addition of 1,300 squaret fafeoffice (Lot 6), Littlejohn Engineering
Associates,

Inc., Patrick Joseph Music and The Fitzgerald iathmpany, owners.

Mr. Delaney stated this Commercial Pill) is locatgthin a Neighborhood Conservation
Overlay District and the applicant has met with ithstoric Commission staff and has received
preliminary approval of the proposed addition afl e®the proposed new structure. There is a
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Commissioner Lawson left at 4:00, at this pointhe agenda.
condition of this final approval that the Histo@ommission give approval of this proposal.

Mr. Steve Clifton, with Littlejohn Engineering, gadetails of the sizes and uses of the
buildings.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the prtivhich carried unanimously, to
approve the following resolution:
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Commissioner Lawson left at 4:00, at this pointhe agenda.

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 90-86-P is
given CONDITIONAL APPROVAL (8-0). The following condition applies:

Written confirmation of preliminary approval fronhda Stormwater Management and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan DepartnerRublic Works.”

Proposal No. 97P-021U

Council Bill No. 097-8 13
Amalie Corner

Map 161, Parcel 133 Subarea 12 (1997)

District 30 (Hollis)
A request to grant preliminary approval for a nesn@nercial (Neighborhood) Planned Unit
Development District located at the northeast coafi@®ld Hickory Boulevard and Amalie
Drive (5.1 acres), classified R20, to permit the developméat 2,600 square foot retail
building, requested by Dale and Associates, for B Revelopment, owners. (Re-referred from
Metro Council 7/1/97). (Disapproved by the Plann@gmmission as contrary to the General
Plan 5/15/97).

Mr. Delaney stated this proposal was a re-refdromh Council. On May 15tbf this year the
Commission recommended disapproval of this propasalbontrary to the General Plan because
the Commission felt that locating commercial atyit this location was too close to the
existing concentration of commercial activity ag tdolensville Pike and Old Hickory

Boulevard intersection. The Commission also exges®ncern about the potential of strip
commercializing Old Hickory Boulevard from NolenkiPike to this corner. Staff recommends
the Commission uphold its previous disapprovalagrary to the General Plan.

Ms. Carol Sole spoke in opposition to the propasal expressed concerns regarding intrusion
and traffic.

Mr. Kevin Estes, petitioner, stated the develogat & very heated meeting with approximately
100 residents in opposition and agreed at thatt pinto continue with the proposal. He said
the developer asked the neighborhood what theydwactept on the site and they suggested
small offices which would not be so intensive. l&eal the Commission if they would consider
changing the zoning on this site to OP in the #itur

Chairman Smith stated that entire area was zorsdergtial and the Commission’s position was
that it was contrary to the General Plan to putking there that was contrary to the policy.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Bodenhamer secondednibtéon, which carried with
Councilmember Clifton in opposition, to approve thkowing resolution:

Resolution No. 97-606

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that Proposal No. 97P-021U
LU REAFFIRMS PREVIOUS DISAPPROVAL AS CONTRARY TO THE G ENERAL PLAN (6-1):

This property falls within ‘Residential Medium’ pol icy of the Subarea 12 Plan. The Commission
upheld the previous determination that the proposedommercial development did not meet the
qualifying criteria for unmapped commercial policy and would contribute to strip zoning along the
Old Hickory Boulevard Corridor.”
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Resolution No. 97-605

Proposal No. 97P-032G

Bent Tree Manor
Map 52-6, Parcel 13

Subarea 4 (1993)
District 8 (Hart)

A request to grant preliminary approval for a needRced Site Size Residential Planned Unit
Development District abutting the east margin déudld Drive, approximately 370 feet north
of Rothwood Avenue (2.68 acres), classified R1@eawamit the development of 11 single-
family lots, requested by Dale and Associates\Warren Campbell, owner.

Mr. Delaney stated this proposal was located witesidential medium policy in the Subarea 4
Plan, which allows 4 to 9 dwelling units per acrhis proposal for 11 single family lots on
2.68 acres results in an overall density of 4.1@ltimg units per acre. All technical issues have
been worked out and staff is recommending approval.

Chairman Smith stated Councilmember Hart had ast@@€ommission to defer this proposal.

Mr. Delaney stated that currently this is one propeith an existing house and they plan to
bring in a public street to serve the additionaldts.

Mr. Kevin Estes stated the property owner was oy experienced in this business and that
he probably never thought about calling Councilmernttart. He stated he would call the
property owner and tell him to give Councilmembert-h call.

Chairman Smith stated he felt this could be exgldito Councilmember Hart.

Councilmember Clifton stated it was not up to tlernission to defer contrary to what the
owner wants and if it meets the technical requirgsthe Commission has to approve it.

Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Ms. Warren seconded thi®@maevhich carried unanimously, to
approve the following resolution:
Resolution No. 97-607

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comusien that Proposal No. 97P-032G is
given CONDITIONAL PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (7-0):
The following conditions apply:

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

2. Prior to submittal of a final plan, a flood spughall be completed to determine the actual
100 year flood elevation and to establish finisfiedr elevations for the affected lots.”

Preliminary Plats: SUBDIVISIONS:
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Resolution No. 97-605

Subdivision No. 97S-276{Public Hearing)
Summitt Hills Subdivision

Map 91-13, Parcels 121-123 and Part of Parcel 120
Subarea 7(1994)
District 22 (Holt)

A request for preliminary approval for 17 lots amg the west margin of Newton Avenue,
approximately

315 feet north of Twin Street (4.0 acres), clasdifivithin the R8 District, requested by Eller
and Olson

Stone Company, owner, The Resource Foundation|afsare Wamble and Associates,
surveyor.

Mr. Stuncard stated Sununit Street is currentlyiouilt road. It will be built through the
proposed subdivision terminating at the propertyriatary with a temporary paved turnaround
and easement. This is occurring in a fashion irotd anticipate a future extension of Summit
Street through to Stevenson Street and staff mmewending approval.

Mr. Brian Parrott, representing the developer gstdhe goal is to develop 17 units at affordable
prices to gear toward families with low to mediumaémes and asked the Commission for
approval.

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

Resolution No. 97-608

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that the Preliminary plan of
Subdivision N097S-276U, is granted APPROVAL.”

Final Pints:

Subdivision No. 965-428U
Sutherland Heights, Sectién
Resubdivision of Lot 171

Map 62-11, Parcel 8
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 15 (Dale)

A request to subdivide one lot into two lots amgtithe northwest corner of Alvinwood Drive
and

Western Hills Drive (1.42 acres), classified wittire RI5 District, requested by D. Sidney and
Sandra A.

Marcy, owners/developers, E. P. Hall, surveyor.féDed from meeting of 7/10/97).

Mr. Stuncard stated staff was recommending conthtiapproval with a waiver to the radial lot
line provision and subject to posting a performamaed for roadway construction. This is a
request to resubdivide an existing residentiahlohg an unimproved street right-of-way. With
this application, the property owner is proposimganstruct Alvinwood Drive from Western
Hills to a point approximately 50 feet across ttunfage of lot number 2. This constitutes
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Resolution No. 97-605
around 200 feet of new construction at a cost of
$11,000.00.

For newly developing subdivisions, the Subdivisitegulations require a property owner or
developer to construct streets to the boundarhi@tubdivision. If applied to this case, the
owner would have to construct Alvinwood Drive alahg full frontage of lots number 1 and
number 2, which would equate to approximately 48# df road construction at a cost of
$22,000.00. Staff recommends the 200 foot roadtoact®on proposed by the applicant and
suggested the remainder of Alvinwood Drive be caeséd by
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Resolution No. 97-605

the owner of the lot along the south margin of #tiget if that property owner resubdivides in a
similar fashion.

The non radial lot line is a result of constructaglittle of the street as possible. Staff dods no
take issue with the lot line because of the berefitwly constructed street in an existing public
right-of-way by a private individual would have. daldition, if the lot line was radial, lot

number 2 would fail to meet the minimum area reguients in relation to zoning.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theanpthich carried unanimously, to
approve the

following resolution:

Resolution No. 97409

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commis sion that the Preliminary plan of
Subdivision N0.96S-428U, igrranted CONDITIONAL APPROVAL with a variance (Subdi vision
Regulation 2-6.2.2D.(5) and subject to posting a germance bond in the amount of $11,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-209U

Noble Hills

Map 59-13, Parcels 9, 11,163, 172 and 73
Subarea 3 (1992)

District 2 (Black)

A request to create 18 lots abutting the northwestgin of Hummingbird Drive, 700 feet east
of Pheasant Drive (5.72 acres), classified withmRiO District, requested by IAB, Inc.,
owner/developer, IDE Associates, Inc., surveyor.

Mr. Stuncard stated staff was unable to delivasc@mmendation since the Department of
Public Works has not reviewed this application wnttine 28 day cycle. The original
construction plan submitted to Public Works wersptaced. Planning Staff was advised by
Public Works, at the design review meeting on Mgndaly.st that the review was proceeding
accordingly. Staff was advised today the review wainished and no bond amount could be
calculated. This is a final plat for which bonde aequired; therefore, staff recommends the
Commission defer this matter for two weeks to ghe Department of Public Works more time
to calculate bond amounts.

Mr. Manier moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motichich carried unanimously, to defer
this matter until all review was final

Subdivision No. 97S-264A
Cloverhill, Section 9, Lot 745
Map 96-14, Parcel 74
Subarea 14 1996)

District 14 (Stanley)

A request to amend the front setback line frome&f fo 40 feet on a lot abutting the north
margin of

Twin Lawn Drive, approximately 460 feet west of édl Road (.28 acres), classified within the
RS 10

District, requested by James M. and Karen L. Legavs/developers.

Mr. Stuncard stated this application had been wéthvd at the request of the applicant. It has
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Resolution No. 97-605
been determined that the revised request is awalllie@ obstruction as per zoning requirements.
Therefore, the setback line does not have to bendetk
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Resolution No. 97-605

Subdivision No. 91S-039U
Woodland Hills, Phase Two, Section One

Vista Mortgage and Realty Company, principal

Located abutting the north margin of Paragon Mitead and the southerly boundary of 1-24
South.

Mr. Stuncard recommended disapproval and statedionle should be completed by September
15, 1997 under the current letter of credit. Héestdouildout is at 89%.

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

Resolution No. 97-610

“BE H' RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comrsiisn that it hereby DISAPPROVES
the request for extension of a performance bon&édidivision No. 91S-039U, Bond No.
92BD-050, Woodland Hills, Phase Two, Section One @uthorizes collection if all work is not
complete by 9/15/97.

Subdivision No. 95P-015G
New Hope Pointe, Phase One, Section One
Robert E. Earheart, principal

Located abutting the southwest margin of Cape Htams and New Hope Road.

Mr. Stuncard stated staff was recommending disaggbrand completion of improvements
should be required by October 1, 1997 under theentitetter of credit. He stated buildout is at
100%.

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

Resolution No. 97-611

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsiisn that it herebpISAPPROVES

the request for extension of a performance bond ford&igion No. 95P-0 I5G, Bond No.
96BD-05 1, New Hope Pointe, Phase One, Sectionitihee amount of $38,500 and authorizes
collection if all work is not complete by 10/1/97.

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 97M-079U
Gay Street Closure
Map 93-1

Subarea 9 (1991)
District 19 (Sloss)
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Request for Bond Extension

A mandatory referral from the Department of Pullllorks proposing the closure of Gay Street
between Fifth Avenue North and its western termimeguested by Councilmember Julius
Sloss. (Easements are to be retained).
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Request for Bond Extension

Ms. Regen stated staff was recommending disappodvhke request as submitted. Staff is
recommending closure of a portion of the streanfeopoint 50 feet west of the eastern property
line of the Capital Towers Condominium. The Capitalvers Condominium development has
only street frontage on the segment of Gay Sttestis being proposed for closure. In order to
meet the Subdivision Regulations there must beeB0df the condominium’s frontage along the
existing right-of-way that must be retained. Publiorks and the Traffic Engineer have
reviewed this proposal and there is no problem thithstreet being needed for traffic flow
purposes. Based on conversations with the Pubdipd?ty Administrator staff would like to
advise the Commission the street right-of-way véllert to the abutting property owners to the
center line of the street. All relevant public iyilagencies and Metro departments were notified
of the proposed closure and no objections werednmtevided the public utility and drainage
easements are retained.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Harbison seconded theampthich carried unanimously, to
approve the

following resolution:

Resolution No. 97412

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that it DISAPPROVES (7-0)
Proposal

No. 97M-079U.

While the Planning Commission is supportive of th@bjective of this street closure to provide
additional parking opportunities for the Capitol Towers Condominiums (located on Parcel No. 93-1-
90), the complete closure of this street, as proped, would leave the Capitol Towers property
without adequate street frontage, a violation of Sgion 2-4.2A of the Subdivision Regulations. All
property must be provided a minimum of 50’ of public street frontage. As an alternative to a closure
of the entire street, the Planning Commission recomends_Approval of a partial closure,
commencing at a point 50 feet west of the easternost property line of the Capitol Towers property
(see attached plan). The Commission further notesiat questions still remain regarding to whom the
former right-of-way would revert if Gay Street is dosed given that two other properties currently
front portions of this street.”

OTHER BUSINESS:
1. Legislative Update

Mr. Owens and Councilmember Clifton provided anatpdn the current legislative status of
items

previously considered by the Commission.

PLATS PROCESSED ADMINISTRATIVELY:
July 10, 1997 through July 23, 1997
97S-229U JOHN B. COWDEN'S 4th SUBDIVISION
Shifting interior lot line
97S-241G JOE SMITH PROPERTY
Recording one parcel as one lot
97S-265G POPLAR CREEK ESTATES, Phase 3, Section B,
Resub division of Lots 7 and 8
Minor shift of interior lot line between two platidots
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Request for Bond Extension

97S-262U GIDDISH SUBDIVISION, First Revision
Reconfigured two platted lots
97S-210U FAIRFIELD NASHVILLE at MUSIC CITY USA, Phase 1, Bld g. 11
Defines phase boundary of residential condominium
97S-248U OXTON HILL, First Revision
Reduces the width of an unimproved utility and dainage easement
97S-010U LONE OAK CONDOMINIUM
Two unit condominium plat
97S-249U G. P. ROSE SUBDIVISION
One Industrial lot into two lots
97S-267G GRISHAM SUBDIVISION
One lot into two lots

Chairman Smith stated he had been approached aftehe Subarea 9 Public Hearing by a member of the ptaing
team and was asked to have lunch with him to heahe other side of the plan. He said he would like timvite him to
have lunch with the Commission, Thursday, July 3 Is and hear the presentation to understand the is&s and give
suggestions to staff of things the Commission feedse obviously not in the draft.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, upon motion madeseconded and passed, the meeting adjourned at 5:10
p.m.

Chairman

Minute approval:
This day of August, 1997

Secte Ca /
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