MINUTES
OF THE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
Date:  August 7, 1997

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

Roll Call
Present: Absent:
Gilbert N. Smith, Chairman Mayor Phil Bredesen
Arnett Bodenhamer Councilmember Stewart Giifto
William Harbison James Lawson
William Manier Ann Nielson

Stephen Smith
Marilyn Warren

Others Present:

Executive Office:

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

Current Planning & Design Division:

Ed Owens, Planning Division Manager
Shawn Henry, Planner llI

Jennifer Regen, Planner llI

Doug Delaney, Planner |

Charles Hiehle, Planning Technician I
Dolores Watson, Secretary |

Community Plans Division:

Chris Hall, Planner |

Debbie Frank, Planner |

Jennifer Uken, Planner |

Advance Planning and Design Division:
Cynthia Lehmbeck, Planner 111

April Alperin, Planner |
Jackie Blue, Planner |



Others Present:

Rachel Allen, Legal Department
Jim Armstrong, Public Works

Chairman Smith called the meeting to order.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Mr. Owens announced 97S-285U, Rains Avenue Prppant 97S-286U, Canby Court, have both been
withdrawn by the applicant. Mr. Owens also st&1€8-287G, Holt Hills, had an error in the captiol a
should state that it is a public hearing.
Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Mr. Manier seconded thisomowhich unanimously passed, to adopt the
agenda with the above changes.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF DEFERRED ITEMS

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

97S-253U Deferred indefinitely, by applicant.
97S-283G Deferred two weeks, by applicant.

Mr. Manier moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded thisomowhich unanimously passed, to defer the
items listed above.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Stephen Smith secondedrtotion, which unanimously passed, to approve
the minutes of the meeting of July 24, 1997.
RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS
Councilmember James Dillard and Councilmember Bftemley were both present.
Councilmember Tim Garrett spoke in favor of 97S-@7%hd stated this is definitely a hardship situatio
He requested the Commission approve the requesigask a variance to the minimum required road
frontage.
ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Manier seconded the emptivhich unanimously carried, to approve the
following items on the consent agenda.



APPEAL CASES:

Appeal Case No. 97B-148U
Map 147-6, Parcel 143
Subarea 12 (1997)

District 26 (Arriola)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevigions of Section 17.116.030 (Floodplain), asinesy
by Section 17.124.030, to construct a 288 squaredetached garage and deck in the floodplaineérRh0
District, on property abutting the west margin afinftondson Pike (0.57 acres), requested by William
Lankford, appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 97-613

“BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Coission offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 97B-148U to the Board of Zoning éqdp:

The site plan satisfies the conditional use critesi (6-0).”

Appeal Case No. 97B-152U
Map 85, Parcel 32

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 14 (Stanley)

A request for a conditional use permit under ttevjgions of Section 17.124.120 (Community Assembly)
as required by Section 17.124.030, to construcd@8square foot addition to the existing buildimghe
R10 District, on property abutting the south margfiebanon Pike (14.9 acres), requested by YMCA,
appellant/owner.

Resolution No. 97-614

"BE IT RESOLVED that the Metropolitan Planning Comsion offers the following recommendation for
Appeal Case No. 97B-152U to the Board of Zoning égdp:

The site plan complies with the conditional use cria (6-0).

Said approval is subject to compliance with allendf the Metropolitan Government and the State of
Tennessee."

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 94-71-G
Bellevue Mall

Map 128, Parcel 148
Subarea 6 (1996)
District 23 (Crafton)

A request to revise a portion of the final site @epment plan of the Commercial (General) Planned U
Development District located abutting the north gimiof Memphis Bristol Highway, west of Sawyer
Brown Road (11.71 acres), to permit the temporaggtion of a 1,500 square foot press trailer and an
11,400 square foot office building as part of tlenilessee Oilers training facility, requested bgt,Ha
Freeland and Roberts, for Baptist Hospital, owners.



Resolution No. 97-615

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 94-71-G is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF REVISION TO FINAL FOR A PHA SE (6-0) : The following
conditions apply:

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

2. The approval of the temporary Press Trailer@ffite Building is for a two year period.”

Proposal No. 84-87-P

The Crossings at Hickory Hollow

Map 163, Parcels 142, 147, 150, 190, 215, 323,
338, 339, 345, 346, 354, 361-363 and 367

Map 174, Parcels 25, 26.1, 27, 28, 101, 174,
176, 193, 195 and 196

Subarea 13 (1997)

District 28 (Hall)

A request to revise the approved preliminary s@eetbpment plan of the Commercial (General) Planned
Unit Development District located abutting the $ootargin of Mt. View Road and both sides of Crogsin
Boulevard (165.96 acres), classified R10, to remgasquare footage distributions in this multipieRUD,
to permit the development of a 122,400 squareretail garden center and to add 15,000 squarefeet
floor area to the existing Christian Network Int&ional Facility, requested by Hodgson and Doudtas,
American General Realty Investment Corporation, engn

Resolution No. 97-616

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 84-87-P is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY ( 6-0): The following conditions
apply:

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

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat and posting of all required bonds with any applicable
final approval.”

Proposal No. 97P-034U
Martha O’'Bryan Center
Map 93-4, Part of Parcel 73
Subarea 5 (1994)

District 6 (Beehan)

A request to revise the approved final site devalept plan for the Residential Planned Unit Develepm
District located abutting the east margin of Sdsélventh Street, north of South Eighth Court (1 &8s,
classified RM8, to permit the development of a PB,Square foot addition to the existing community
center facility, requested by CESP, Inc., for MDHyner.

Resolution No. 97-617

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 97P-034U is given
CONDITIONAL FINAL APPROVAL (6-0): The following condition applies:



Written confirmation of final approval from the towater Management and the Traffic Engineering
Sections of the Metropolitan Department of Publiorié.”

SUBDIVISIONS:
Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 96S-432U

Commodore Products, Resubdivision (First Revision)
Map 120, Parcels 37 and 156

Subarea 13 (1997)

District 13 (French)

A request to increase a public utility easemer@Qdeet at adjoining property line abutting thetheast
margin of Murfreesboro Pike, approximately 250 femitheast of McGavock Pike (10.0 acres), claskifie
within the IR District, requested by T & W Partnessvner/developer, Cherry Land Surveying, surveyor.

Resolution No. 97-618

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliBhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 96S-432U, is grantsdONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performan ce bond in the
amount of $44,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-209U

Noble Hills

Map 59-13, Parcels 9, 11, 163, 172 and 173
Subarea 3 (1992)

District 2 (Black)

A request to create 18 lots abutting the northwesaigin of Hummingbird Drive, 700 feet east of Plaeds
Drive (5.72 acres), classified within the R10 Dtrrequested by IAB, Inc., owner/developer, IDE
Associates, Inc., surveyor. (Deferred from meetih@/24/97).

Resolution No. 97-619

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that thelifhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 97S-209U, is grantedONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performan ce bond in the
amount of $183,500.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-215G

Granwood Village (PUD Boundary and Subdivision Plat
Map 64, Parcel 104

Subarea 14 (1996)

District 11 (Wooden)

A request to create three lots abutting the norsthwerner of Granwood Boulevard and Old Hickory
Boulevard (11.98 acres), classified within the R@nmercial Planned Unit Development District,
requested by Granwood Village, LLC, owner/develpBarge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, Inc.,
surveyor. (Deferred from meeting of 7/24/97).

Resolution No. 97-620




“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliBhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 97S-215G, is grant€dONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performan ce bond in the
amount of $406,000.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-242U
RDR Property, L.P.

Map 106-9, Parcel 72
Subarea 11 (1993)
District 19 (Sloss)

A request to subdivide one parcel into two lotsttbg the northwest corner of Fiber Glass Road Rolk
Avenue (6.91 acres), classified within the IR Ditfrrequested by RDR, Limited Partnership,
owner/developer, Cherry Land Surveying, surveyor.

Resolution No. 97-621

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that thelifhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 97S-242U, is grantedONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performan ce bond in the
amount of $59,200.00.”

Subdivision No. 97S-284U
Village of Cherry Glen, Phase 3
Map 131-6-A, Part of Parcel 16
Subarea 10 (1994)

District 33 (Turner)

A request to create 30 lots abutting the west masfiiCompton Trace and both margins of Cumberland
Place (5.78 acres), classified within the R15 Rardidl Planned Unit Development District, requedigd
Cherry Glen Partners, L.P., owner/developer, Craesvi@and Surveyors, surveyor.

Resolution No. 97-622

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that theliBhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 97S-284U, is grantadONDITIONAL APPROVAL subject to posting a performan ce bond in the
amount of $172,200.00.”

Request for Bond Extension:

Subdivision No. 5-73-G
Music Valley PUD
William E. Oaks, principal

Located abutting the west margin of Music ValleyM@r approximately 312 feet west of Music Valley
Drive.

Resolution No. 97-623

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that it herebAPPROVESthe request
for extension of a performance bond for Subdivigitm 5-73-G, Bond No. 94BD-110, Music Valley PUD
in the amount of $9,000 to 10/1/97 subject to stitafdf a letter from the American Home Assurance
Company by/21/97agreeing to the extensioRailure of principal to provide amended security
documents shall be grounds for collection withoutdrther notification.”



Subdivision No. 18-84-U
Village of Cherry Glen, Phase Two
Cherry Glen Partners, L.P., principal
Located abutting both margins of Cherry Plum Caapfproximately 86 feet south of Cherry Laurel Court

Resolution No. 97-624

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision N&»84-U, Bond No. 95BD-088, Village of Cherry
Glen, Phase Two, in the amount of $13,000 to Y9/ 5ubject to submittal of an amendment to the
present Letter of Credit 8/1/97which extends its expiration date to 5/15/B8ilure of principal to
provide amended security documents shall be grounder collection without further natification.

Subdivision No. 75-87-P
River Glen, Phase Four, Section One
Julius Doochin, principal

Located abutting both margins of Benay Road, apprately 150 feet northwest of Allandee Street.

Resolution No. 97-625

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision R&87-P, Bond No. 96BD-012, River Glen, Phase
Four, Section One in the amount of $64,600 to &35/

Subdivision No. 95P-031G
Wexford Downs, Section One
Wexford Downs, LLC, principal

Located abutting the northeast corner of Holt Raad Edmondson Pike.

Resolution No. 97-626

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision 8&P-031G, Bond No. 96BD-052, Wexford Downs,
Section One, in the amount of $628,750 to 8/1(#8ext to submittal of an amendment to the present
Letter of Credit by9/21/97which extends its expiration date to 2/1/88ilure of principal to provide
amended security documents shall be grounds for dettion without further notification.”

Subdivision No. 95S5-307U
Anton Place
Regency Group LLC, principal

Located abutting the east terminus of Anton Drajgproximately 600 feet east of Creekside Drive

Resolution No. 97-627

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision 8&5-307U, Bond No. 96BD-029, Anton Place, in the
amount of $36,750 to 8/1/98 subject to submittaimBimendment to the present Letter of Credit by
9/21/97which extends its expiration date to 2/1/88ilure of principal to provide amended security
documents shall be grounds for collection withoutdtrther notification.”



Subdivision No. 96S-099U
Marchetti Company Property
Marchetti Company, principal
Located abutting the north margin of Belton Drikefween Davidson Road and Alfred Drive.

Resolution No. 97-628

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision 8&5-099U, Bond No. 95BD-037, Marchetti Company
Property, in the amount of $20,000 to 8/1/98 stitfie submittal of an amendment to the presenetett
Credit by9/21/97which extends its expiration date to 2/1/B@ilure of principal to provide amended
security documents shall be grounds for collectiowithout further notification.

Subdivision No. 96S-138G
Oakhaven, Section One
C & C Building and Development Company, principal

Located abutting the west margin of Sawyer Browad®@pproximately 1,710 feet south of Old Charlotte
Pike.

Resolution No. 97-629

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsi@n that it herebAPPROVES the request for
extension of a performance bond for Subdivision 885-138G, Bond No. 96BD-042, Oakhaven, Section
One in the amount of $55,000 to 8/1/98.

MANDATORY REFERRALS:

Proposal No. 97M-081G

Council Bill No. O97-846

Sale of Property Located on Whites Creek Pike
Map 22, Part of Parcel 91

Subarea 1 (1992)

District 1 (Patton)

A council bill approving the sale to an adjacerparty owner of 1.0781 acres of a 3-acre tracttéztan
Whites Creek Pike that is owned by the MetropolBaard of Education and has been declared surplus.

Resolution No. 97-630

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-081G.”

Proposal No. 97M-082U

Council Bill No. O97-847

Acquisition of Property Located on Shackleford Road
Map 131-4, Part of Parcels 60, 63 and 64

Subarea 10 (1994)

District 25 (Kleinfelter)

A council bill approving the acquisition of righf-way and easements on three properties locatedregar
the intersection of Granny White Pike and Shacktefeoad for Project No. 96-R-8, an intersection
improvement project that will provide turn lanesalitapproaches.



Resolution No. 97-631

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-082U."

Proposal No. 97M-083U

Council Bill No. 0O97-848

Acquisition of Property Located on Glendale Lane
and Lone Oak Road

Map 131-7, Part of Parcels 7 and 119

Map 131-8, Part of Parcel 45

Subarea 10 (1994)

District 25 (Kleinfelter) and District 33 (Turner)

A council bill approving the acquisition of righf-ay and easements on three properties locatedregar
the intersection of Granny White Pike, Lone Oak Raad Glendale Lane for Project No. 96-R-7, an
intersection improvement project that will providen lanes at all approaches to the intersectiod véll
also provide traffic signals.

Resolution No. 97-632

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-083U."

Proposal No. 97M-084U

Council Bill No. 097-849

Transfer of Property to the Metropolitan
Development and Housing Agency

Various Maps and Parcels

Subarea: Various

District: Various

A council bill approving the transfer to the Metadigan Development and Housing Agency, of nine kigp
properties held by the Metropolitan Government acguired due to failure to pay back taxes for nshé
Mayor’s Urban Homestead Program.

Resolution No. 97-633

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-084U."

Proposal No. 97M-085U
Vacant Property Review
Various Maps and Parcels
Subarea: Various
District: Various

A mandatory referral from Metropolitan Developmantl Housing Agency (MDHA) to determine if
residential use of certain properties that weraised through donations, voluntary sales or tramste
from the Metropolitan Government to MDHA is consist with the general plan in accordance with
Ordinance No. 097-780.

Resolution No. 97-634




"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-085U."

Proposal No. 97M-086U

Broadmoor Drive Property Acquisition
Map 61-7, Part of Parcel 128
Subarea 5 (1994)

District 8 (Hart)

A mandatory referral from the Department of Publiorks approving the acquisition of property 5’ wide
and 115’ in length located on Broadmoor Drive n@aHatin Pike intersection for the purpose of sidbw
installation.

Resolution No. 97-635

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that itAPPROVES (6-0)Proposal No.
97M-086U."

This concluded the items on the consent agenda.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

Proposal No. 90P-009U (Public Hearing)
Congregate Housing

Map 129, Part of Parcel 7

Subarea 7 (1994)

District 34 (Fentress)

A request to cancel the undeveloped Residentialnelh Unit Development District located abutting the
north margin of Percy Warner Boulevard, 1,250 feest of Vaughns Gap Road (6.6 acres), classified R8
requested by Nashville Jewish Community Center,eawn

Mr. Delaney stated this residential PUD was oritjyjnapproved in 1990 for an 80 unit congregate care
facility. It has not been developed to date. €hame no technical issues with this cancellatigtaff is
recommending approval. This item is set as a putdaring because it is a cancellation.

No one was present to speak at the public hearing.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Smith seconded the megtichich carried unanimously, to close the public
hearing and approve the following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-636

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsiwn that Proposal No. 90P-009U is given
APPROVAL FOR CANCELLATION REQUIRING COUNCIL CONCURR ENCE (6-0): The
following condition applies:

Approval of this cancellation by the Metropolitao@cil.”

Proposal No. 28-74-U
Petmed Animal Hospital

10



Map 163, Parcel 265
Subarea 12 (1997)
District 31 (Alexander)

A request to revise a portion of the final plartted Commercial (General) Planned Unit Development
District abutting the south margin of Bell Road sivef Cane Ridge Road (.60 acres), to reduce tt#hwif
a scenic landscape easement and add 10 parkingssjoeihe existing veterinarian clinic, requested b
Wade Hill Architect, for Anthony Girone, owner.

Mr. Delaney stated this is a request to permitréuaection of a scenic landscape easement to aflew t
addition of ten parking spaces. Bell Road in #iisa is classified as a six lane scenic artefiake
standards for scenic arterials were revised indatyrof 1996 to require a total of 120 feet of tighway
for a six lane scenic arterial. As it currentlgreds this portion of Bell Road has a total of 1&&t fof right-
of-way. With these additional parking spaces thetiestill remain a 26 foot setback landscapedaare
between that 125 feet of right-of-way and the psmgbparking. There are no technical issues wigh th
proposal and staff is recommending approval withditions.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated there is probably not aitratfidy required for this but with the peak traffiours
he questioned people getting in and out of thefiedysa

Mr. Delaney stated the traffic engineer has revikiwvand they feel this will work as they are cuntig
proposing it.

Mr. Browning stated the application is not propgsamy new curb cuts or changing the existing cuith;c
it is only adding parking space. The questionh&tlver or not the existing curb cuts are propedgexd
for safety reasons. Mr. Browning also stated loaigiht the parking area is designed so that theaqwrkt
break to the east is also available. Mr. Browrstaged the problem Mr. Bodenhamer is referring tihé
result of very high traffic volumes on Bell Road.

Mr. Delaney stated this PUD was designed with glaf exit options to get out.

Mr. Wade Hill, architect, stated the problem they having with the drive now is that 18 wheel trsieke
pulling in off Bell Road and driving over their ldscaped area. He stated the two problems theyyémg t
to solve is to add some additional parking anddp she 18 wheelers.

Mr. Delaney added as currently proposed they wbtiliy the ramp location and size into conformance
with the approved preliminary plan. It is currgntbt in conformance. He stated the traffic engine

approved the reduction of it down to 25 feet whicthe typical commercial width.

Mr. Manier moved and Mr. Harbison seconded the emptivhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-637

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsin that Proposal No. 28-74-U is given
APPROVAL OF REVISION TO FINAL (6-0): The following condition applies:

Written confirmation of final approval from the $towater Management Division of the Department of
Public Works.”

Proposal No. 78-87-P
Fredericksburg

Map 171, Part of Parcel 89
Subarea 12 (1997)

District 32 (Jenkins)
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A request to revise a portion of the preliminatg sievelopment plan of the Residential Planned Unit
Development District abutting the south margin &d Bickory Boulevard opposite Hearthstone Lane,
(34.53 acres), classified R20, to permit the dgualent of 168 multi-family units, requested by Argter-
Delk and Associates, Inc., for Radnor DevelopmesrpGration, owner.

Mr. Delaney stated the currently proposed plansthife location of the townhomes to approximatély 5
feet of separation between the buildings themsedwnesthe back of the single family properties. The
applicant is also proposing a 30 foot landscapereast and a 20 foot landscape easement. As dyrrent
proposed the back of the townhomes will be locatetb 20 feet from the rear of the single-family
properties. There is a creek that runs througltréiess and another drain which runs along the bathkese
single-family lots.

The applicant has increased the setback from appately 15 to 20 feet to about 50 feet for the dhiniys.
They do feel that they are going to disturb somtheftrees along the drain because they are goihgve
to rework the drain in order that the townhomesidbget flooded. That is the concern of the radislen
the existing single family houses that even thatlnghbuildings are being pulled back farther to éase the
separation, that this buffering is going to beutiséd as a result of working that drain and platireg
townhomes on this site. As a result of that a remal these single family lot owners have propaséiird
alternative. There is some open space being pegpiosbetween the two facing townhomes. The single
family lot owners have proposed bringing a singlede-sac in, thereby shifting the location of #thes
townhomes up farther to increase the separatioriapdrhaps leave the majority of these treesdnehs
the buffer between the single-family and the miatiily. The Commission will have to decided whettee
keep the currently approved preliminary master phdrether to approve the plan as proposed by the
developer, or whether or not to approve or loo&raaidditional third option.

Mr. Jay Austin, homeowner, asked to show severnght slides and speak on behalf of saving thelineg
minimizing traffic, and relocating the proposed dos to be built out on Old Hickory Boulevard where
they are not adjacent to single-family dwellindgr. Austin requested deferral for more study.

Mr. Cliff Rudy, homeowner, spoke on behalf of othemeowners regarding saving the tree line. He
requested the Commission defer consideration gl and direct Radnor Homes to get together with
homeowners to listen to their input and come baithk avplan that is amenable to both homeownergand
Radnor Homes.

Mr. Mike Anderson stated that Radnor Homes preskthiis to the Planning Commission for their
consideration back in May and at the request ohthmaeowners association deferred this for several
meetings in order to work with the homeowners assion and the board of the homeowners associion
resolve this. He requested that the Commissiomefar again.

Ms. Cheryl Cruz, homeowner, stated that the homeosvdid not appoint that president of the homeosgner
and that the homeowners association never conghkeldomeowners. She stated that the homeowrers ar
highly upset and were under the impression thaetheuld not be a road connecting the condos toglsom

Mr. Harbison stated he was sensitive to the corsciirat were being expressed but thought they were
concerns between the developer and certain homeswand not the kinds of concerns that the Comrmissio
can deal with or try to resolve as a planning cossions body. He further stated that what is basiged is
something that is probably an improvement with whaready been given preliminary approval.

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

Resolution No. 97-638
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“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsimn that Proposal No. 78-87-P is given
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF A REVISION TO PRELIMINARY F  OR A PHASE (6-0): The
following conditions apply:

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

2. The recording of a final subdivision plat and tlwsting of all required bonds with any subsequenralfi
approval.”

SUBDIVISIONS:

Preliminary Plats:

Subdivision No. 97S-287G

Holt Hills, Section 2A, Resubdivision of Lot 21
Map 180, Parcel 106

Subarea 12 (1997)

District 31 (Alexander)

A request for preliminary approval for six lots #ing the northwest corner of Holt Road and HolldHi
Road (3.05 acres), classified within the R20 Dastriequested by Richard C. Argo, owner/developer,
Anderson-Delk and Associates, Inc., surveyor.

Mr. Henry stated this was a public hearing item aatices were sent to abutting property owners. Mr
Henry explained there is an existing house on thpgrty and it will be retained on this existing l¢le
stated they are creating new lots, four of whicl kidve joint access driveways onto Holt Hills Rpad
which is a collector street. Staff recommends apglras do other departments who have reviewed this

Chairman Smith stated the matter was set for pligaring and called for anyone in the audienceingsh
to speak in favor of the project.

Mike Anderson stated staff has made all the comsnent

Mr. Bodenhamer moved and Mr. Manier seconded thisomowhich carried unanimously, to close the
public hearing and approve the following resolution

Resolution No. 97-639

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that thelifhinary plan of Subdivision
No. 97S-287G, is grantedPPROVAL.”

Final Plats:

Subdivision No. 955-360G

Red Bud Terrace, Resubdivision of Lots 3, 4 and 5
Map 52-5, Parcels 105, 106 and 107

Subarea 4 (1993)

District 8 (Hart)

A request to subdivide three lots into six lotstihg the southeast margin of Red Bud Terrace,

approximately 150 feet northeast of East Pale®maevard (1.38 acres), classified within the R10
District, requested by Doss Hill et al, owners/depers, Bruce Rainey and Associates, surveyor.
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Mr. Henry stated staff is recommending disapprovidie proposal is for six lots and there are thoéese
that exist today. The proposal is to split eactheflots in half, doubling the density. He stateat since
the staff report went out they have learned Redbudly 25 feet in right-of-way width. The plan of
subdivision shows 30 feet. Public Works has cdecdthat. This plan of subdivision does not dedieay
right-of-way necessary to bring this substandamekstup to the minimum of 40 feet in width. In 53Bere
was a subdivision plat creating three lots on {hgosite side of the street which did dedicate rifhwvay.
Staff is recommending that any plan of subdividimmthis side do a comparable dedication of rightvay.

Secondly, when these proposed lot areas and lotaige are compared with the surrounding propeiities,
found that in order to meeting the tests, andwmatld be 75% of the average area in surroundirgy lot
these lots would have to be at least 12,632 sdfeate The proposal is for 10,000 square foot lots.
Frontage, in order to meeting comparability, théoatf the average would be 82 feet and they are
proposing 50 foot wide lots. With the dedicatidnright-of-way that would eliminate one of the latswn
to five and even at five lots that test has beenand found that the areas would only be 12,00@rsgieet
and the frontages would only be 60 feet. Againfe&2 would be the necessary to meet comparabilitye
staff is recommending disapproval for these reasons

Jim Stevens, of Stevens Auction and Realty Compspgke in favor of approving this subdivision.

Mr. Harbison moved and Mr. Manier seconded the emptivhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-640

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 95S-360G, is
DISAPPROVED since the plan of subdivision does not dedicatettaf-way as required for substandard
streets (Subdivision Regulation 2-7.1.A) and damssatisfy the frontage and lot area comparakiist
(Subdivision Regulation 2-4.7)."

Subdivision No. 97S-277A
Lexington Green, Phase 2, Lot 19
Map 131-1-J, Parcel 19

Subarea 7 (1994)

District 34 (Fentress)

A request to encroach into a landscape easemenbara lot abutting the north margin of Lexingtoou@,
approximately 240 feet northeast of Wallace Lah& écres), classified within the R20 ResidentianiRed
Unit Development District, requested by Toby B. @atlan, owner/developer, Crawford Land Surveyors,
surveyor.

Mr. Henry stated the proposed swimming pool is pega to extend 10 feet into the 20 foot landscape
easement. The landscape easement has maturedpimdsand a brick wall running through it as regdir
by the planned unit development when the subdinigias built. He stated the landscaped buffer plexvi
by this six foot fence is adequate buffering aradf stas recommending approving this reduction & th
landscape easement to allow the swimming pool.

Mr. Stephen Smith moved and Mr. Harbison secondedrtotion, which carried unanimously, to approve
the following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-641

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 97S-277A, is
grantedAPPROVAL.”

14



Subdivision No. 97S-278U
Wellington Square

Map 85-11, Parcel 103
Subarea 14 (1996)
District 14 (Stanley)

A request to subdivide one parcel into three lbigtiing the northwest margin of Lebanon Pike,
approximately 580 feet southwest of Danacrest Df3v&8 acres), classified within the RS10 District,
requested by James D. and Polly A. Carter, owneveldpers, John D. McCormick, surveyor.

Mr. Henry stated this application has been amefyetie applicant for two lots instead of threere&ised
plan has consolidated the two lots along Leban&a Rito one lot. The other lot extends to the mahe
site and because this area is greater than thmes the minimum zoning district, the subdivision
regulations require a demonstration of a future pifassubdivision. The developer has provided thtare
plan of subdivision that would be a cul-de-sac ¢anmin from Lebanon Pike and staff recommends
approval of this subdivision.

Councilmember Stanley stated this is not an R1&iBiss stated in the agenda but is an RS10 Bists
established by actions taken by both the Plannmgm@ission and the Council in July of this year.isTh
was originally a condominium PUD that was desigddte this specific lot, but the residents in theag
because of the size of the property and the nuwiadditional residential lots it is contiguous hvénd
would affect the residents, were against the estabkent of 19 to 23 condominium units at that time.
Councilman Stanley said that is the reason helemdesidents moved for RS single-family. There ldiou
be no more condominiums or duplexes establish#¢itisrarea without a planned unit development. He
stated when establishing a subdivision or new agweént in an area compatibility with the surrouigdin
properties should be considered to prevent anyradvmpact which itself could cause depreciation in
neighboring property values. Material consisteangl size should be considered so that any develipme
within that subdivision will mirror the existingrsictures as they exist.

Mr. Harbison stated the Planning Commission isimt¢he business of saying what materials can omodn
be used or whether structures are brick, masonfiperhoard if they comply with codes.

Doug McCormick spoke in favor stating that all reqments have been met on this in working with the
Planning Commission staff and Traffic and Parkind he asked for approval.

Mr. Manier moved and Mr. Harbison seconded the emptivhich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-642

“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 97S-278U, is
grantedAPPROVAL (amended application).”

Subdivision No. 97S-279G
Benny Brown Subdivision
Map 7, Parcels 62, 66 and 68
Subarea 2 (1995)

District 10 (Garrett)

A request to consolidate three parcels into onaltottting the southwest margin of Tinnin Road,
approximately 360 feet south of and opposite RididieRoad (22.89 acres), classified within the AR2a
District, requested by Benny Brown, owner/developeiunteer Surveying, surveyor.

Mr. Henry stated the issue is that this remainragtthas only 20 feet of public street frontagelomin
Road. In 1989 the adjacent two acre piece of ptppeas subdivided by plat from the parent parasin
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being considered. The two acre tract was givénféét of frontage, leaving only 20 feet of froredgr
the remaining parent parcel. There is only 20 figfefor the remaining parent parcel; therefowefds
recommending disapproval as a result of not hasirificient street frontage.

Mr. Smith asked if this circumstance wasn't inadeetly created under a different set of regulations

Mr. Owens stated it is a fact that in 1989 theingbapplicant would have been advised that heccdraw
a building permit on that remaining 20 acres. TWod@wever, proper interpretation of the state \eauld
say if this same individual came in and said ttepsoof his plat he is submitting is the five acset up
front, that he is not bringing in a plat for thenaning 20 acres, then the limit of the Commission’
authority to approve or disapprove that plat issblagpon the five acres which is in that applicatitvr.
Owens further stated the point that Shawn is maisrigat the Commission can caution the applidaat t
by approving that five acre plat, he is messingseitirup in the future on being able to use the rede.

It may not be proper for this Commission to disawprthat five acre plat simply to look out for thest
interest of that property owner long-term. The @dgsion can warn him that if you come back in agd t
to plat the remaining 20 acres, then he is goingdlate the subdivision regulations and that canbe
approved. The property owner is responsible fawkng the long-term consequences of whatever pidt a
action they are asking for at that time.

Rachel Allen said she was confused about whatghécant is asking now and feels she needs more
information.

Mr. Owens stated what exists today are three depdexstls, none of which has ever been subject to
platting. What appears to be driving this is Cogeticy now saying one must have a platted logéo a
building permit. By subjecting the property tolatping process, thereby creating a lot, the subidiu
regulations come into effect or come into play #relsubdivision regulations require any lot be wédy
plat to have 50 feet of frontage; therefore whatteig requested is a variance to the lot frontage
requirements or any lot being created by plat wéreithis comprised of three parcels or thirty pé&ace

Mr. Browning stated the Department of Codes Adntiat®on will not issue a building permit unlessoaik
platted. This lot is not platted. If the bouridarstay exactly as they are, they have got to showa plat.
The only way that can be approved is through tlim@ission. The only way you can approve this iglat
to grant a variance because it does not meet fyjerrfequirements.

Mr. Harbison stated this seemed very technicalesked for clarification as to what policy the Corssion
is trying to achieve or protect or what goals they trying to accomplish.

Mr. Browning stated the issue is why this Commigs#requiring 50 feet of frontage in all circunstas.

He questioned if the subdivision process shouldireghe same frontage in rural Joelton as it do@sore
urbanized east Nashville, Green Hills or GermantoWwhose areas differ and how the Commission treats
subdivisions may differ. There may be a solutiothtr problem that will be defined at some lateret,

but right now the subdivision regulations say iesmot make any difference if it is in Green Hdtsin
Joelton, that lot has to have a 50 foot wide frgatan a street.

Ms. Allen stated the Tennessee Code says a buitgingit may be issued for a building to be locaiac
recorded lot of record as of a certain date whitlirbnts on a permanent easement or has accass to
existing public street. Ms. Allen further statdek s not sure why Codes is requiring that thideplatted
because this is a recorded deeded lot, in ordeZddes to issue a building permit. She statedpbdtaps
this is a distinction they should not be making dnltey could issue a building permit without piagy this
property then that would do away with this Comnaedhaving to grant a variance.

Mr. Smith moved and Mr. Harbison seconded the motichich carried unanimously, to approve the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-643
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“BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Commission that Sulsittn No. 97S-279G, is
grantedCONDITIONAL APPROVAL with a variance to Subdivision Regulation 2-4.2A since new
legal interpretations have been issued after the @inal tract was subdivided in 1989. This plat may
not be necessary if the Department of Codes Admirtrsition will issue a building permit without the
creation of a platted lot.”

Request for Bond Extension:

Subdivision No. 95S-203G
Meadows of Tulip Grove, Section Four
Meadows of Tulip Grove, L.P.

Located abutting the southeast margin of Richa Cecle and Netherlands Drive.

Mr. Smith moved and Mr. Bodenhamer seconded théomatvhich carried unanimously, to disapprove the
following resolution:

Resolution No. 97-644

"BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Planning Comsian that it herebDISAPPROVES the request
for extension of a performance bond for Subdivigitm 95S-203G, Bond No. 95BD-064, Meadows of
Tulip Grove, Section Four, in the amount of $5,@0d authorizes collection if all work is not cowetgl by

10/1/97"

Mr. Stephen Smith left at 3:15 p.m.

OTHER BUSINESS:
1. Highland Heights Neighborhood Plan Presentation.

Jennifer Uken presented the neighborhood plan fghleind Heights. She stated the development of the
Highland Heights Neighborhood Plaas been an ongoing planning process for the Melitan Planning
Commission staff, neighborhood representatives,staifl of MDHA since March of 1997. The final draf
of the plan is complete and has received the erdwst of both the community, and the Planning
Commission staff. The plan contains an overviewhefexisting conditions in the neighborhood, what
community found to be the critical challenges asulies facing the neighborhood, and the community’s
approach to addressing those challenges. A steeoimmittee consisting of residents, property owner
and other interested individuals was instrumemtgreparing this draft plan.

Highland Heights is located in northeast Nashvillehe western portion of Subarea 5. It is bourigd
East Trinity Lane to the north, Ellington Parkwaythe east, Douglas Avenue to the south and Diokers
Pike to the west. The dominant land use pattethdmeighborhood is single family residential hwit6%
of the neighborhood'’s parcels used for this purpd3eplexes and triplexes constitute 12% of the
neighborhoods parcels, 7% of the parcels are va8&nare used for commercial purposes, and 2% are
used for industrial purposes.

17



As you can see from the land use map, commercidllges are not concentrated into nodes at major
intersections as th@eneral Plansuggests, but are found throughout the neighbakh@ckerson Pike is
primarily marginal strip commercial, with some vat&and and single family residential units intensged.
Many of the commercial uses along Dickerson Pilkepay by the hour motels, adult businesses, aad tir
places. These types of uses are located in claséngity to many single family residential homesda
attract many outsiders to the area, including thimeelved in illegal activities such as numbersjgh, and
prostitution Other commercial uses in the neighborhood ared@long East Trinity Lane, Douglas
Avenue, Lischey Avenue, and Jones Avenue, scattarexhg primarily single family residential homes.
These commercial uses, primarily auto repair amyenience markets, are not concentrated into nodes
either.

The industrial uses that exist in the neighborha@not consolidated or adequately buffered from
residential development. Industrial land usessaedtered throughout the neighborhood, in particailang
East Trinity Lane, Meridian Street, Cherokee Averare Douglas Avenue.

Observing the existing zoning of the neighborhadbig, obvious that while some existing land uses ar
found to be compatible to the zoning districts.eottand uses are clearly incompatible.

Information provided by the Metro Police Departmimt1996 illustrates that crime occurs throughihet
Highland Heights neighborhood. However, theresaneeral areas where the rate of incident appedrs to
greater. These areas are primarily along DickeRike and Douglas Avenue, where there are manyppay
the hour motels, adult businesses and liquor a@shabénts.

According to US Census data, approximately 477 bleeloved in the Highland Heights neighborhood in
1990. Of those 4771 people, 10% were over theofgé and 30% were under the age of 18. Compared t
the rest of the county, Highland Heights has dikally young population. This population also laaswer
median family income at $21,736 as compared taeheof the county at $28, 377. This is significan

that 22% of the neighborhood’s population livesolethe poverty level, with 31% of the neighborhaod’
children living below the poverty level.

Information obtained from the neighborhood andritgecommittee meetings enabled the community to
identify 5 critical issues facing the Highland Hetigjneighborhood. The issues are: Public Safeigrly
Maintained Rental Properties; Drainage; Traffic &aaking; and Noise.

Public safety is the most important issue for thghthand Heights neighborhood as a whole. The ggidi
principle is to make the neighborhood a safer ptad&re by looking for ways to reduce crime in Hignd
Heights, and creating and maintaining a relatiqgms¥th law enforcement officials in the area. Argdhe
goals developed for public safety are investigaiing studying traffic management measures thaiaest
access to the neighborhood; expanding the neigbbdrtvatch to include all areas of Highland Heights,
and holding periodic neighborhood watch meetingh wolice representatives to discuss public safety
issues and their solutions; enhancing code enfagnenf properties that attract and harbor illegaivéties;
and reclaiming the alleys and streets as activeraarity spaces.

Drainage is another critical issue in the Highl&teights neighborhood. The guiding principle foaidage

is to supply the drainage facilities and servideg tvould make Highland Heights a safer, more eétitre,

and healthier place to live. The neighborhooddease up with many goals to address the drainage,iss
including: Conducting a comprehensive study ofdre@nage problems throughout the neighborhood, and
then informing the district councilmember of thesmmendations included in this study so that the
councilmember may get the necessary projects placddunded in the Capital Improvements Budget.
Maintaining all manhole drains and storm sewers oegular basis; evaluating the feasibility of atietg

an enclosed drainage system to eliminate openafyaiditches running throughout the neighborhood:;
posting “no dumping” signs throughout the neighloardy and implementing preventative measures that
would eliminate trash and debris from circulatihgoughout the various drainageways in the neightimath
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Poorly maintained rental properties is another irtg issue in the Highland Heights neighborhodtie
guiding principle is to maintain rental propertegsd enhance the appearance of the neighborhood as a
whole. The neighborhood came up with several goalthis issue; they are as follows: to raise
homeownership levels throughout the neighborhamdreate specific neighborhood appearance guideline
for homeowners and landlords in the neighborhodddlwsuggests that an informal community appearance
organization should be established that will oversed encourage compliance with these guidelines);
update the Land use and site conditions auditrasams to encourage property upkeep throughout the
neighborhood (the audit should be submitted eaah tgeestablished Metro liaisons for review); more
single family residential structures should be emaged in the neighborhood through rezoning to gmev
new duplexes from being built; landlords shouldibed for violations of property maintenance, aséex

to surrender their property to Codes to be reddlekifines are not paid; Metro should be encoutage
adopt a “3 Strikes” rule that would apply to landle. If a landlord receives 3 violations that ao¢

resolved within a certain period of time, then pineperty should be surrendered to Codes for resale.

The goals and strategies for poorly maintainedatgoperties are also consistent with @eneral Plars
goal of preserving Nashville’s housing stock. Tdeneral Planstates that the preservation and
rehabilitation of existing dwelling units is ceritta the provision of affordable housing and shdugd
encouraged. Housing should only be demolishediast aesort, when rehabilitation is not feasiblie.
order to preserve the housing stock in as sounate as possible, housing and building codes sHuzrild
carefully enforced.

Traffic and parking is another critical issue idéed by the neighborhood during the planning pssce
The guiding principle for this issue is to supgte fpublic facilities and services that would deseca
speeding within the neighborhood, would discouraggside traffic from coming into the neighborhood,
and would generally make Highland Heights a sal@eepto live. The primary goals for this issue target
better police enforcement of the speed limits; tandiscourage speeding, cruising and solicitinguigh
street restrictions, such as creating dead endaadvay streets.

The fifth issue which the neighborhood identifiedségnificant is noise. The guiding principle the noise
issue is to search for ways to make the neighbatl@oguieter and more peaceful place to live, and to
enhance the overall quality of life. The goald the neighborhood has come up with to addresadise
issue are to: increase police patrols and freqyuehspeed traps; encourage citizens to repotations

of the noise ordinance, curfew law and speed liraitsl to consider more dead end streets and alley
closures. The neighborhood has been working WwitrBast Sector Sergeant to increase the policelpatr
in the area.

It is the intent of this neighborhood plan to camsehe neighborhood and to provide guidance for
improvements and future developments in Highlanthhts. The staff feel that the goals of neighbaiho
planning have been achieved through the Highlarightt® neighborhood planning process. A plan was
developed that is responsive to local charactesistieeds, and problems. All of the ideas in tha pame
from the residents, therefore it focuses on wheit pecific needs are.

The final goal of neighborhood planning, and ardy#ie most important, is to increase citizen
participation in planning. Over the past severahths that staff has been working within Highland
Heights, residents and property owners of the eigiood have become involved in and educated about
planning. Attendance at the 6 neighborhood megtiagged from 25 to 75 people. All of these people
participated in the planning process.

Chairman Smith asked if there were any suggestmobange this from an R6 zone to an RS6.

Ms. Uken stated she thought Councilman Harrisont mv¢gke Bob Eadler on Monday and asked for an RS6.
It was originally RS7.5.

Chairman Smith asked what happens to the numhgeagle who are renters that are displaced if that i
done.
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Mr. Owens stated if the property was zoned to R#,there were existing duplexes out there, theyidgvou
be legally nonconforming under the zoning ordinanégen under the new code a noncomforming duplex
that is rezoned RS, they can rebuild.

Mr. Harbison stated this is the first time he haard of the three strikes rule and it does sowmféilure
to maintain property is a real problem there. Maribson said it concerned him a bit that this tesway
metro should legislate landlord issues and he wasure about the three strikes.

Ms. Uken stated this was presented as a suggdstiorthe neighborhood group. Mr. Browning statieat t
the staff would suggest that the Commission’s ioldne endeavor is to articulate the problems and
concerns within the neighborhood, and to forwaess¢hissues to the appropriate departments of metro
government.

Mr. Browning stated there is not a quorum at thig/pand asked that the Commission, having heasd th
presentation, direct the staff to continue playangpordinative role as appropriate to pull metmocés
together for the improvement of the neighborhood.

Ms. Rita Viramontes spoke in favor of this orgatimaand stated she was going to devote her time to
cleaning up her neighborhood. She expressed hétugle to Jennifer Uken, Chris Hall and the Plagni
Commission for giving her the opportunity to learhat is going on beyond her block.

Mr. Bodenhamer stated he did not know what thisytmalild do, but Ms. Viramontes and the report

enlightened him as to what is happening, how soiieeoneighborhoods are deteriorating, and sontbeof
things that various agencies should look into.

2. Set September 4, 1997 as the meeting for camaside of the Level of Citizen Participation to be
used in updating the Subarea 3 Plan.

The Commission agreed to consider the Level ok@itiparticipation to be used in updating the Subare
Plan at the September 4, 1997 meeting.

3. Set public hearing date for Subarea 5 Plan Ammemd.

The Commission agreed to hold the Subarea 5 Plaandment public hearing on September 4, 1997.

4. FY ‘98 Operating Budget.

Mr. Browning gave the Commission an overview of Bianning Commission budget approved for fiscal
year 1998.

5. Legislative Update.

Mr. Owens provided an update on the current letiigastatus of items previously considered by the
Commission

PLATS PROCESSED ADMINISTRATIVELY

July 24, 1997 through August 6, 1997

97S-269U GILBERT-MCCORMICK SUBDIVISION
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One lot into two lots

97S-282G CRESTWOOD SUITES
Plats one deeded parcel
97S-297G NEWPORT
PUD Boundary Plat
97S-312U HEARTHSTONE ASSISTED LIVING
PUD Boundary Plat
97S-300A SEVEN OAKS, Lot 23
Reduced setback line from 30 feet to 10 feet
97S-308A WEST MEADE PARK, INC., Lot 101
Reduced setback line from 130 feet to 110 feet
ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting adggliat 4:00 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Minute approval:
This 27" day of August, 1997
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