1. Zone Change Proposal 2000Z-090U-12
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to necessary road improvements.

Subar ea Plan amendment required? No.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

This request was originadly scheduled for the August 31, 2000, Commission meeting,
but the applicant requested to defer indefinitely. The request isto change 3.75 acres
from R40 (resdentid) to RM4 (residentid) digtrict at 5606 Cloverland Drive and 659
and 675 Old Hickory Boulevard, at the intersection of Cloverland Drive and Old
Hickory Boulevard. The existing R40 didrict isintended for resdentid single-family
and duplexes a 1 dwdling unit per acre. The proposed RM4 didtrict isintended for
gangle-family, duplex, and multi-family dwdlings a 4 units per acre. With

RM4 zoning, up to 15 dwdling units could be constructed versus 4 dwelling units
under the current R40 zoning.

Staff recommends gpprova of the RM4 zoning sinceit is congstent with the Subarea
12 Plan’s Residentid Medium (RM) policy, which cdls for 4 to 9 dwelling units per
acre. While RM policy permits up to a maximum of 9 units per acre, the Subarea 12
Pan indicates that no more than 6 units per acre should be permitted in this policy

area. At the October 11, 2001 Commission meeting the Commission approved a zone
change for the properties on the opposite sde of Cloverland Drive. That zone change
was from R40 to RM4 didtrict (2001Z-103U-12).

Traffic

The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that a 12 foot dedication of right-of-way
aong Cloverland Driveisrequired. The developer of the Seven Springs Commercid
PUD will complete the improvement along Cloverland Drive, as provided in that
PUD's conditions of approva.

Schools

A multi-family development a RM4 density will generate approximately 3 students
(1 lementary, 1 middle, and 1 high school). Thereisno excess capacity a Granberry
Elementary School with a current enrollment of 879 students and a capacity of 680
sudents, while McMurry Middle School and Overton High School currently have
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional development in this area, necessary
improvements should be programmed into the Capita Improvements Budget.



2. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-107U-03
Staff recommends disapproval.

Subarea Plan amendment required? No.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by inter sections
and neighborhoods? No.

This request isto change 4 acres from R8 (residential) to RM2 (residential) district at 820
Y oungs Lane, approximately 450 feet west of McKinley Street. The existing R8 district
isintended for single-family homes and duplexes at up to 4.6 units per acre. The
proposed RM2 didtrict is intended for single-family, duplex, and multi-family dwellings

at 2 units per acre. The applicant is seeking this zone change to bring their existing use
into compliance. With the existing R8 zoning the applicant could potentialy develop 18
dwelling units (after the property is subdivided). With the proposed RM2 zoning and no
road frontage, 8 dwelling units could be developed on the property (without subdividing

the property).

Metro Codes indicates that for the past 20 years property, the property has been granted a
conditiona land use variance with arenewal required every two years. With the adoption
of the revised Zoning Regulations in 1998, the Board of Zoning Appealsis no longer able
to grant conditiona land use variances. Unable to get aland use variance since their
prior variance expired in 2000, the applicant is requesting to rezone the property.
Currently, there are two single-family homes and a double-wide trailer on the property.
The applicant is seeking this zone change because the present zoning will dlow only one
residence on the property without subdividing. This property would likely not gain a
favorable recommendation from staff due to it having no road frontage. The property is
accessed by way of an easement through adjoining properties (parcels 225 and 226).
With RM2 zoning the applicant would be able to maintain what currently exists on the
property. Staff has confirmed with Metro Codes that without road frontage, a building
permit would not be granted under R8 or RM2 didtrict for any additional dwellings.

Staff recommends disapproval since the applicant does not have sufficient access
presently to develop under the current zoning or the proposed RM2 didtrict. In addition,
the Subarea 3 Plan’s Residential Medium High (RMH) policy callsfor 9 to 20 dwelling
units per acre. The RM2 zoning digtrict is well below what the policy calls for in the
Subarea 3 Plan.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that Y oungs Lane can accommodate the traffic
generated by this zone change.

Schools

A multi-family development at the RM2 density could generate approximately 1 student
(1 elementary, no middle or high school students). Thereis no excess capacity at Alex
Green Elementary School with a current enrollment of 322 students and a capacity of 300
students. As more residentia rezonings occur in this area, necessary improvements
should be programmed into the Capital Improvements Budget.



3. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-109U-14
Staff recommends disapproval as contrary to the General Plan.

Subar ea Plan amendment required? Y es and none was submitted.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

This request isto change 3 acres from RS10 (residentia) to CL (commercid) district
property at 608 McGavock Pike, approximately 800 feet north of ElIm Hill Pike. The
exiding RS10 didtrict isintended for sngle-family homes a 3.7 dwelling units per
acre. The proposed CL digtrict isintended for retail, consumer service, banks,
restaurants, hotel/motel and office uses. The gpplicant wants to develop asmal
shopping center.

This property islocated within the Subarea 14 Plan’s Residential Low Medium
(RLM) palicy. That palicy cdlsfor 2 to 4 dweling units per acre. The current RS10
zoning is consstent with the Subarea 14 Plan. Rezoning this property to CL zoning
would serve to intensfy commercid zoning in an established resdentia

neighborhood and would serve as a precedent for other commercid rezoningsin this
area. The Planning Commission previously recommended disapprova of two other
zone changes for this property (96Z-120U and 97Z-098U). Both requests were to
change from RS10 to OP digtrict and both were disapproved by the Planning
Commission in November 27, 1996 and October 16, 1997 with the following
explandtion:

"This expansion of commercial zoning extendsto far into this residential
neighborhood. There s steep topography, which separates the CS zoning boundary
fromtheresidential areas on both sides of McGavock Pike. Sngle-family homes exist
on the northern boundary of this property. There are a mixture of vacant residential
parcels, single-family homes, a church and a daycare center across the street along
Lakeland Drive."

Staff recommends disgpproval as contrary to the Generd Plan since the CL zoning is
acommercia use and the plan clearly viewsthis area as aresidentia neighborhood.
Also thereis aviable commercid areaat the intersection of McGavock Pike and EIm
Hill Pike that could be used for more commercid activities.

Traffic

The Metro Traffic Engineer hasindicated that McGavock Pike is substandard along
the property's frontage and needs to be brought up to collector road standards. The
improvements required to upgrade this portion of McGavock Pike, including the
congtruction of a center turn lane for the length of the property with proper striping
and markings.



4, Zone Change Proposal 20017-110U-05
Staff recommends disapproval as contrary to the General Plan.

Subar ea Plan amendment required? A subarea plan amendment would
normally be required for arequest to dlow acommercia zoning within a
resdentid policy area, but saff feds that this particular request does not warrant
an amendment because this change in zoning would represent a significant
intruson into an established resdentia community.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on nearby
inter sections and neighborhoods? No.

This request isto change .46 acres from RS5 (residentia) to CS (commercia) digtrict
at 1902 Meridian Street gpproximately 250 feet south of Trinity Lane. Theexiding
RSG5 didrict isintended for higher intensty sngle-family development & 7.41
dwelling units per acre. The proposed CSdidtrict isintended for retail, consumer
savice, financid, restaurant, office, self-gorage, light manufacturing and smdl
warehouse USes.

Staff recommends disapprova of the proposed CS zoning as contrary to the Genera
Pan. Thiszone changeis not consstent with the Subarea5 Plan’ s Residentid
Medium Dengty (RM) policy. That policy cdlsfor between 4 to 9 dwelling units per
acre. The Subarea 5 Plan clearly states as agenerd rulein al residentia policy areas
that the encroachment of arteria commercid usesinto resdential areas should be
discouraged. The plan further expresses the need to conserve the established
neighborhoods and nodes of neighborhood commercia development within this area.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that Meridian Street could handle
commercid traffic generated by CS zoning a this location.



5. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-113G-14
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to traffic improvements.

Subar ea Plan amendment required? No.

Trafficimpact sudy required to analyze project impacts on near by inter sections
and neighborhoods? Yes.

This request isto change 118 acres from AR2a (agriculturd) to RS15 (residentia) digtrict
at 3200 Earhart Road, the intersection of Earhart Road and John Hager Road. The
exiging AR2a didrict isintended for agriculturd and resdentid uses a one dwelling unit
for every two acres. The proposed RS15 isintended for single-family resdentid
dwellings a 2.47 units per acre. The applicant is requesting this zone change to
accommodate the congtruction of a new single-family subdivison.

Located aong the eastern portion of Earhart Road are four parcels (81, 130, 169, and
188). One of the parcelsis currently zoned RS15 (parcel 81) and the other three are
zoned AR2a. The three properties zoned AR2a are not a part of this rezoning, but with
the growing zoning pattern in the areg, it is likely these properties will a some point be
rezoned as well to RS15 didtrict.

Staff recommends conditiona approval of the proposed RS15 zoning subject to severd
traffic improvements (seethe ‘ Traffic’ section). This zone change is consistent with the
Subarea 14 Plan’'s Resdentid Low Medium (RLM) policy, which calsfor 2to 4
dwelling units per acre.

Traffic
The Traffic Engineer has indicated that the recommendations below from the traffic
impact Sudy are adequate for this project. No other improvements are necessary.

1. The congruction of an eastbound |eft-turn lane with 75 feet of Sorage on John
Hager Road at the property’ s future access point to John Hager Road.

2. Removd of vegetation at the property's southern access point to Earhart Road to
provide the recommended 400 feet of undisturbed sight distance.

Schools

A dngle-family development a RS15 dengty will generate gpproximately 43 students
(19 dementary, 13 middle, and 11 high school). While McGavock High School may not
be impacted by the development of this property under the proposed zoning, Dotson
Elementary and Donelson Middle Schools will be impacted. Dotson Elementary hasa
capacity of 700 students with 794 currently enrolled and Donelson Middle School has a
capacity of 750 sudents with a current enrollment of 782 students, thus exceeding the
capacity dightly in both cases. Asmore residentia rezonings occur in this ares,
necessary improvements should be programmed into the Capital Improvements Budget.



6. Zone Change Proposal 20017-114U-08
Staff recommends approval.

Subarea Plan amendment required? No.

Trafficimpact sudy required to analyze project impacts on near by
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

This request isto change 14 acres from IWD (industrid) to MUG (mixed use) district
property at 2298 MetroCenter Boulevard, at the intersection of MetroCenter Boulevard
and Athens Way. Theexisting IWD district isintended for awide range of warehousing,
wholesaling, and bulk distribution uses. The proposed MUG district isintended for a
mixture of retail, office and residentia uses. The Watkins Ingtitute College of Art and
Design is requesting this rezoning to reuse the existing vacant facilities.

The property is located in the Fountain Square section of Metro Center. Fountain Square
was originally designed and planned as aretail center equipped with restaurants, offices,
movie theaters and retail stores. Currently most of the retail businesses no longer exist
and the building the applicant is proposing to rezone is the vacant movie theater. Prior to
1998, the property was zoned CG (commercia genera), which alowed these uses. With
the countywide rezoning in 1998 the property was rezoned to the current IWD.

In August 1999, the Metro Council approved rezoning property on Great Circle Road
from IWD to MUG digtrict. The Planning Commission also approved this rezoning aong
with a Subarea 8 Plan Amendment for Mixed Use (MU) policy. The MU policy
boundaries were set from Great Circle Road on the north, Interstate 265 on the east,
Metro Center Boulevard on the south, and 10" Avenue North and Delta Avenue on the
west. The proposed property is within the Subarea 8 Plan’s MU policy, which cals for a
mixture of compatible residential and non-residential uses. Staff recommends approval

of the proposed MUG zoning since it is consistent with subarea plan.

Subarea 8 Plan Update

The Subarea 8 Plan is currently being updated. The updated plan intends to classify the
Fountain Square area with the Corridor Center (CC) policy. The CC policy is intended to
apply to established areas that function, and are envisioned to continue functioning, as
mixed centers of activity for the neighborhoods they serve. CC is adso intended for
emerging and undevel oped areas that are planned to be future centers serving multiple
neighborhoods. The MUG zoning is dso consistent with updated Subarea 8 Plan's CC

policy area.

Traffic

The Metro Traffic Engineer indicates that MetroCenter Boulevard and Athens Way can
sufficiently accommodate residential, office, and/or commercia traffic generated by
MUG zoning.



7. Zone Change Proposal 20017-115G-14
Staff recommends approval.

Subar ea Plan amendment required? No.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

This request is to change 8 acres from R10 (residentid) to MUL (mixed use) digtrict
property at Robinson Road (unnumbered), located at the southwest corner of
Robinson Road and Martingale Drive. The exigting R10 didtrict isintended for
resdentid sngle-family and duplexes at 3.7 dwelling units per acre. The proposed
MUL digtrict isintended for amoderate intengty mixture of resdentid, retall,
restaurant, and office uses. The gpplicant has indicated this rezoning isto develop a
retail project.

Staff recommends gpprova of the proposed MUL sinceit is condgstent with the
Subarea 14 Plan's RCC policy. That policy calsfor large shopping centers that serve
awide market area. The agpplicant proposes to construct an Eckerd Drug Store on the
property with the potentia for severd small retall soresto attach to the main

dructure in the future. In many areas where the RCC palicy has been gpplied thereis
the need for severd smdl strip mdl type developments. This property isa

continuation of the retail expanson in the RCC area. The Planning Commission
approved the rezoning of parcd 143 (98Z-110G) from R10 to MUN district property
on May 14, 1998 and the Metro Council passed the bill (098-1231) on July 21, 1998.



8. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-116U-10
Staff recommends approval.

Subarea Plan amendment required? No.

Trafficimpact study required to analyze project impacts on near by

inter sections and neighborhoods? No, the proposed overlay district preservesthe
exiging building. Traffic generated by any future use will be andyzed with the actud
neighborhood landmark development plan. That plan will be submitted once the overlay
digtrict is approved by Council.

Thisrequest is to gpply the Neighborhood Landmark Overlay Didtrict (NLOD) to 2.41 acres
on property a 1200, 1201, 1207 VillaPlace, and Villa Place (unnumbered), including the
White Way Cleaners buildings built in 1931. The exiging RS didtrict is intended for single-
family homes at up to 7.4 dwelling units per acre. The NLOD didtrict isintended to dlow for
the preservation and adaptive reuse of sgnificant neighborhood fegtures. The gpplicant
wants to adaptively reuse the White Way Cleaners buildings, including the building on the
east Sde of VillaPlace (parcd 233) for neighborhood- scale offices and retail uses. The
goplicant has dso indicated that there may be some resdentid usesincluded in the
development aswell. Thereis aso arequest on this agendato rezone parcels 227, 228, 229
and 230 on 16" Avenue from OR20 (office and residentia) to ORI (office and residential
intensve) (2001Z-117U-10) since this property would not quaify for the NLOD gatus. The
White Way Cleanersis an existing non-conforming light-manufacturing use thet is
grandfathered since it pre-dates the current zoning on the property.

The NLOD was created to alow for the adaptive reuse of neighborhood features such as
these buildings, not necessarily for historic structures only. The NLOD was chosen since it
provides the community more assurance as to what uses and scale the buildings will be
developed. A typica rezoning for office and retall may dso dlow many undesrable uses.
Cregting the Neighborhood Landmark Didrict isthe first step in atwo-step process. After
the NLOD digtrict has been approved by Council, a Neighborhood Landmark Development
plan must be gpproved by the Planning Commisson. A public hearing will be held on the
development plan aswell. The development plan will address Site design, specific uses,
building, scae, landscaping, massing issues, parking, and lighting. At the NLOD stage, the
goplication is reviewed againg the following criteria outlined in the Zoning Ordinance:

The feature is a critica component of the neighborhood context and Structure;
Retention of the feature is necessary to preserve and enhance the character of the
neighborhood;

The only reason to consider the gpplication of the Neighborhood Landmark digtrict is
to protect and preserve the identified feature;

There is acknowledgement on the part of the property owner that absent the retention
of the feature, the base zoning digtrict is proper and appropriate and destruction or
removal of the feature is justification for and will remove the Neighborhood
Landmark overlay designation and return the digtrict to the base zoning didtrict prior
to the application of the digtrict;



It isin the community’ s and neighborhood' s best interest to dlow the consderation
of an appropriate Neighborhood Landmark Development Plan as a means of
preserving the designated festure.

Staff recommends approval of gpplying the NLOD to this property. The White Way
Cleaners building is an integra part of this neighborhood' s structure and character, thus,
anchoring this neighborhood. These properties fal within the Subarea 10 Plan’s
Resdentid Medium (RM) palicy cdling for 4 to 9 dwdlling units per acre, however, it is
adjacent to the Office Concentration (OC) policy aong 16" Avenue to the west calling
for intengfication of office usesin the Music Row area. The Historic Commission has
indicated that the White Way Cleaners buildings are congdered ligible for the Nationa
Regigter of Higtoric Places, the benchmark to determine digibility for loca higtoric
landmark designation. While the gpplicant hasindicated that there will be modifications
to saverd of the hitoric structures, the Higtoric Commission will have to review and
make a recommendation on any proposed changes with the development plan. At the
find plan sage, Planning Department staff will work closaly with the neighbors living
nearby to insure that any proposed plan is compatible with the neighborhood.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that atraffic impact study may be required with
the devel opment plan when the uses and square footages are specificdly identified.



9. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-117U-10
Staff recommends approval.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? No.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on nearby
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No, see traffic note below.

This request is to change 0.86 acres from OR20 (office and residentid) to ORI
(office and residentid intensive) district properties located at 1202, 1204, 1208
16" Avenue South, and 16™ Avenue South (unnumbered). The existing OR20
digtrict isintended for office and/or resdentid multi-family uses up to 20

dwelling units per acre, and the ORI didtrict isintended for office and/or

resdential multi-family uses with limited retail opportunities. The ORI didrict is
more intense in that it dlows a 3.0 floor-area-ratio (FAR), while the OR20 dlows
a0.80 FAR. Thereisaso an associated request to apply the Neighborhood
Landmark Didtrict to the adjacent White Way Cleaners properties (2001Z- 116U-
10). The gpplicant has indicated an intent to congtruct an office building at this
location on 16™ Avenue that will tie into the White Way Cleaners project.

Staff recommends approva since these properties fall within the Subarea 10
Plan’ s Office Concentration (OC) policy aong 16™ Avenue caling for
intengfication of office usesin the Music Row area. The portion of the Subarea
10 plan’ stext referring to this areais shown below:

“It is anticipated that office use in this area will continue to intensify throughout
the planning period.” (page 58)

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that a traffic impact sudy may be
required with the Neighborhood Landmark Development Plan on the adjoining

property.



10. Zone Change Proposal 20017-118G-06
Staff recommends approval.

Subarea Plan amendment required? No.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

This request isto change 12.5 acres from R15 (residentia) to RM4 (residentia)
district properties at 230, 232 Hicks Road and Hicks Road (unnumbered),
approximately 450 feet south of Old Harding Pike. The exigting R15 didrict is
intended for sngle-family homes and duplexesa 2.47 dwelling units per acre. The
proposed RM4 didtrict isintended for multi-family dwelling a 4 units per acre. The
gpplicant is requedting this rezoning to congtruct townhomes on the properties. With
the RM4 zoning the gpplicant could congtruct up to 50 dwellings.

Staff recommends approva of the proposed RM4 zoning. This zone changeis
consstent with the Subarea 6 Plan's Natural Conservation (NC) policy. The NC
policy adlows for clustering of development due to steep dopes and poor soil. This
property has both conditions. The applicant will need to submit a plat to consolidate
these properties before development can commence. Due to poor soil conditions, the
gpplicant will need to submit a geotechnical soils report identifying soils and

suitability for development with the plat. The plat will dso need to identify the areas
where development could occur.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that Hicks Road can currently
accommodate the traffic generated by the proposed RM4 zoning.

Schools

A multi-family development at RM4 dengty will generate gpproximeately

7 sudents (3 dementary, 2 middle, and 2 high school). Westmeade Elemertary
School, Bdlevue Middle Schoal, and Hillwood High School currently have sufficient
capacity to accommodate additional development in this area



11. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-119G-06
12. PUD Proposal No. 2001P-010G-06 _Autumn Springs Development
Saff will make a recommendation at the meeting.

Subarea Plan amendment required? No, but the Commisson authorized daff
to condder this area as part of the Subarea 6 Plan update on October 25, 2001.

Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on nearby
inter sections and neighborhoods? No, see traffic note below.

This request is to change 90 acres from AR2a (agriculturd) to RS10 (single-
family resdentid) and RM4 (multi-family residentid) digtricts, and for
preliminary gpprova of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) didtrict on the same
properties located at 8100 Coley Davis Road and Coley Davis Road
(unnumbered). The exiging AR2adidrict isintended for sngle-family, duplex
and mobile homes at one lot per two acres of land. This zoning would currently
alow 45lots. The proposed PUD didtrict is proposed with 200 townhomes and
181 sngle-family lots a adengty of 4.25 dwelling units per acre.

Zone Change

These properties fall within the Subarea 6 Plan’s Natural Conservation (NC)
policy areadue to aportion of the property faling within the Harpeth River
floodplain and floodway. NC policy generdly dlows for moderate intensity
development & up to 4 dwelling units per acre. Although the proposed plan has a
dengity of 4.25 units per acre, the PUD plan aso utilizes Section 17.36.090
(Deve opment Bonuses) which dlows a 25% dengty bonus with the dedication of
aconsarvation easement for the greenway trail along the Harpeth River. Staff
supports the density bonus since the gpplicant will not only dedicate -- but has
committed to condructing the trail aswell.

PUD Plan

These properties are located on the south side of Coley Davis Road and abut both
sdes of the CSX railroad tracks intersecting the property. The gpplicant has been
working with Planning Department staff to revise the proposed plan to provide
more street connectivity within the proposed devel opment, more usable open
gpace, and the relocation of the proposed multi-family unitsto be more
compdtible with the surrounding development. The proposed plan includes a
bridge over the railroad tracks and a greenway trail along the Harpeth River. The
gpplicant has agreed to congtruct the greenway trail dong theriver, in lieu of
congructing a Sdewak dong the frontage of the site on Coley Davis Road. At
the time of this report, Saff isawaiting arevised PUD plan to determine if dl of
the issues have been resolved. Staff will make arecommendation to the Planning
Commission at the mesting.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that Coley Davis Road should be
improved at the project’ s two entrances to include two connected left-turn lanes



into the site. He is aso requiring the main access point to have two turn lanes out
of the dte. The Traffic Engineer is requiring a 12-foot right- of-way dedication
aong the frontage of the property. Staff has anayzed the topography, floodplain,
and exigting road network to determine if a stub-street for a possble bridge over
the Harpeth is necessary. After working with Public Works, it was determined
that the best available location would be at the western end of Coley Davis Road,

not this property.

Schools

A multi-family and sngle-family development with 181 single-family lotsand

200 multi-family units could generate approximately 65 students (29 dementary,
20 middle, and 16 high school). Thereis currently excess capacity at Gower
Elementary School with a current enrollment of 461 students and a capecity of
800 students. H.G. Hill Middle School and Hillwood High Schoal currently have
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional development in this area.



13. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-308U-14 Stroud Property
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to variances for lot comparability
and maximum lot Sze.

This request was origindly scheduled for the October 25, 2001, Commission
mesting, but the applicant requested to defer indefinitely. The applicant requested
the deferrd in order to work out awater quality concept for the plat with Public
Works. Public Works has agreed to the preliminary placement of awater quality
pond, and the applicant has submitted arevised plat to show the pond as requested
by Public Works.

Thisrequest isfor preliminary plat approva to create four lots on 3 acres abutting
the north margin of Barton Lane, gpproximately 40 feet east of Pennington Bend
Road. The property islocated within the RS15 and

R15 digtricts.

Sdewalks

The gpplicant has requested a sdewak variance for sdewaks dong Barton Lare.
The applicant is seeking a variance because Barton Lane is a substandard road,
and there are currently no sdewdks in the aea While gaff understands that
condructing Sdewaks dong Baton Lane will be codly, daff is not
recommending approva of the variance because the sdewdk will dlow resdents
to gan access to a future greenway trall to be developed dong the Cumberland
River. Prdiminary gpprova was granted by the Planning Commisson on August
30, 2001, for the Abbington Park subdivison (parcd 10). The preiminary plat
for nearly 400 lots proposes a significant dedication of open space that leads to a
future public access greenway tral. If Sdewaks ae not required for this
subdivison, the resdents within the subdivison will not be able to access the
open space and greenway trall. Staff feds that a variance should not be granted,
and sidewaks should be required dong Barton Lane to provide access to the
futuretrail for these resdents.

Lot Comparability Variance

The Subdivision Regulations require that subdivided lots be comparable in Sze
(frontage and area) to lots within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision boundary.
The 300-foot distance includes al aoutting lots aswdll as lots located on the same
and opposite sdes of the street. The regulations require that proposed |ots have
90% of the average street frontage and contain 75% of the square footage of
exiging lots consdered in the comparability andyss. A comparability sudy was
prepared to determine whether or not the proposed lots within the subdivison are
comparable to the surrounding lots. The minimum dlowable lot areafor lots
within the subdivison is 111,568 square feet, and the minimum alowable
frontageis 128 feet. All of the proposed lots fail lot comparability for lot area,
and only proposed lot 1 passes for lot frontage with 166 feet of frontage.
Proposed lot 1 isthe largest of the four lots, and it fails comparability for lot area
by more that 60,000 square feet. The gpplicant is seeking a variance because this
parcd is surrounded by large undeveloped tracts that are also located within RS15
and R15 didricts. The applicant believes that these undeveloped tracts
surrounding the property will be developed in the future, and lots will be created
that are more in line with the RS15 and R15 zoning didtricts. As previoudy



mentioned, the Commission approved a preliminary plat for Abbington Park to
create lots that will be much smdler than those proposed with this subdivision.
Staff believesthat other larger parcelsin the areawill be subdivided in the future,
and is recommending gpprova of the variance for ot comparability.

Maximum Lot Sze

While dl four lots within the proposed subdivision do not meet the minimum lot
requirements of lot comparability, lot 1 actudly exceeds the maximum lot Sze
alowed for a subdivison within this zone didrict. The Subdivison Regulations
require that alot not exceed three times the minimum lot Sze required for the
zonedidrict. Inthis case, the subdivision islocated within the RS15 and R15
zonedigricts The minimum lot Sze within thisdidtrict is 15,000 square feet. A
proposed lot could not exceed 45,000 square feet according to this regulation, but
lot 1 contains 49,763 square feet. The applicant has requested a variance to the
maximum lot Size regulation. The gpplicant clams that due to the shape of the
parcel being subdivided and the location of the existing house to remain, lots of
15,000 sguare feet would exceed the 4 to 1 depth to width ratio set forth in the
Subdivision Regulations. Thelot line between proposed lots 1 and 2 could be
shifted into lot 1 in order to satisfy the maximum lot Sze regulation, but this
would violate the minimum side setback of 20 feet for the existing house. Staff
supports the variance for maximum lot sSze based on the size and shape of the
exiging parce aswell asto satisfy the Sde setback regulation.

Traffic

The Traffic Engineer has indicated that Barton Lane is a substandard locdl road.
Due to its narrow width and location near Pennington Bend, the Traffic Engineer
is not requiring the road to be upgraded for these four additiona lots, and a couple
other properties. Improving the road, the Traffic Engineer indicates would
encourage people to drive down it. Presently, the road looks like a private
driveway and deters people from driving on it.

Staff recommends conditiond gpprova of this preiminary plat subject to
variances for lot comparability and maximum lot sze.



14. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-309U-12 Carlyle Village
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to the find plat showing a 20-foot
landscape bufferyard behind lots 9-12 and showing Josephine Lane as a stub-
street where the property abuts parcel 198.

Thisrequest was originaly scheduled for the October 25, 2001, Commission
mesting, but the applicant requested to defer indefinitely. The deferral was
requested because the subdivision was aso scheduled to go before the Metro
Stormwater Management Committee on October 25, A variance was granted by
the committee (2001- 65) to alow the congtruction of a portion of Michele Drive
within the 50-foot buffer area dong the floodway of Whittemore Branch.

This request is for preliminary plat approval to creste 8 lots on 14 acres abutting
the northwest margin of Benzing Road and the northeast termini of Michele Drive
and Yoest Circde. The subdivison is a cluser lot devdopment within the R10
digrict a a proposed densty of 35 dweling units per acre.  The Zoning
Ordinance dlows resdentid developments to cluster lots within subdivisons in
areas characterized by 20% or grester dopes or within the manipulated areas of
the naturd floodplan under the cluster lot option. A dgnificant portion of this
property is encumbered by the floodplain of Whittemore Branch, a tributary of
Mill Creek. Lots within a cluster lot devedlopment may be reduced in area the
equivdent of two smdler base zone didricts, which means tha this subdivison
within the R10 didrict may create lots equivdlent in Sze to the RS didrict. The
proposed lots range in size from 5,000 square feet to just over 8,000 square feet.
A typicd subdivison on 14 acres and classfied within the R10 didtrict would
dlow 52 lots. In this case, the gpplicant has chosen to preserve the naturd
features of the property by employing the cluster lot option and is proposing 49
lotson smdler lot Szes.

The Zoning Ordinance only dlows perimeter lots to be reduced in sze the
equivdent of two zoning digricts with the ingdlation of a standard “C” landscape
bufferyard. A 20-foot bufferyard would be required to satisfy these requirements.
At the rear of lots 9-12, a 20-foot bufferyard is not being shown. The plat dso
shows proposed Josephine Lane extending across parce 198 to the north of the
property. Parcd 198 is not included in this subdivison, and the road should not
be shown on that particular parcd. Josephine Lane should be shown as a stub-
dreet ending at the property line.

Staff recommends conditiond approva subject to the find plat showing a 20-foot
landscape bufferyard behind lots 9-12 and showing Josephine Lane as a sub-
street where the property abuts parcel 198.



15. Subdivision Proposal 2000S-395U-10 Cedar L ane Subdivision
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to arevised plat prior to
recordation.

This request isto revise an gpproved priminary plat and for fina Elat approva

for three lots abutting the northwest corner of Cedar Lane and 12! Avenue South.
The Planning Commission gpproved a preliminary plat for these three lots on
January 4, 2001. That plat showed the same lot arrangement with access from the
rear.

Cedar Lane Access

To protect the existing trees at the back of the lot, as shown on atree survey
prepared by the applicant, the applicant is proposing to modify the rear access.
This revised plat removes any access from Cedar Lane. All accesswill be from
aleys#961 or #428 a the northwest corner of the property. All the residentia
propertiesin this neighborhood have rear lot access. The lotswill sharea
common access easement (i.e. private drive) that no longer connects to Cedar
Lane. The Metro Traffic Engineer has approved this modification.

Sdewalks

An exiging Sdewak exists dong Cedar Lane. Asoriginaly approved, the
gpplicant would have congtructed a private drive over that sdewak. Now that
sdewalk will not be dtered. In addition, the applicant is proposing asidewalk
dong 12" Avenue South (Granny White Pike) where none was shown on the
origind plat. Thisisadgnificant improvement since this property is a haf-block
away from the 12" Avenue South commercia area (e.g. Becker’s Bakery) that
MDHA hasinvested in heavily to revitdize.

Utility Easements

Thisplat shows sewer easements that were not shown on the original plat. These
easements affect where a future home can locate on lot 3. That |ot has an exigting
15" sawer line running diagonaly acrossit. The applicant is not proposing to
relocate the line. Thereisaso aproposed 8’ sawer line running across the front
of lots 2 and a portion of lot 1.

Staff recommends conditiona approva of the revised preliminary and find plats
subject to arevised plat prior to recordation showing the sidewalk along 12"
Avenue South, protection of the trees dong the rear property line abutting parcel
97, and showing al access from the dleys via a cross-access easement shared by
al three lots that terminates and does not connect to Cedar Lane.



16. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-116G-04 M ar dalee Subdivision
Staff recommends disapproval of asdewak variance.

Thisrequest isfor asidewak variance dong Nix Drive, Scaf Drive, and North
DuPont Avenue. The Planning Commission gpproved the priminary plat
containing 11 lots with sdewaks on June 7, 2001 and afind plat on June 27,
2001. A bond was posted to construct the sidewalks in the amount of $23,800.

Staff recommends disgpproval of this Sdewak variance. While the Streets
abutting this property are a two-lane section with an open ditch, they are flat with
aufficent right-of-way for Sdewaks. Thereisno physicd hardship to prevent the
sdewalks around this project. Although there are no sdewaks within the
surrounding neighborhood, thereis a public park (Madison Park) and active
retirement center within short walking distance of this site.



17. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-135U-08 J. M. Head Middle School
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to arevised plat prior to
recordation and Metro Council approva of Alley # 629's closure.

Thisrequest isfor find plat approva to consolidate two lots and seven parcels
into onelot. The Metro Board of Education is expanding the middle school and
needs to congtruct agym and ahletic fields on this property. The plat was
originaly scheduled for the Planning Commission’s May 10, 2001 meeting, but
was deferred indefinitely prior to the mail-out to address JoJohnston Avenue and
Alley #629's closure (see 2001M-118U-08). JoJohnston Avenue is proposed for
closure to create a contiguous school campus without any intersecting street for
school sofety.

Staff recommends conditiond gpprova of this plat subject to arevised plat prior
to recordation addressing staff comments. In addition, the plat cannot be recorded
until Metro Council gpproves the closure of JoJohnston Avenue and Alley #629.



18. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-143G-13 Park Place, Phase 2
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to an approved grading plan, and
arevised prdiminary plat prior to the Planning Commission mesting.

This request isto revise an agpproved preliminary plat to subdivide 17.5 acres into
35 lots within the RM6 and RM20 Didtricts. The property islocated on
Murfreesboro Pike near LaVergne-Couchville Pike. The origind preiminary plat
was gpproved on July 8, 1999 subject to gpprovas from Water and Sewer and
Public Works (1999S-243G). Thefirg phase of this subdivison received find
plat approval on January 29, 2000. The second phase was postponed dueto an
exigting cell tower, as described below.

Sdewalk

The applicant is providing sdewaks on both sides of the streetsin contrast to the
approved plat, except dong lots 33-35. A revised plat needs to be submitted
showing a continuous sidewak aong Banff Park Court adjacent to lots 33-35.

Sub Street

The gpplicant needs to label the stub-street adjacent to lots 26 and 35 as
temporary dead-end street and the “ street will be continued in the future’. Also,
the revised plat needs to identify the name of this street.

Cell Tower

In April 2001, afind plat application was filed for phases 2 and 3 (the baance of
the gpproved lots based on the preliminary plat). During the review of that
application, it was discovered that a cell tower had been built on the rear portion
of the property (wherelot 34 is shown). In addition, the cell tower was shown
adjacenttolot 34 asa“leaseaed’. Threeissuesarose 1) proximity of cell
tower to adjoining resdentid lots within this subdivison; 2) the crestion of a
separate nonresidentia parce within this subdivison; and 3) a25' ingress/egress
easement that traversed a number of resdentia lots.

After thisinformation was shared with the applicant, the application was deferred
indefinitely until the Board of Zoning Appedls (BZA) acted on a setback variance.
On September 20, 2001, the BZA approved Appeal Case No. 01-086 granting a
gpecia exception to reduce the tower’ s setback from the abutting street and side
lot linesto 45 feet. The entire lease area for the tower will be platted aslot 34 and
access to this areawill be derived from the new internd street network. This non
residentia lot contains 25,455 square feet which exceeds the minimum lot Size of
22,000 square feet for anon-residential lot in the RM6 didrict. Therewasadight
shift in the dignment of Banff Park Court, astregt in front of the cdll tower, to
achieve the required setback. Thisis gtrictly aminor revison and has no impact

to the overdl design concept of the project.

A revised plat needs to be submitted to show the following concerning the cell
tower:
A note needs to be added identifying the recorded easements providing
temporary access to the cell tower.



The temporary 25 foot and 50 foot access easements to the cell tower.
A cdl-out label needsto be provided adjacent to the temporary access

easements indicating they will be abandoned when Parks Retreet Driveis
constructed.

Staff recommends conditiona gpprova subject to arevised grading plan and plat
prior to the Planning Commission meeting. The revised plat needs to address the
stub street, sdewalks along parcels 33-35, and cell tower.



19. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-264U-13 Hamilton Glen
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to bonds for extensions of roads,
sdewaks and public utilities, a variance for sdewaks along Hamilton Church Road,
and arevised plat prior to recordation.

This request was deferred indefinitey from the Planning Commisson mesting on
September 13, 2001. The applicant needed more time to work with Planning and
Public Works staff. Thisrequest isfor fina plat gpprovad to create 19 lots abutting
the south margin of Hamilton Church Road, gpproximately 370 feet east of Owendale
Drive. Thelotsare dso located within aPUD. The proposed configuration of the
lotsis condggtent with the revised PUD plan approved by the Planning Commission
on August 22, 2001 (2000P-009U-13). The gpplicant sgnificantly revised the initid
PUD concept to remove lots from beneath the TVA easement, which traversesthe
property and alarge sinkhole. These topographic features will be located in an open
Space area at the rear of the property. Two stub-out streets are aso provided to the
east and west.

Sdewalk Variance

The gpplicant is willing to congtruct sdewaks along Hamilton Church Road. To
condruct these sdewaksit will require asgnificant effort to improve the roadway
dueto drainage. Therefore, Public Works has advised that the sdewaks and the
property’s frontage along Hamilton Church Road not be improved at this time due to
safety concerns. Staff supports a variance to the sidewalk requirement along
Hamilton Church Road.

Staff recommends conditional approva subject to arevised plat prior to plat
recordation, and subject to a variance for sdewaks on Hamilton Church Road. The
revised plat needs to show labd the sinkhole cross-section as “ Sinkhole Cross-
Section ‘A’



20. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-268G-06 Har peth Crest Subdivision of L ots 26-30
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a bond for the extension of roads and public
utilities, a variance for sidewalks along River Bend Lane, and deferral of a bond for the greenway
trail construction until Phase 2.

The Planning Commission approved afina plat to create these five lots on October 11, 2001. At
that meeting, staff had supported a sidewalk variance along River Bend Lane in exchange for the
construction of a missing section of the Bellevue Greenway trail. The applicant was unsure at that
time, however, whether or not this exchange would be beneficia to the Harpeth Crest Subdivision
and economically feasible for the development. The applicant has now determined that the
construction of the 93-foot missing section of greenway would benefit the entire community and
would not be cost-prohibitive.

Sdewalk Variance

The proposed sidewak aong River Bend Lane will not connect to anything now or in the future.
This sidewalk would be on the edge of the River Bend Estates neighborhood where no sidewalks
exist. Asaresult, staff believes creating a connection to the existing Bellevue Greenway is more
significant than creating a sidewalk that has no destination.

Staff recommends approval of this sdewalk variance. The existing Bellevue Greenway trail ends 93
feet south of the applicant’s property aong Morton Mill Road. The applicant has agreed to
congtructing this missing portion of the greenway trail in lieu of not constructing the sidewalk on
River Bend Lane. This connection to Phases 1 and 2 of the Bellevue Greenway, will create a
bicycle/pedestrian link all the way to Old Harding Pike. That link will benefit the entire Bellevue
community.

Postponing Bonding of Greenway Trail

Moretime is needed to coordinate between the applicant and the Parks Department on the
greenway’ s construction. While the applicant will construct both the on and off-site trail sections,
the applicant is designing only the on-site trail. The Parks Department is designing the off-site trail.
Staff supports postponing the bonding of the greenway trail until Phase 2 since al parties want to
ensure the two trail sections compliment one another. The delay in bonding the trail is about a
month or two since the applicant has dready submitted afinal plat for Phase 2. That plat will be on
an upcoming Commission agenda.

Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for the extension of roads and public
utilities, avariance for sdewaks along River Bend Lane, and deferral of a bond for the greenway
trail construction until Phase 2.



21. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-276U-10 Fairfax Place, Resub. L ots 9- 11 and
Part of Lot 13
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a variance for the maximum lot size
requirement.

This request was origindly scheduled for the September 27, 2001 Commission meeting,
but was deferred indefinitely by the applicant to work out issues with neighbors concerning
the church’s parking lot expansion. The gpplicant has had severa meetings with the
neighbors and Councilmember Hausser. Both the applicant and councilmember have told
staff they fed all issues have been resolved.

The request isfor final plat approval to subdivide three lots and part of one lot into two lots
on 1.6 acres abutting the northwest corner of Blair Boulevard and Natchez Trace within the
R8 Digtrict. The church has limited parking on existing lots 9, 10, and 11. This plat would
alow the current parking to be expanded from exigting lot 9 onto exigting lot 13. A 5
perimeter landscape strip surrounding the additional parking areaiis required by Section
17.24.150B of the Zoning Ordinance, and the landscape strip is being shown on this plat.

Lot Comparability

The Subdivision Regulations require that subdivided lots be comparable in size (frontage
and areg) to lots within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision boundary. The 300-foot
distance includes dl abutting lots as well as |ots located on the same and opposite sides of
the street. The regulations require that proposed lots have 90% of the average street
frontage and contain 75% of the square footage of existing lots considered in the
comparability analysis. A comparability study was prepared to determine whether or not
the proposed lots within the subdivision are comparable to the surrounding lots. The
minimum alowable lot area for lots within the subdivision is 10,580 square feet, and the
minimum alowable frontage is 72 feet. While proposed lot 2 may look small in
comparison to proposed lot 1, it passed the test of comparability with 13,110 square feet of
areaand 75 feet of frontage.

While lot 2 of the proposed subdivison may satisfy the minimum lot requirements of lot
comparahility, lot 1 actualy exceeds the maximum lot size dlowed for a subdivision within
this zone digtrict. The Subdivision Regulations require that alot not exceed three times the
minimum lot size required for the zone digtrict. In this case, the subdivision is located
within the R8 zone district. The minimum lot size within this district is 8,000 square feet.

A proposed lot could not exceed 24,000 square feet according to this regulation, but lot 1
contains 56,450 square feet.

Staff supports the variance for maximum lot size since the church is a pre-existing, non
resdentia use. Also, churches and schoolstypicdly are not able to stisfy residentia
lot Sze requirements. The Subdivison Regulations do not differentiate between lots
created in aresdentia zoning didrict for resdentid and nonrresidentid use. Staff
recommends conditiona approva subject to a variance for the maximum lot size
requirement.



22. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-297U-13 Pebble Trail Addition
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for the extension of
roads and public utilities.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpprova to create five lots abutting the southeast
terminus of Countryside Drive, gpproximately 140 feet southeast of Rader Ridge
Road. The property islocated in Antioch and is classified within the R15 didtrict.
Thefive proposed lots dl have frontage on Countryside Drive.

The Planning Commission approved a preliminary plat on October 11, 2001, to
create these five lots. A sidewalk variance was adso approved since there are no
sdewdks in the adjoining neighborhood. Thisfinad plat conformsto the
approved prdiminary plat. Staff recommends conditiona approvad of thisfind
plat subject to abond for the extension of roads and public utilities.



23. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-311U-05 M aplewood Heights 2" Subdivision,
Resubdivision of L ot 235
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to ademolition bond and variances for
sdewalks, lot depth to width ratio, and lot comparability.

Thisrequest isfor final plat approval to subdivide .69 acres into two lots on Hutson Avenue,

between Hart Lane and Virginia Avenue. The property is zoned RS15 district. The origina

1923 plat was approved with all 47 lots having 100 feet of street frontage except three lots. The

lots as they are currently deeded, have been unchanged since 1959. The recorded deed describes

the property as being lots 234 and 235 of Maplewood Heights. The end of the deed states

“included in the above description but specifically excluded fromthis conveyanceisthe following
tract” which then describes the southern half of lot 234. This dteration to the lot pattern was

done by deed without any review or approval by the loca planning authority. Due to the fact that

this was done so long ago, each of these parcels would now qualify for building permits.

Sdewalk Variance

The applicant has requested a sidewalk variance along Hutson Avenue since it is a ditch-section
and there are no sidewalks in the neighborhood. While the closest sdewalk is along Hart Lane,
1,300 feet to the south, this existing subdivision has none. Staff supports this variance request
because of the ditch-section and no other sidewalks in the neighborhood.

Lot Comparability Variance

The Subdivision Regulations require that subdivided lots be comparable in size (frontage and

areq) to lots within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision boundary. The 300-foot distance
includes al abutting lots as well as lots located on the same and opposite sides of the street. The
regulations require that proposed |ots have 90% of the average street frontage and contain 75% of
the square footage of existing lots considered in the comparability analysis. A comparability

study was prepared to determine whether or not the proposed lots within the subdivision are
comparable to the surrounding lots.

The minimum dlowable lot area for lots within the subdivision is

.37 acres, and the minimum allowable frontage is 50 feet. Both lots pass ot frontage, each
having approximately 70 feet of frontage. They both fail, however, for lot comparability since
they contain .34 acres and are required to have

.37 acres (69% as opposed to 75%). Staff supports this proposed lot area variance since these
figuresif taken purely as a mathematical comparison seem to indicate these lots would be out of
character, however, the overal pattern of the area would support this proposed lot ratio more
closdly.

Lot Width to Depth Variance

The Subdivision Regulations provide that a lot’s width should not exceed its depth by more than
four times. Both lots have approximately 50 feet of frontage and a depth of approximately 300
feet, exceeding the 200 foot maximum set forth in the regulations. Staff supports a variance for
lot depth to width since al of the lots dong Hutson Avenue are of the same depth, as originaly
platted in 1923.

Demolition Bond
A demoliton bond is required to remove and existing building that straddles lots 1 and 2.

Staff recommends conditiona approva subject to a demolition bond and variances for ot
comparability, lot depth to width ratio and sdewalks.



24. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-314G-04 Harvey T. Conner Property
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to aflag-lot variance.

Thisrequest isfor fina plat approva to subdivide a 11.43 acres into one lot and
oneparcel. Thelot contains 2.26 acres while the parent parcd will remain with

9.17 acres. The property is located within the RS80 district ong Nedlys Bend
Road.

Flag-Shaped Lot Variance

The gpplicant is proposing lot 1 as a flag-shgped lot Snce thereis an exigting
home on the parent parcel. The parent parcd is not apart of this plat snce State
law does not require the platting of aremainder area of a parcel that exceeds
5acresin size. Staff supports this variance since the property isin arurd area
where large lots and flag-lots dot the landscape. The proposed lot will not be out
of character with surrounding properties.

Staff recommends conditiond gpprova of thisfina plat subject to aflag-lot
variance.



25. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-315G-03 William H. Thompson, Jr. Property
Staff recommends approval subject to avariance for sdewaks dong Old Hickory
Boulevard and arevised plat prior to recordation showing an 8 foot right-of-way
reservation on Old Hickory Boulevard.

Thisrequestisfor find plat gpprova for a0.70 acre ot fronting on the northern
margin of Old Hickory Boulevard, approximately 1,300 feet west of Whites
Creek Pike, classfied within the R15 zoning digtrict. The plat converts a deeded
parcd with ahome on it into a platted lot.

Right-of-Way Dedication

Old Hickory Boulevard is classfied asa S2 (Scenic Arterid) with atotal

functiond right-of-way at 150 feet on the Mgjor Street Plan. The current road’s
congruction is atwo-lane agphat section with an open ditch. The present width
of dedicated right-of-way is 60 feet. An additiond 8 feet of right-of-way needs to
be reserved and shown on arevised plat prior to recordation.

Sdewalks

The gpplicant has requested a sdewak variance along Old Hickory Boulevard
gnceitisaditch-section, and no Sdewaks exist within severd miles of the
property. Staff supports this sdewalk variance.

Staff recommends approva subject to a variance for sdewaks aong Old Hickory
Boulevard and arevised plat prior to recordation. The revised plat needsto show
an 8 foot right-of-way reservation aong Old Hickory Boulevard.



26. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-317G-01 Howerton’s Two L ot Subdivision,
Resubdivision of Lot 2
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to variances for aflag-shaped lot,
lot width to depth, and lot comparability and arevised plat prior to recordation
addressing dl of Public Works comments.

This request is for finad plat goprova to subdivide 6.9 acres containing one platted
lot into two lots. Lot 1 will contain 5.64 acres and lot 2 contains 1.25 acres. Lot
2 contains an exising home. The property is located a the end of Lama Terra
Drive within the RHO0 didtrict.

Background

In 1990, the same property owners received gpprova to subdivide what is now
parcel 242 and this property into two lots (90S-255G). These lots were approved
by the Metro Hedlth Department for private septic systems and water is furnished
by an exising 8-inch water linein Lama TerraDrive. The gpplicant isnow
requesting to resubdivide what was shown aslot 2 on that plat into two additiona
lots.

Sdewalks

Sidewaks are not provided on thisplat. The Subdivison Regulations only
require sdewalks when lots are 20,000 square feet or lessin size. Sincethis
property is zoned R40 district, and the two lots are greater than 40,000 square
feet, Sdewaks are not required.

Maximum Lot Sze

The Subdivision Regulations require thet alot less than 2 acresin Sze not exceed
three times the minimum lot Size required for the zone digtrict. Sincelot 1
contains 5.64 acres and lot 2 isless than 2 acres, this standard does not apply.

Lot Comparability Variance

The Subdivison Regulations require that subdivided lots be comparable in sze
(frontage and area) to lots within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision boundary.
The 300-foot distance includes dl abutting lots as well as lots located on the same
and opposite Sdes of the street. The regulations require that proposed lots have
90% of the average street frontage and contain 75% of the square footage of
exiding lots conddered in the comparability andyss. A comparability study was
prepared to determine whether or not the proposed lots within the subdivison are
comparable to the surrounding lots. The minimum alowable lot areafor lots
within the subdivison is 1.26 acres, and the minimum dlowable frontage is 141
feet. Lot 1 contains 5.64 acres square feet and has 29.4 feet of frontage while
lot 2 contains 1.25 acres square feet and 85.75 feet of frontage. Both lotsfail for
lot frontage while lot 1 passesfor ot areg, but lot 2 fails by one-tenth of an acre.
Thislot has steep topography and islocated at the end of a cul-de-sac street. The
ability to resubdivide this property is severely limited due to its location at the end
of this dead-end Street and its steep topography. Therefore, staff supports the
proposed variance for lot comparability.



Flag-Shaped Lot and Lot Width to Depth Variances
Staff supports dl of the applicants proposed variances due to steep topography,
exigting shape of the parcel, and the property’ slocation at a dead-end strest.

Flagrshape: The Subdivison Regulations discourage the creetion of flag-shaped
lots. The applicant isproposing lot 1 as a flag-shaped lot due to an existing home
on lot 2 and also due to topography.

Lot Width to Depth: The Subdivison Regulations provide that alot’ s width
should not exceed its depth by more than four times. Lot 1 has only 29 feet of
dtreet frontage, but its depth is 780 feet. Evenif lot 1 and 2 were combined into
onelot with 115 feet of roadway frontage, the lot depth to width ratio would be
exceeded.

Staff recommends conditiona approval of the plat subject to arevised plat prior
to recordation addressing dl of Public Works comments and variances for aflag-
shaped lat, lot width to depth, and lot comparability.



27. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-319U-03 R. Anderson Subdivision
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to asdewak variance, arevised
plat, and the rezoning of parcel 52 from RS5 to CS prior to recordation.

Thisrequest isfor preliminary and fina plat gpproval to combine .69 acres of
three existing parcels into one lot abutting the west margin of Brick Church Pike,
gpproximately 170 feet south of Fern Avenue. Parcel 52 islocated within a RS
digrict and the other parcels 32 and 33 are located within the CS zoning digtrict.

Sdewalks

The applicant has requested a sidewalk variance due to the future upgrade of
Brick Church Pike. If the applicant were to construct the Sdewaks at thistime,
when Brick Church Pike is upgraded those sdewa ks would have to be removed
and replaced. Staff supports the applicant’s sidewalk variance request based on
the future upgrade of Brick Church Pike.

Zone Change

The gpplicant has submitted an gpplication to rezone parcel 52, a thistime that
gpplication has been deferred indefinitely in order to consolidate the properties
and not create alandlocked property between a CS district and a RS5 didtrict.
Prior to the recordation of thisfind plat the gpplicant's rezoning application will
need to pass the Commission and the Council. Parcels 32 and 33 (dlong with
parce 31, not included in subdivision) were rezoned from RS5 to CS (Council

Bill: 099-1635, Zone Change Proposal  99Z-021U) by the Council with the
Panning Commission’s recommendation on May 24, 1999. If parcd 52 isnot
rezoned alandscape buffer yard will be required between parcels 33 and 52 due to
the CS zoning digtrict abutting a RS5 zoning district. Table 17.24.230 of the
Zoning Regulations requires aclass‘C' landscape buffer between the CS and RS5
zoning didricts

Staff recommends conditiona approval subject to asidewak variance, the
rezoning of parcd 52 from RSb to CS, and submission of arevised find plat
showing the following:
1. A 5-foot right-of-way dedication along Brick Church Pike (Brick Church
Pike isafuture commercid collector road with a 72 foot right-of-way).
2. A 6-foot right-of-way reservetion dong Brick Church Pike.
3. Updated F.E.M.A. information
4. A landscape buffer dong the rear portions of parcels 32 and 33 that abut
the adjacent RS5 didtrict. A landscape buffer dong the north, south, and
west property lines of parcel 52, as required by the Zoning Regulations
5. Changing the name on the plat to "R. Anderson Subdivision®.



28. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-320U-05 Egerton Subdivision
Staff recommends approval subject to avariance for lot depth to width ratio.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpproval to subdivide .76 acres into two lots on
Forrest Avenue, east of North 18" Street within the R6 digtrict. The origind plat
was recorded in 1890 and contained portions of two lots. The lotsin this
subdivison were dl origindly platted as 100 foot wide lots. Over time these lots
have been dtered by deeds and plats. There are existing Sdewalks dong Forrest
Avenue.

Lot Comparability

A comparability study was prepared to determine whether or not the proposed lots
within the subdivision are comparable to the surrounding lots. Both lots passlot
comparability. The minimum alowable lot areafor lots within the subdivison is

.15 acres, and the minimum alowable frontage is 47.4 feet. Lot 1 contains .39
acres and has 51.4 feet of frontage while lot 2 contains .37 acres and 48.6 feet of
frontage.

Lot Width to Depth Variance

A lot' swidth is not suppose to exceed its depth by more than four times. Both
lots have approximately 50 feet of frontage and a depth of approximately 333 fedt,
exceeding the 200 foot maximum st forth in the regulations. Staff supportsa
variance from this standard since there are six other lots dong Forrest Avenue
(parcels 258, 259, 260, 261, 365, 268, and 269) with asimilar depth, as originaly
platted in 1890.

Staff recommends approva of thisfina plat subject to avariance for lot width to
depth rétio.



29. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-322U-13 Cambridge Forest Townhomes
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to arevised plat prior recordation.

Thisrequest isfor fina plat approva of an 82-townhouse horizonta property
regime on 18.43 acres. Thisdevelopment islocated at the intersection of
Bridgecrest Drive and Rurd Hill Road in the R15 Residentid PUD of Cambridge
Forest. The applicant has provided the necessary landscape buffer dong Rurd

Hill Road and Bridgecrest Drive. Cambridge Forest Townhomes PUD (28-79-G)
received find gpprova on September 30, 2000. That find PUD served asthe
preliminary pla for this devel opment.

A tributary of Mill Creek runs through the middle of the property, the gpplicant
has provided the necessary 50-foot buffer from the edge of the floodway. This
subdivison is not required to provide the 25-foot conservation easement/ public
greenway trail Snceit liesdong atributary of Mill Creek not the main creek
itsdlf.

Staff recommends conditiona gpprova subject to submisson of arevised find
plat prior to recordation that shows:
1. All eesements labeled as 'Public Utility Easement’ rlabeled as 'Public
Utility and Drainage Easement'.
2. Thefloodway line labeed as such dong the Mill Creek tributary.
3. All detention ponds on the plat and that they are properly labeled.
4. ldentification of the Stormwater Detention Agreement Instrument number
onthe plat.



30. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-324G-14 Blossom Trace, Resubdivision of L ots 9-11
Staff recommends approval.

Thisrequest isfor find plat approva to reconfigure three lots. The properties are
located at the intersection of Weeping Cherry Lane and Lilac Drive. These three
lots are a part of the Blossom Trace cluster lot subdivison. Sidewalks have been
provided dong Weeping Cherry Lane and Lilac Drive as a part of the origind
subdivision. These properties are located within a RS15 zoning digtrict but under
the cluster lot option, the lots may be reduced in size to that permitted in the
RS7.5 didtrict.

Section 2-4.2 of the Subdivison Regulations states the following:

"In general, sidelot lines shall be right angles to street lines (or radial to curving
street lines) unless a variation fromthisrule will give a better street or lot plan”
The three |ots proposed for resubdivision currently contain anon-radid lot line

aong the northern property line of lot 11. This resubdivison will correct the

exiging non-radid lot line.

Currently exist each meets or exceeds the minimum zoning requirements for
square footage. Staff recommends approval of thisfind plat based on the
removd of the non-radid lot line.



31. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-326G-06 L exington Point, Section 3

32. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-327G-06 L exington Point, Section 4
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for the extension of
roads, sdewaks, and public utilities.

These two requests are for final plat approva for Phase 3 (23 single-family lots)
and Phase 4 (63 singe-family lots) on 38.8 acres abuiting the north terminus of
Lexington Point Drive. This property is classfied within the RS15 didrict.

The Planning Commission gpproved a preiminary plat that encompassed these
phases on September 2, 1999 (99S-300G). Thesefind plats are consstent with
the approved priminary plat. Staff recommends conditiona gpprova subject to
abond for the extension of road, sdewalks, and public utilities for both plats.



33. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-340G-12 Mill Creek Village
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a bond for the extenson of
public utilities and arevised plat prior to recordation.

This request is for find plat gpprova to subdivide a 24-acre parce into two lots
abutting the northwest corner of Bell Road and Blue Hole Road. The property is
located within the CL and RM9 didricts. The property is being subdivided dong
the zoning didrict boundary in order to sl lot 1 for a multi-family development.
This subdivison is merely to separate the parcd into two lots — one commercid
and one resdentid. Plats will be required for each lot in the future in order to
creste buildable lots.

Staff recommends conditiond approva subject to a bond for the extenson of
public utilities and a revised plat prior to recordation showing required landscape
bufferyards. The pla is showing a 20-foot landscape bufferyard on ot 1 where it
abuts lot 2. A gtandard “C” class bufferyard will aso be required on lot 2 where it
abutslot 1. A standard “A” bufferyard must so be shown on lot 1 where it aouts
adjacent RM15 property. A revised plat must be submitted prior to recordation
that clearly labels the appropriate bufferyards and widths as required by the
Zoning Ordinance. The revised pla will dso need to clearly label the proposed
right-of-way to the centerline of Blue Hole Road. The plat dedicates a portion of
right-of-way aong Blue Hole Road. The proposed right-of-way shdl be clearly
labeled to show exactly how much right-of-way is to be dedicated. A note will be
required to indicate that this is not a buildable ste as well. As indicated, plats will
be necessary in the future to create buildable lots on this property. A revised plat
is required to include a note on each lot that reads, “Thisis not a buildable lot.”

Staff recommends conditiond approval subject to a bond for the extenson of
public utilities and a revised plat prior to recordation showing appropriate
bufferyards, the proposed right-of-way of Blue Hole Road, and a note gating that
these are not buildable lots.



34. PUD Proposal No. 157-77-G-12 Windlands Retirement Center
Staff recommends approval.

This request isfor a variance to Section 17.32.080 (Sign Regulations) for the
Resdentid PUD didgtrict located abutting the north margin of Sam Boney Drive,
east of Nolensville Pike to permit additiona wording to be added to an existing
wal sgnonaahbuilding. The sign on the building contains 192 square feet of
sgnage with 4-foot tal letters reading “WINDLANDS.” The Zoning Regulaions
alow amaximum sign area of 32 square feet for each street a property fronts.
This request isto add 120 additional square feet of Sgn area by adding the word
“RETIREMENT” next to WINDLANDS on the side of the building.
“RETIREMENT” is proposed with non-illuminated, 2-foot letters, while the
exiging Sgnisilluminated. The applicant has indicated that the purpose of
adding the word “RETIREMENT” to the Sign isto reduce the amount of walk-in
inquires. Since these are not traditiona apartment units, thiswill help reduce the
amount of foot-traffic. The PUD was originaly gpproved as an “ederly housng”
complex.

The permit records from the Codes Department indicate that a permit was issued
in the early 1980’ sfor the exigting sign. The permit did not specify sign Sze nor
was a variance gpproved to dlow the existing 192 square foot sign. Staff
recommends gpprova of this variance since this building is located gpproximeatey
820 feet from Nolensville Pike and faces a commercid corridor. Given the
property’ s distance from Nolensville, alarger than normal sign is necessary to
identify thislocation. Thiswill have minimd impact on the adjacent resdentid
area.

This request to increase the total Sign areato 312 square feet will not compromise
the PUD’ s integrity or the facility’ s operations. Since this existing Sgn has been

in place for nearly 20 years with little impact to the surrounding area, staff
recommends gpprovd of this PUD revison and variance. The Planning
Commisson’s action will be forwarded to the Board of Zoning Appedsasa
recommendation.



35. PUD Proposal No. 122-82-U-12 Grassmer e Business Park
Staff recommends conditional approval.

Thisrequest isto revise the preliminary plan for an undeveloped phase of the
Commercial PUD didtrict located at the corner of Elysian Fields Road and
Trousdde Drive to permit three office buildingsin two phases, replacing one
office building. The plan proposes a one-story 11,300 square foot building, a
two-story 11,700 square foot building, and atwo-story 31,000 square foot
building for atota of 54,000 square feet, replacing a three-gtory building with
75,000 sguare feet. The proposed plan orients the proposed buildings toward
Trousdde Drive and maintains the same access points with one on Trousdde
Drive and one through an exigting driveway on Grassmere Park Drive. Thisplan
reduces a portion of the landscaped area on the south side of the site from 90 feet
to 70 feet, while only a 20 foot “C” buffer yard isrequired. Staff recommends
conditional approva provided Public Works approves the drainage plans prior to
the Planning Commission meeting.



36. PUD Proposal No. 61-85-P-13 Pinnacle Point Shopping Center
Staff recommends disapproval.

Thisrequest isto revise a portion of the preliminary plan and for fina gpprova

for aportion of the Commercid (Genera) PUD didrict to permit the addition of a
140-foot tal cdl tower behind an exigting building in the Pinnacle Point Shopping
Center. Staff has been working with the gpplicant to find alocation that will not
require aheight variance and thet will not sgnificantly impact the surrounding
neighborhood behind the PUD. Although the gpplicant has changed the tower’s
location and reduced its height, from 195 feet to 140 feet, it would till be seen
from the Ransom Village Way residential neighborhood located behind the
shopping center. A 140-foot tower will ill be visble from these homes over the
row of trees surrounding this shopping center.

Staff recommends disgpprova of this revison since the Metropolitan Council
goproved this PUD in 1985 for commercid buildings with a maximum height of
gpproximately 30 feet or two-tories above grade. This revision would be
incongstent with that plan. Although this proposal is consstent with the SCC

base zoning digtrict’s bulk standards, Section 17.12.020 states the following:

“Alter native standards may be imposed by any planned unit development,
historic, or urban design overlay district aslong as the standards are consistent
with the purpose and intent of the overlay district.” Staff recommends
disgpprovd since this proposd isincongstent with the origina intent of the PUD

and since it would impact the adjacent resdentiad neighborhood.



37. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -045U-08
Staff recommends conditional approval.

This request isto close unbuilt Alley #629 located between Lyle Avenue and Jo
Johngton Avenue. The Metro Board of Education is requesting thisdley’s

closure for J. M. Head Middle School’ s future school expansion (see 2001S-
135U-08). Easements are to be abandoned. Metro Government owns dl the land
surrounding this dley.

Staff recommends conditiond gpprova of thisdley’s closure subject to the

school board relocating NES lines within thisright-of-way. The school board has
coordinated with NES on the relocetion of theselines. All reviewing

departments and agencies are recommending approva. No landlocked properties
will be crested by thisaley’s closure.



38. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -104U-07
Staff recommends approval.

Thisrequest isto officialy name an unnamed access road “White Bridge Place”

for E-911 system efficiency. The access road parallels the eastbound 1-40 on-
ramp at White Bridge Road. The road serves the Waffle House restaurant and the
Comfort Inn. Origindly, a different name was proposed by Public Works. After
receiving staff’ s letter informing these property owners of the proposed name
change, the Comfort Inn called and e-malled staff requesting the name change to
“White Bridge Place’. Public Works conferred with the Vice- President of
Operations for the Waffle House. He agreed to the revised name change proposed
by the Comfort Inn.

Staff recommends gpproval of the proposed name change since abutting property
owners agree to the name change.



39. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -111G-14
Staff recommends approval.

This request is accept the donation of 0.50 acres at 4300 Chandler Road from
Marguerite W. Smith. Staff recommends approval of this property donation. The
property generates $0.00 in property taxes to Metro; therefore, its removal from
the property tax rollswill not condtitute any lossin revenue. Metro Public Works
will use thisright-of-way to increase Chandler Road'’ s right-of-way.



40. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -112G-06 (Council Bill BL2001-871)
Staff recommends approval.

This council bill is gpprove the lease and future sde of Metro property at

3010 Ambrose Avenue for the Reuse Center, Inc. The property was originaly
acquired in 1986 by Metro as part of the Public Works East Center. It was
previoudy used by Parents Anonymous of Tennessee.

The Reuse Center is a non-profit group that recydes ussful materids by resdling
them at avery low, affordable price. The materias they sde then avoid going to a
landfill. Centerslikethesetypicaly accept doors, windows, Sinks, toilets,
bathtubs, roofing, plumbing, cabinets, pipes and fittings, lumber, bricks, light
fixtures, gardening tools, etc. They do not accept flanmable liquids, chemicals,
inoperable appliances, toxic waste, used tries, etc.

Staff recommends approva of this lease and future sale. The property will be
leased for $100/month, and if the lessee options to purchase the home, it would be
sold by Metro for $70,000. The Reuse Center intends to improve the existing
property as office space. Those improvements will become Metro’sin the event
The Reuse Center decides not to purchase this property in the future.



41. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -113G-00 (Council Bill BL2001-875)
Staff recommends approval.

This coundil hill isto lease locations in Metro buildings for ATM machinesto be
ingaled by the MPD Employees Credit Union. These machines will be located a
the Criminal Justice Center, Hermitage Police Precinct and South Police Precinct.
All costs associated with ingaling, operating, and maintaining these machines

will be paid for by the credit union.

Staff recommends gpprova of this lease agreement as the ATMs will benefit
members of the credit union as well asthe genera public.



42. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -114U-13 (Council Bill BL2001-872)
Staff recommends approval.

This coundil hbill isto lease the DeBerry Correctiond Facility located at 3250

Ezd| Pike to the Policeman’s Benefits Association. The association will hold its
annua haunted house fundraising event & the facility. The Metro Legd
Department submitted this request to staff on October 30, 2001, and requested its
approva be expedited. Staff recommends approva of this lease agreement since
the facility isaready in use as ahaunted house. The lease term ends September
30, 2002 with an option to renew for four years (1 year each).



43. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -115U-07
Staff recommends conditional approval.

Thisrequest isto close Alley #1190, an unimproved dley from Park Driveto the
western edge of parcel 101 on tax map 104-05. The applicant, Mr. Charles Smith,
is requesting this closure to construct a garage on his property. All easements are
to be retained. Staff field-checked this closure and the dley isnot used. Itis
overgrown and an abutting property owner has congtructed two fences within the
right-of-way as an obstruction to prevent anyone from using the dley.

Staff recommends conditiond approva provided dl agencies and departments
recommend approval.



44. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -116U-00
Staff recommends approval.

This request isto adopt the Metro Nashville and Davidson County Officid Street
and Alley Maps. Every year the Metro Planning Commission and Metro Council
must review and approve these maps as required by Section 13.08.010 of the
Metro Code of Laws. These mapsidentify all Streets and aleys accepted by

Metro for public maintenance between October 1, 2000 to October 23, 2001. This
year no dleys are being accepted only streets within new subdivisons. Staff
recommends gpprova of this map adoption.



45. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -117U-08
Staff recommends conditional approval.

This request isto rename Lyle Avenue between Johnston Avenue and
Charlotte Pike to "JoJohnston Avenue' and JoJohnston Avenue between
20th Avenue North and 21st Avenue North to "21st Avenue North" for the
J. M. Head Middle School campus expansion (see 2001S-135U-08). The
renaming is necessary to reflect the closing of JoJohnston Avenue between
20" Avenue North and 21% Avenue North (2000M-098U-08).

Staff recommends conditional approval of these street renamings provided
al reviewing agencies and departments recommend gpproval.



46. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -118U-08
Staff recommends approval.

This request is to close JoJohnston Avenue between 19" Avenue North and 20"
Avenue North (see aso 2001S-135U-08). All easements are to be abandoned.
The Metro Board of Educetion is requesting this street closure for the expansion
of Head Middle School. The Planning Commissioned disgpproved asmilar
request on September 28, 2000 (2000M-098U-08). At that time, staff
recommended disapprova since more information was needed, plus the 30-day
clock for Planning Commission action was to expire on October 6, 2000. The
Metro Charter mandates the Commission take action within 30 days once a
complete mandatory referral gpplication has been officidly submitted for review
and congderation. A failure to act within 30 days deems the gpplication
approved. To avoid that Stuation, staff recommended disapprova.

Staff recommends gpprova of this street closure since in the intervening year, this
sreet’s proposed closure, including the re-routing traffic around the school has
been analyzed in-depth. Community meetings have been held about the proposed
closure and school expangon plans with Councilmember Whitmore, the Directors
of Public Works and Planning, Board of Education personnel and the Metro
Traffic Engineer. The councilmember and dl departments agree that JoJohnston
Avenue should be closed. Traffic will be re-routed up 19" Avenue North to
Warner Avenue and then down 20" Avenue North, connecting back to what is
now JoJohnston Avenue, but proposed to be renamed to “21% Avenue North”
(2001M-117U-08) on this same commission agenda

Traffic

A traffic study was prepared for this closure as required by Council bill G87-1679
since more than 1,000 cars per day use these sreets. The study indicated that this
section of JoJohngton Avenue has an average daly traffic volume of between
3,350 to 4,560 cars per day. When this portion of the roadway is closed, traffic
will be diverted to nearby dreets.  While the study indicates adequate capacity
exids on those dreets for the diverted traffic, it does note that resdents dong
those streets (Pearl, 20" Avenue North, Lyle Avenue and 19" Avenue North) will
perceive an increase in traffic. At times, people may be unable to get out of thelr
driveways as quickly as they can today, paticulaly during the morning and
afternoon when school begins and ends.  All dreets will perform a an acceptable
leve of sarvice (B or C). The mgority of these dreets perform a a levd of
sarvice “B” today.



47. Subdivison Regulation Amendments (Sdewalks)
Staff recommends approval.

Thisitem was deferred a the October 25, 2001, mesting to dlow more time to discuss
thisrequest. Some minor housekeeping changes have been made since then to try to
clarify the text further. These changes are highlighted. Thisrequest is a text anendment
to change Section 2-6.1 (Sdewaks) of the Subdivison Regulations to clarify where
sdewalks are required, to add flexibility as to where sdewalks can be located, to provide
relief and to dlow for an in-lieu fee of sdewalk congtruction in areas where Sdewaks

are not practica or feagble at the time the fina plat is approved. This request was
initiated by Planning Department staff due to alarge number of variance requests over

the past severd months. Asthe Commission will recal, the sdewalk regulations were
last amended in December of 2000, when atext amendment was approved by the
Panning Commission to require Sdewalks on both sides of dl new dreets. Planning

daff has been working closaly with the Metropolitan Lega Department, Public Works, as
well as developers and engineers, to establish the proposed amendment.

Staff recommends gpprova of this amendment since it does not change the basic

requirements for sdewalks, and snceit will dlow an option for reief when Sdewaks
either cannot or should not be built at a specific location.

2-6 Streets and Pedestrian Ways
2-6.1 Sidewalks

A. General
All sidewalks and pedestrian ways condructed upon public rights-of-way or pedestrian
easements shdl be in accordance with the adopted construction standards of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works.

B. Standards

1. Dimensions
The minimum width of public Sdewaks shdl be five (5) fest. Where concrete curbs are
required or constructed, grass or landscaped areas or strips with a minimum width of four
(4) feet shdl separate dl sdewalks from the adjacent street (Figure 2-6.1 B.1), except
within ten (10) feet of a Street intersection.
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Figure2-6.1 B.1: Dimensions



2. Encroachments/Obstructions (Figure 2-6.1 B.2)

a. Encroachments incduding, but not limited to utility poles, fire hydrants, parking
meters, malboxes, sgn standards, and street furniture shdl not be located within the
concrete portion of the sdewalk area, except as provided in 2b, below.

b. Dranage grates, tree grates, utility grates, and manholes shdl be permitted within a
sdewalk provided four (4) feet of unobstructed clearance is provided on one side,
unless determined to be compliant with Metro Public Works standards.
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Figure 2-6.1 B.2: EncroachmentgObstructions

3. Materials -- When there is an exising sdewdk built of dternative materids (e.g. brick,
exposed aggregate) either dong the property’s frontage or adjoining it, Sdewaks may be
condructed with like materids, if the materids are determined to be compliant with
Metro Public Works standards.

4. Location -- Sidewaks complying with applicable Metro Public Works requirements shall
be located on both sides of any new sreet, and within the public right-of-way, regardiess
of whether new or existing lot(s) have frontage on said Street.

a. When aplat has frontage on an exigting street(s), Sdewalks shall be required in
relation to the future curb line dong the property’ s frontage on the existing stregt(s).

b. When the right- of-way is inconggtent with the future curbline, a pedestrian easement
may be alowed.

¢. When specimen quality trees or other natural features exigt, that are desired to be
preserved or protected, in the path of asidewalk, the sdewalk may be located so asto
preserve those features. Under such conditions the sdewalk may be located within a
pedestrian easement outsde of the dedicated public right-of-way, provided the
easement is contiguous to the public right-of-way. Exceptionsto alow anon
contiguous pedestrian easement may be consdered by the Planning Commission, after
obtaining a recommendation from the Metropolitan Department of Public Works.



. Whedchair-Accessible Curb Ramp -- Whed chair accessible curb ramps complying
with gpplicable ADA requirements shdl be congtructed a street crossngs. If an existing
street curb has not been constructed with a sidewalk ramp, the sidewak and curb shall be
reconstructed to meet gpplicable Metro Public Works requirements.

. Lot Sze -- Sdewaks shdl be required on dl non-resdentid development plats, and all
resdentia lots that are zoned for less than 20,000 square feet minimum lot Size, or are
proposed to be less than 20,000 square feet by the cluster ot provisions.

. Existing Char acter — For infill developments, sidewalks and associated grass or
landscape areas or strips shall be comparable in character and width to sdewalks dong
the existing strest, or in the area.

. Exigting Sidewalks -- When a substandard sidewalk aready exists dong a property’s
frontage on a public street, and is non-compliant with Metro Public Works standards, it
shdl be brought into compliance with gpplicable requirements.

. Sidewalk Relief

If the property falls within one of the areas listed below (1-8), where the construction of a
sdewak isnot feasible or practica at the time the find plat is gpproved, the applicant
may request relief from the requirement to construct asidewak. In such cases, rdief
may be granted and a variance shdl not be required. Sidewalk relief may be granted
aong exidting sreets by the Executive Director of the Metropolitan Planning Department
for two-lot subdivisons, and by the Metropolitan Planning Commission for subdivisons
of morethan two lots. A request for rdief shal be reviewed in consultation with the
Director of the Metropolitan Department of Public Works, who may find thet the
ingalation of the sdewak is not in the best interest of Nashville and Davidson County at
that time. Should such relief be granted, afeein-lieu of Sdewadk congruction shdl be
paid by the applicant in accordance with the fee schedule established by the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works, except in C.7. below. The feein-lieu of congtruction shal
be used to accommodate pedestrian needs within the established benefit zone, as
provided in Section 2-6.1 D.1.b). The following conditions shall be considered for
sdewdk relief but shal not done establish aright to relief:

. Drainage Ditches -- When drainage ditches are present dong an existing street that
preclude the reasonable ingalation of a Sdewak within ether the exigting or future
right-of-way or a pedestrian easement;

. Developed With Sidewalks on One Side -- When the surrounding area within a .25 mile
radius is predominantly developed with sdewaks on the opposing side of the street, and

no sdewaks exist on the gpplicant’ s Sde of the street within .25 miles,

. Developed Without Sidewalks -- When the surrounding area within a .25 mile radius is
predominantly developed without sSdewaks and the inddlation of the sdewaks would

be piece-med and not from intersection to intersection;

. Higtoric Character -- When the Metropolitan Historic Commisson determines that a

sdewak would inappropriately dter the historic character of a property or neighborhood,;



5. Scenic Highway -- When a sdewak would ingppropriately ater the character of a
designated scenic highway;

6. Capital Improvement Budget -- When the adopted current capital improvements
budget includes a project that has approved funding for any improvements, widening, or
changes to the roadway or within the right- of-way the property fronts, or TDOT has
committed gpproved funds, and congtruction of sSdewalks are anticipated in the next Sx
(6) years;

7. Alternative Pedestrian Trail -- When an dternative pededtrian trail or greenway trall
meeting ADA standards is proposed to be constructed by the devel oper and the trail
subgtantialy serves the same purpose as the sidewalk section for which relief is sought;

8. Slope -- Whenthe sdewak and landscaped strip cross-section areas are located on land
with a cross-dope greater than 9%, and the applicant has demonstrated to the Planning
Commission that congtruction of sidewalks on both sides of the street would create a
hazardous condition or isimpracticable.

D. Payment In-Lieu of Sidewalks

When the Plaming Commisson or the Executive Director of the Metropolitan Planning
Depatment grants relief to this section of the Subdivison Regulatons, the gpplicant shdl
pay afeein lieu of sdewak construction, except for the provisonin C.7., above.

1. Amount -- Theamount of any in-lieu fee shdl be caculated and paid in accordance with
the fee schedule established by the Metropolitan Department of Public Works.

a. Payment -- The fees shdl be paid to the Metropolitan Government and administered
by the Metropolitan Department of Public Works.

b. Expenditure of Collected Funds — Within sx (6) years of collection of afeein-lieu
of sidewak congtruction for a proposed subdivision, such fee shal be spent for the
design, congtruction and/or upgrade of Sdewadks and similar pedestrian wakgftrails
within the pedestrian benefit zone in which the proposed subdivison islocated. Funds
shdl not be spent for anything other than the design and congtruction of sdewalks and
related pedestrian wakg/trails, and necessary roadway and drainage improvements to
accommodate the sdewalks.

2. FeeDeadline -- All in-lieu fees shal be paid prior to the recording of afind plat for the
applicable phase of any subdivision.

3. Bonds — Payment of afeein-lieu of sdewak congtruction, where authorized, shall
negate the bond requirement for that sdewalk, unless otherwise stated.

E. Variances

Granting of Variances-- The Planning Commisson may grant avariance to Section 2-6.1
based upon the evidence presented to it in each specific case, asrequired in Section 1- 10 of



F.

these regulations. Nothing in this section, Section 2-6.1, shall preclude an gpplicant from
seeking a variance under Section 1-10 of these regulations.

Pedestrian Easements

To facilitate pedestrian access from dtreets to schools, parks, greenways, playgrounds, or
other nearby fadllities the Panning Commisson or the Executive Director of the
Metropolitan Planning Depatment may require perpetua unobstructed easements or
dedications of land neasuring a least ten (10) feet in width on a subdivison plat. Easements
shall be indicated on the plat as a* public pedestrian access easement.”

5-2 Wordsand Terms Defined

Infill Development refers to areas previoudy subdivided or predominantly developed, where
a pla may combine lots, tracts, and/or parcels, may dter an exising public right-of-way,
and/or may dter exiging lot or parcd lines.

Pededtrian Benefit Zone refers to each of eeven (11) zones established by these regulations
in which fees in-lieu of sdewak congtruction may be collected, and where such fees shdl be
goent for the safety and convenience of pededrians utilizing the Sdewak or pedestrian
network within that zone. Each zone represents, to the extent practicable, an area where
pededtrian circulation can take place without traverang magor barriers to movement such as
interstate freeways and mgor federd highways that are, by definition, unsafe or unsuitable
for pedestrian crossing. Pedestrian Benefit Zones are described as follows (see Map below):

Zonel. Bounded by I1-40 and I-265 on the southeast; Cumberland River on north/northwest;

county line on west. (West, edge)

Zone 2. Bounded by Cumberland River and I-265 on the south; 1-24 on the east and north,

county line on the west. (Northwest, edge)

Zone 3. Bounded by I-24 on the west; 1-65 on the southeast and east; county line on the north.

(North, edge)

Zone 4. Bounded by I-65 on the northwest; 1-24 on the west; Cumberland River on the south

and ead; county line on the northeast. (Northeast, edge)

Zone 5. Bounded by Cumberland River on the north/northwest; 1-40 on the south/southwest;

county line on the east. (East, edge)

Zone 6. Bounded by 1-40 on the north; 1-24 on the west and southwest; county line on the east.

(Southeast, edge)

Zone 7. Bounded by I-24 on the east/northeast; I-65 on the west; 1-440 on the north; and county

line on the south. (South, edge)

Zone 8. Bounded by I-65 on the east; [-440 on the north/northeast; 1-40 on the northwest;

county line on the south. (Southwest, edge)



Zone 9. Bounded by 1-440 on the south; I-24 on the northeast and east; 1-40 on the
north/northwest; and I-65 on the west. (South, inner)

Zone 10. Bounded by 1-65 on the east/northeast; 1-440 on the south and southwest; 1-40 on the
north and northeast. (Southwest, inner)

Zone 11. Bounded by the downtown loop (Downtown)

Specimen qudity trees—Trees that are generally considered to be prototypica of that particular
species, accurately representing the typica line, form, texture and color. Generdly, larger than
12 inchesin caliper.

Pedestrian Benefit Zones;




OLD TEXT

2-6 Streets and Pedestrian Ways







48. Subdivison Regulation Amendments (Administr ative Review)
Staff recommends approval.

Thisitem was deferred at the October 25, 2001, Planning Commission meeting. Thisrequest is
to amend Section 3-3.2 of the Subdivison Regulations (Adminidretive Review).

Background

The MPC Rules and Procedures establish a minimum interva between the filing of an gpplication
for zoning change or subdivison plat gpprova and its gppearance on the Planning Commission’s
public hearing agenda. Working from those rules, planning staff generates a schedule that
indudes submittal deadlines and likely Planning Commission action dates. Currently staff

follows the minimum alowable “28 day” schedule.

Saff Recommendation

Staff recommends and seeks Planning Commission endorsement to require applications to be
submitted to the department one week earlier than is now the case thereby extending the interval
between submittal deadline and MPC mesting from four weeks to five weeks for projectsin
compliance with Metro sandards. This change will dlow the gt&ff to do the following:

Identify incomplete applications at an earlier sage in the Saff review process, thus

alowing applicants additiond time to correct application deficiencies. (Determination

of “ completeness’ will be made by comparing the submittal to a published checklist of
minimum regulatory requirements, such as property owner signature, water and sewer
availability letter, traffic impact study if required, and the like.)

Perform two multi-agency application reviews prior to agenda preparation. Currently
only one review occurs before the agenda is prepared; the second review takes place
after the agenda and public notices have been prepared and distributed.

Arrive a areasonable levd of certainty that an item will be on a particular MPC agenda
prior to sending public hearing notices to nearby property owners and neighborhood
associations. This change will minimize the occasions when citizens must take time
away from their jobs and other responsihilities to attend Planning Commission meetings
for agenda items requiring deferrd.

Prepare areliable MPC agenda with fewer items deferred at the last minute. Currently,
in order to accommodate applicants with gpplication deficiencies, staff isworking up to
the day of the MPC mesting to get clearance from other Metro departments that their
requirements have been adequately addressed.

Increase gaff efficiency by iminating preparation of staff reports for projects requiring
deferrd for non-compliance.

Conserve resources by diminating the extra cost of mailing public hearing notices for
itemsthat fal to receive last minute agency clearances and therefore require indefinite
deferrd. For indefinitely deferred items, the staff must re-mail notices and new or
revised Sgns must be posted when anew hearing is scheduled.



To implement this change, staff recommends revising the published schedule of
submittal deadlines and

related Planning Commission hearing dates, and proposes the following change to the
text of the

Subdivision Regulations. Delete the first two paragraphs of Section 3-3.2,
Adminigtrative Review, as

shown below:

[Existing Subdivision Regulations Text|

NOTE

During the review process, additional information, such as street profiles, flood plain
cut and/or fill data, etc., may be required in order for the review findingsto be
presented in a more complete manner. Such additiona information will become part of
the record file of the plat application.

[Proposed Subdivision Regulations Text|

3-3.2 Staff Review — The Executive Director shall initiate a review of the plat, and any
exhibits submitted in conformance with these regulations. This review shall be performed by
the MPC Staff and other officials of the Metropolitan Government and representatives of the
State, or Boards or Commissions as appropriate. The review shal be conducted in
accordance with the published review schedule. The findings of the review process shal be
presented to the Planning Commission.

The published review schedule shal designate a deadline for agency comments on plat
compl eteness and compliance to be provided to the applicant, and a deadline for applicant
revisions to be resubmitted to the Planning Department. The revised plat drawings will be
circulated to the appropriate reviewing agencies by staff. Once aplat is in compliance with
all applicable regulations it shal be presented for consideration by the Planning Commission.




Decision on Final Plats
Section 3-4.3 of Subdivison Regulations

Background

This proposed change would authorize the Executive Director to approve afind plat thet is
substantialy the same as an gpproved (and unexpired) preiminary plat. Some years ago, the
Subdivison Regulations were interpreted to del egate such authority to the Executive Director,
however, in recent years that authority has not been exercised. Consequently the MPC routindy
actson find plats that are substantialy the same as priminary plats previoudy approved by
Commissioners. To obtain maximum clarity in the regulations, the Law Department has
recommended that delegation of MPC authority to its saff is best set out in the Subdivison
Regulations, rather than authorized as a matter of interpretation.

Saff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission authorize the Executive Director to gpprove minor
revisonsto subdivisons. Staff also seeks authorization to extend adminidrative find plat
approva to PUD revisons. The benefits of the proposed changes are to diminate duplicate
subdivision gpprovas from MPC agendas, reduce unproductive time spent by staff preparing
reports on duplicate subdivision approvas, and reduce the need for applicants to meet MPC
agenda deadlines in order to have routine fina plats approved. 1t should be noted that staff will
continue to require afull review cycle to coordinate with other departments to assure that al
technica requirements of subdivision and other development regulations have been met.

A Planned Unit Development (PUD) follows a more complex route than does asubdivison. A
PUD begins with a zoning change gpplication, which is reviewed by staff, recommended by the
Planning Commission, and gpproved by the Metropolitan Council to establish aPUD overlay
zoning didrict. TheMaster Development Plan associated with the Council-approved PUD isa
conceptual plan of development that includes the generd orientation and size of principa
structures and associated parking aress; |landscape and buffer areas required; location, size and
generd trestment of environmentally sendtive aress; generd traffic routes to and from the

devel opment with mgor access points identified; range and scope of proposed land uses,
dengities, floor arearatios or impervious surface ratios; land devoted to each type of genera land
use and phase of development; identification of new streets and proposed improvements to
exiding dreets.

Once aPUD overlay district and associated master development plan have been approved by the
Council, the developer submitsa Final Site Plan for Planning Commission gpprovd. A find

gte plan is gpproved by the MPC if the plan is congstent with the Council-approved plan and al
of its conditions, and if the find dte plan dso meets the technica requirements of the

Subdivison Regulations for preliminary plat approvd, if gpplicable. In other words, when land
inaPUD is subdivided, the Find PUD approva = the preiminary subdivison plat approval.

After this stage in the approva process, a PUD subdivision travels the path of aregular
preliminary subdivison pla, and is digible for find subdivison plat gpprova so long asit
conformsto the approved PUD plan and meets dl technica requirements of the Subdivison
Regulations.

It follows, then, that if the Executive Director is authorized to approve find plats that are
subgtantidly the same as approved prdiminary plats, the Executive Director’ s authority would



aso extend to gpprove find plats for PUD subdivisons that are subgtantialy the same as
approved PUD find dite plans.

[Existing Subdivision Regulations Text|

IProposed Subdivision Regulations Text]

3-4.3.1 Decison on Find Plat — Upon completion of areview (see 3-3.2) that findsthe plat in
conformance with the applicable regulations of the Metropolitan Government, the State,
and any reviewing Boards and Commissions, the gpplicable approva procedure below
shdl be followed.

A. If thefinal plat shows only minor revisons to the approved preiminary plat and
meets all regulatory requirements, the Executive Director isauthorized to
approvethefinal plat on behalf of the Metropolitan Planning Commission.
Minor revisons are insignificant shiftsin street and open space locations, minor
changesto lot size, minor changesto unit size and distribution of intensity not
inconsistent with a final PUD approval and its associated preliminary plat, if
applicable; minor shiftsin lot lines; and other changes which do not alter the
general layout and intensity of the approved preliminary plat. At therequest of
the applicant, any final plat shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
decison, including reversal of the decision of the Executive Director. The
Executive Director may, at hisor her discretion, direct any final plat to the
Planning Commission accor ding to the procedur es of B, below.

B. If thefinal plat includesmgor revisons to the approved preliminary plat, a
revised preliminary plat along with the final plat shall be submitted by the
applicant in accordance with the published review schedule. Oncein compliance
with all regulatory standards, it shall be placed on the agenda of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for approval, conditional approval, or
disapproval by resolution, which shall set forth in detail any conditions of
approval or reasonsfor disapproval. The applicant will be provided a copy of
the resolution. For purposes of this section, mgor revisons include, but are not
limited to, an increasein the number of lots and/or squar e footage, change(s) to




the pattern of street connections or major access points; changesto the pattern
of lotsor the massing of buildings; changesto open space provisions, reductions
in public dedications; reductionsin improvements, including sdewalks, for the
benefit of the public; variance(s) to the Subdivision Regulations not previousy
granted by the Planning Commission at the time of preliminary plat approval;

or any other feature(s) of the subdivision that assumed significance at the time of
preliminary plat approval.

Failure of the Planning Commission to act upon a plat within thirty (30)
days after the official submission date (Section 3-1.2) shall be deemed approval
of the plat, and in such event a certificate of approval entitling the subdivider to
proceed shall be issued, upon demand, by the Chairman and Secretary of the
Planning Commission. Caution should be exercised in that such default
approval will not exempt the subdivison from compliance with the Zoning
Regulations.




