1. Phillips-Jackson Redevelopment Plan (Council Resolution RS2001- 783)
Staff recommends approval.

This Council resolution amends the Phillips-Jackson Redevel opment Plan which

covers Subarea 8 (Germantown, Hope Gardens, Jefferson Street, and former
stockyard area). MDHA has proposed this amendment to add the Row 8.9 project, a
proposed townhouse development on Jackson Street in Hope Gardens between 8™
Avenue North and 9" Avenue North, across from the Farmers Market.  Thisisthe
same property the Planning Commission gpproved consolidation plat for in July 2001
(2001S-184U-09). That plat consolidated severd properties to assemble them for a
future redevelopment opportunity.

Staff recommends gpprova of this amendment. It replacesthe ‘ Preface’ statement
within the redevelopment plan with a more detailed Preface thet references
ordinances and identifies this area as being a“blighted”. The amendment aso
replaces the redevelopment plan’s land use map (R. P. Map No. 2). The new map
showsthe Row 8.9 project Ste with a“generd resdentid” land use. Previoudy, the
property had been designated for commercia land use. The Metro Council will hold
apublic hearing on this amendment on Tuesday, November 20, 2001 a 7:00 p.m. in
the Council Chambers (RS2001-783).



2. Subarea 6 Plan Amendment—Coley Davis Road
Staff recommends the Commission set a public hearing date for December 6, 2001.

The applicant has requested the Planning Commission amend the Subarea 6 Plan for
250+ acresin Bellevue. The property is landlocked and is bordered by 1-40 and the
Harpeth River, and is bisected by the CSX Railroad. Currently, the property is vacant
except for large meta barn which is used for the commercial sod farm operation. The
plan amendment is requested to alow for an Urban Design Overlay (UDO) district and
mixture of commercia, office, and residentia uses within traditiona neighborhood
development (TND). The current policy for the areais Natural Conservation (NC) which
does not support the proposed TND project.

Current Policy

The NC palicy isintended to protect environmentally sensitive areas such as steep dopes
and floodplain. Both of these occur on this property due to large portions of the site
containing steep topography and Harpeth River floodplain. It has been practice to allow
development on the edge of the NC areas where pockets of land physically suitable for
urban devel opment that can be readily served by infrastructure. Much of the recent
residential development in Bellevue has occurred in NC policy areas.

The original Subarea 6 Plan had this property within aregional-scale retail policy as part
of the Bellevue Regiona Activity Center (RAC). That policy was applied to the
Bellevue Mall and surrounding large commercia centers where Staples, Circuit City,
Home Depot, and Toys R’ Us are located. In the 1996 update, the RAC policy was
removed in part because Bellevue' s growth was slower than originally expected and
severa low density residential developments were approved---inconsistent with the RAC

policy.

Proposed Policy

The applicant’ s proposed subarea plan amendment would enable a mixture of uses not
currently supported by the existing NC policy. The plan amendment would allow
development that uses traditional neighborhood design principles as a touchstone.

By applying aUDO, a TND development can occur that is more compact, provides
greater integration of uses and services, and ensures a development’ s design respects
environmentally sengitive areas. When the NC policy was applied to this area, Metro
regulations lacked their current sophistication for protecting environmentally sensitive
areas. Since 1996, changes to the Subdivision Regulations, Zoning Ordinance, and Storm
Water Management Ordinance have served to better protect and buffer opes, drainage
ways, streams, and river. The applicant’s proposed UDO would afford even greater
protection through the use of design guidelines for this property and its environmentally
sensitive aress.

Given a portion of the property has been zoned CS (commercial) since 1974 and its
visble location dong 1-40, there is merit to considering a plan amendment. Under the
current CS zoning, without any design criteria, alarge commercial center could be
devel oped on this property with access from Coley Davis Road via a bridge over the
Harpeth River. Staff supports evaluating a plan amendment that supports a mixture of
uses (mixed-use and residentia policies) and protects the scenic river and opes. The
amendment should include this property and those along Coley Davis Road between 1-40
and Coley Davis Road/Memphis-Bristol Highway intersection. Therefore, staff
recommends a public hearing on a Subarea 6 Plan amendment be scheduled for
Thursday, December 6, 2001 at 1:00 p.m. Staff will work with Bellevue neighborhood
groups and Councilmembers Lineweaver and Bogen on this proposed plan amendment.



3. Zone Change Proposal No. 2001Z-077G-06 (See Subarea 6 Plan Amendment above)
Staff recommends deferral until the Subarea 6 Plan amendment public hearing on
December 6, 2001.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? Y es, and one was submitted.

Traffic impact sudy required to analyze project impacts on nearby
inter sections and neighborhoods? Y es, see note below.

Thisrequest isto rezone 264 acres from AR2a (agricultural) and CS (commercid) to
RM15 (multi-family), RM9 (multi-family), RS15 (sngle-family), and MUL (mixed-
use) digtrict properties at 8161 Coley Davis Road, Newsom Station Road
(unnumbered), and McCrory Lane (unnumbered). Thereisa Subarea 6 Plan
Amendment for this same areadong Coley Davis Road. The existing AR2a didrict
isintended for agriculturd and resdential dengties at one dwelling unit for every two
acres, the CS digtrict isintended for awide range of commercial uses, induding
restaurant, retail, bank, office, saf storage, light manufacturing, and smal warehouse
uses. The proposed RM9 and RM 15 didtricts are intended for multi-family resdentid
at up to 9 and up to 15 dwelling units per acre respectively, while RS15 is intended
for angle-family resdentid dwellings a adensty of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

The proposed MUL isintended for amoderate intensity mixture of residentid, retall,
restaurant, and office uses.

The gpplicant has designed a conceptua plan that includes 50,000 square feet of retall
and office uses, 540 multi-family condos, townhomes, and loft gpartments, 525
sngle-family lots, and two community buildings. The applicant has dso indicated a
desre to dedicate land within this project for a neighborhood school. Should the
subarea plan amendment process favor a change in policy for this area, to accomplish
atraditiona neighborhood design, an Urban Design Overlay (UDO) didtrict is
recommended. Thiswas the approach taken withthe Lenox Village development on
Nolensville Pike earlier thisyear. The UDO will enable creative design solutionsto
be devel oped that recognize the sit€’ s topography and location. The UDO is
implemented through a series of detalled guiddines that establish building location,
bulk, and design. These guiddines become the design document by which future
development will be reviewed and approved.

Traffic

The applicant has indicated that the proposed project would require Coley Davis

Road to be extended as a two-lane roadway to the west with a bridge over the Harpeth
River. At thetime of this report, the Metro Traffic Engineer is il reviewing the

traffic impact study (T1S) to determine if other improvements will be required.

Schools

A multi-family and Sngle-family development with 525 single-family units and 540
multi-family units could generate approximately 106 sudents (62 ementary,

24 middle, and 20 high school). There is currently excess capacity a Gower
Elementary School with a current enrollment of 461 students and a capacity of 800
students. Hill Middle School and Hillwood High School currently have sufficient
capacity to accommodate additional development in this area.



4. Zone Change Proposal 2001Z-005T2 Community Education (Council Bill BL2001-857)
Staff recommends approval.

Below is adescription of the text change, a comparison of existing and proposed
sandards, answers to questions staff has received about the proposal, and findly a
copy of the existing zoning text followed by the proposed zoning text.

Purpose

The purpose of this zoning text amendment isto explicitly require conditions to be met that

alow schools (public or private) to be Sted asimportant features in or near our neighborhoods
while & the same time protecting neighborhoods from undesirable impacts of those schools. The
need for the amendment was identified when the Metro Board of Education encountered
difficulties placing new schoal Stesin urban neighborhoods. The existing Site Sze requirements
are atificidly large, and mean that schools must often be placed gpart from neighborhoods, on
gtesthat are larger than the school and the neighborhood actudly need. 1n addition to the cost of
acquiring unneeded land, excessively large school sites are difficult and cogtly to maintain within
available resources. Poorly maintained school campuses can become unsightly dementsin the
neighborhoods.

Principles

Thistext change proposes to eiminate an absolute minimum site Size and ingtead to establish
setback, screening, and buffer yard standards that vary depending upon how the school
building(s) relate to residentid properties and to the public street.  For example, if aschool is
designed so that the size and height of a building faceis of domestic (residentia) scae, then that
building face will not require alandscape buffer next to aresdentid property. However, if the
building face is large and out of scale with typica dwelling unit scale, then alandscape buffer
will be required. Access requirements remain dmost the same, with the exception that the
proposa would alow access for asmall high school from a collector streets while maintaining
the existing access sandards for large high schools. In addition, a stlandard governing outdoor
lighting is proposed in order to further improve the competibility of each school with its
adjoining neighborhood.

Comparison of Existing and Proposed Zoning Reguirements

Minimum Access By Street Type

School Size Existing Code Proposed Code
High School
= With more than 800 On arterial street or at intersection of two | On arterial street or at intersection of two
students collector (or larger) streets collector (or larger) streets
= With 800 students or On arterial street or at intersection of two | On collector (or larger) street
less collector streets (or larger)
Middle School On collector (or larger) street On collector (or larger) street
On any street On local (or larger) street

Elementary School




Minimum Campus Size

School Size

Existing Code

Proposed Code

High School

15 acres + 1 acre/100 students

Minimum lot area of the zoning district

Middle

10 acres + 1 acre/100 students

Minimum lot area of the zoning district

Elementary School

5 acres + 1 acre/100 students

Minimum lot area of the zoning district

Additional Setbacksfor Schools
(base zoning didtrict establishes minimum standard)

School Size Existing Code Proposed Code

High School 100 feet Setback varies according to feature of
Structures and outdoor activity school site and abutting community
grounds abutting residential condition (see chart in proposed text).
zone

Middle School 50 feet Setback varies according to feature of
Structures and outdoor activity school site and abutting community
grounds abutting residential condition (see chart in proposed text).
zone

Elementary School 50 feet Setback varies according to feature of

Structures and outdoor activity
grounds abutting residential
zone

school site and abutting community
condition (see chart in proposed text).




L andscape Buffer Yard / Screening

School Size

Existing Code

Proposed Code

High School
property perimeter

outdoor recreation areawithin
100 feet of residential district
or use

Landscape buffer yard B (ranges from
10" to 20’ in width)

None

No general perimeter buffer required

Landscape buffer yard B (ranges from 10’
to 20'in width)

Middle School
property perimeter

outdoor recreation areawithin
100 feet of residential district
or use

Landscape buffer yard B (ranges from
10’ to 20’ in width)

None

No general perimeter buffer required

Landscape buffer yard B (ranges from 10’
to 20'in width)

Elementary School
property perimeter

outdoor recreation areawithin

Landscape buffer yard B (ranges from
10 to 20’ inwidth)

No general perimeter buffer required

50 feet of residential district or | None Landscape buffer yard A (rangesfrom 5’ to
use 15 in Wldth)
School building(s) None Nearest wall faceto residential zone must
be of residential-scale or must plant
Landscape buffer yard A.
Chain link or similar fencing | None Screen plantings required on street side of
material in buildingyard fence; standards for shrubs are specified.
abutting a street
Outdoor Lighting
School Size Existing Code Proposed Code
High Schoal
Middle Schooal
Bementary School
Buildings, parking and athletic | None All outdoor lighting must be shielded or

field lights

directed to prevent light from shining onto
abutting residential |ots

Frequently Asked Questions

1. What arethe standardsfor the“A” landscape buffer and the “B” landscape buffer yards?

The Zoning Ordinance specifies the following requirements.

= The“A” buffer variesfrom 5’ to 15 in widkth.

o0 The5 huffer requiresthat every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 2.4 canopy
trees, .8 understory trees, and 8 shrubs, in combination with a6’ opaque fence.




0 Thel0 buffer requiresthat every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 1.8 canopy
trees, .6 understory trees, and 6 shrubs.

o0 The15 buffer requires that every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 1.2 canopy
trees, .4 understory trees, and 4 shrubs.

= The“B” buffer variesfrom 10' to 20' in width.

0 The10 buffer requiresthat every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 4.5 canopy
trees, 1.8 understory trees, and 18 shrubs.

0 Andtenaive 10 buffer limited to the Urban Zoning Overlay didrict can show fewer
planted if used in combination with an opague fence. In thisinstance, for every 100
linear feet of buffer aminimum of 3 canopy trees, 1 understory tree, and 10 shrubs
must be planted in combination with a6’ wall or opague fence.

0 Thel5 buffer requiresthat every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 4 canopy
trees, 1.6 understory trees, and 16 shrubs.

0 The20 buffer requiresthat every 100 linear feet of buffer be planted with 3.5 canopy
trees, 1.4 understory trees, and 14 shrubs.

. How might the proposed change affect separ ation requirements between schools and certain
other usessuch asliquor stores?

Not a al. Separation requirements, where they exis, are tied to the standards for the potentialy
undesirable use, not the standards for schools. 1n the Zoning Ordinance, there are no separation
requirements for liquor slesin relation to other uses. Thereis, however, a separation requirement
that will not dlow an adult entertainment overlay digtrict to be established with 500 feet of a school.
(No adult entertainment businesses may be established outside of an adult entertainment overlay
zoning didtrict.)

. What changes are being proposed for thefacility’s size to the size of the site?

None. The exigting school regulations use basic measures of lot utilization such as maximum floor
areardio (FAR) and maximum impervious arearatio (1SR) are controlled by the standards of the
zoning didrict in which the school is proposed.

. What changes are being proposed to the allowable height of school structures?

None. The permitted height is controlled by the basic sandards of the zoning digtrict in which the
school is proposed.

. Why aren’t sdewalks being required?
Sidewaks are required. Aswith any development, Sdewalks are required along the project’s street

frontages. This requirement does not single out schools, but is a generd requirement of Zoning
Ordinance, Section 17.20.120.

. Why aretherenorestrictions on adjacent land use?

No redtrictions exist now under the current regulations nor are any proposed with this change.



10.

What setback restrictions have been established for school fencing, parking, and buildings?

None. Setback restrictions are established in the Zoning Ordinance for buildings and usesin each
zoning didtrict. These sandards also apply to schools and are determined by the zoning didtrict in
which the school islocated.

Why are screening shrubstoo small when planted and the type of plant not covered?
Requirements for landscape materids are pecified in Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17.24. Except for
screening requirements devel oped specificaly for chain-link fences adjacent to public streets,
screening materials associated with schools are no different from screening materias associated with
other permitted uses. For example, the basic parking lot screening and landscaping requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance apply equaly to schools, churches, shopping centers, etc.

Why aredistances from street inter sections not defined?

Zoning Ordinance Sections 17.20.160 through 17.20.190 address where driveways may be located to
nearby intersections. These sections dso address the “sight triangle’ — the areaat an intersection

that must be clear of sght obstructionsto dlow drivers aclear view of on-coming traffic.

Subar ea and neighborhood plans ar e prepared with citizen involvement and adopted by the
Planning Commission. How are future school site needstreated in those planning documents?

Subarea plans and neighborhood plans attempt to identify future school needsin a genera way,
based on the Capital Budget and Metro Schools' projections. However, these plans do not identify
actud future school stes. That isthe respongbility of Metro Schools and a function of land
availability and codt.

[Existing Zoning Or dinance T ext|

Delete the text below that is struek-through.

17.16.40 Educational Uses
(Refer to zoning didrict land use table)




|Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text|

Substitute the text below in-lieu of existing text shown struek-threugh above.

A. Community Education.

1. Stelocation. Itisdesrable, but not required, that schools be located within walking
distance (one-quarter mile) of other community facilities such as, but not limited to,
community centers, parks, greenways, transt stops, and libraries. Along with the
required site plan, a vicinity map shall be provided that indicates the school site,
surrounding street network, and location of community facilities within one-half mile of
the subject site.

2. Street access. At a minimum, educational facilities shall access streetsthat function at
the minimum street standar ds bel ow:

Elementary school (K-8) Local street
b. Middle school (5-9) Collector street
c. High school 800 student  Collector street
capacity or less

c.  High school greater than Major or minor arterial or the intersection of
800 student capacity two collector streets

3. Outdoor lighting. Lighting associated with active outdoor recreation, including athletic
fieldsand courts, shall be shielded or directed to prevent artificial light from shining
directly into the windows of any residential structure or directly onto abutting lots
zoned or used for residential purposes.



4. Landscaping, buffering and screening.

a. Inaddition tothe standardsfor landscape maintenance (17.24.080), tr ee protection
and replacement (17.24.090f), and parking lot landscaping (17.24.130f), the
screening requirementsfor exterior service areas of commercial buildings
(17.24.060E) shall apply.

b. Buffer and screening standards vary depending upon the relationship between an
education campus edge condition and the type of property that abutsit. To
recognize conditions wher e uses and buildings create compatible relationships of
scale and appear ance with neighboring features, buffersarerequired only as set out

in the table below.
ABUTTING CONDITION
Residentially zoned property Public street
C Closest buildingwall > 20" in “A” Buffer
height, within 50’ of property line,
A and paralléel to or forming an angle
M 45° or lesswith property line
P | Closest buildingwall >800square | “A” Buffer
U | feetinarea whosewall planeis
S within 50’ of property line, and
parallel to or forming an angle 45°
or lesswith property line
F
Active outdoor recreation area of “A” Buffer
E elementary school within 50 of
A | propertyline
T Active outdoor recreation area, “B” Buffer
U court or playing field of middle or
R high school within 100’ of property
line
E
Parking lot contains > 30 spaces “A” Buffer in addition
within 50’ of property line to/combined with the sidelot
line screening requir ements of
17.24.130f
Chain link or similar fencing Fence planted on exterior side
material in an established yard with ever green shrubs minimum

2Yfeet in height at installation,
expected height at maturity at
least 6 feet, planted no morethan
6 feet on center

5. Siteplan required. Prior totheissuance of a building permit for construction of a new
community education facility, a siteplan shall be prepared and submitted identifying and
describing the overall development plan and use of individual lots which comprisethe site
asawhole. Thesditeplan shall be presented in accordance with Section 17.40.170 of this
title and the requirement of paragraph A.1. of this section.



5. Zone Change Proposal 2001Z-011T Contextual Street Setbackswithin the UZO
(Council Bill BL2001-858)
Staff recommends approval with a housskeeping amendment.

This coundl bill amends atable in the Zoning Ordinance concerning building
sethacks dong public streets. Currently, there is language in the ordinance under the
Urban Zoning Overlay (UZO) didrict provisons asfollows

“1n no event shall the provisions described below permit a principal building to be
constructed within an area designated for street improvements on a major street plan
adopted subsequent to the effective date of this section.”

This text amendment moves this language from the UZO section of the ordinance to
Table 17.12.030B with a new note labeled Note 2 making it effective county-wide,
not just within the UZO. Thiswill insure that principa buildings are not placed
within an area designated on the Mgor Street Plan for future improvements (i.e. road
widening, Sdewaks, intersection improvements, etc.).

The amendment also renumbers the existing Note 2 to “Note 3” in Table 17.12.030B
(Street Setbacks), and requires no street setbacks in the Mixed Use Intensive (MUI)
digtrict anywherein the county. Currently, there are no street setbacks for MUI zoned
propertiesin the downtown area. This amendment will expand that to the entire
county. The MUI didrict isahigh intengty mixed use didrict that is more prevaent

in the downtown ares, but is dso found along West End Avenue. Allowing no front
setback will enable development to be more urban with parking in the rear. 1t will

aso support more pedestrian traffic in these areas by bringing buildings closer to the
street and creating more of a pedestrian scale, sense of safety, and more “eyes on the
Street.”

Staff recommends approva with two amendmentsto Table 17.12.030B: 1) delete
reference to “see note 2" under SCN, SCC, SCR, CN and 2) delete MUI digtrict from
table liging. The current council bill language is shown below.

[Existing & Proposed Zoning Ordinance T ext|

Déeete the text below that is struelk-through
Add the text below that isunderlined

Section 17.12.035 Contextual Street Setbacks Within the Urban Zoning Overlay District
This section dlows or requires reductions of street setbacksin certain circumstances within

the urban zoning overlay didrict. In the case of conflict between any two or more provisons
below, the prowson that permits the buildi ng to be bunt closer to the street shdl govern

te%heef#eetwedeteef—ths—see%n In dl Cases, bundlngsused to determine context may
include structures that existed on the effective date of the ordinance that established the urban
zoning overlay digrict and did not comply with the minimum setback requirements.



Table 17.12.030B

STREET SETBACKSFOR MULTI-FAMILY AND NON-RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICTS; AND NON-RESIDENTIAL USESIN AG, AR2a, R AND RSDISTRICTS

Arterial Streets
Zoning Digtricts Nonarterial Uz, 2
Streets OW2 U4, A4 U6, S6 U8, S8
Ooweé
AG, AR23, dl Rand RS, 70 fet 70 feet 82 feet 9 feet 106 feet
RM?2 through RM 15
RM?20, RM40 60 feet 60 feet 72 feet 84 feet 96 feet
ON, OL, OG, OR20, OR40 50 feet 50 feet 62 feet 74 feet 86 feet
RM60, MUN, MUL, MUG, 40 feet 40 feet 52 feet 64 feet 76 feet
MU, ORI
SCN, SCC, SCR, CN 50 feet 50 feet 62 feet 74 feet 86 feet
seenote 2 seeote2 | seencte? | seenote2 | seenote2
CS,CL,CA 45 feet 45 feet 57 feet 69 feet 81 feet
IR, IG, IWD 35 fedd 35 feet 47 feet 50 fedt 71 feet

Note 1: Properties abutting a street designated as a scenic arteria by the mgjor street plan shall
comply with the provisions of Section 17.24.070.
Note 2: 1n no event shall any street setback provisions permit a principal building to be

constructed within an area designated for street improvements on a major street plan

adopted subsequent to the effective date of this note.

Note2—3 No street setbacksshdl berequwed mtheCCend CF_and MUI dIStI’IC'[S.—GF—l-H—theMU-l-

Note 3 4: U=Urban Arteria, S=Scenic Arteria, OW=0ne Way Arterid (e.g., U2=two-lane urban

arterid and SA=four- lane scenic arterid).




6. Zone Change Proposal 2001Z-012T Urban Design Overlay (Council Bill BL2001-856)
Staff recommends approval.

This coundil bill amends the text of the Zoning Ordinance for the Urban Design
Overlay (UDO) didrict. The main purpose of thisamendment is to delete language
from the zoning code that requires a subarea plan amendment to dlow aUDO. Over
the past couple years, there have been gpplications for severa UDO's (Hillsboro
Village, Lenox Village, and Music Row). There have dso been saverd inquiries for
other ones, including the property on Coley Davis Road on this agenda
(20012-077G-06). With each request, the zoning code has required a subarea plan
amendment.

Staff recommends approva since the current zoning process cals for conformance
with the Generd Plan. Removing language from the Zoning Ordinance that requires

a subarea plan amendment will not change the need for conformeacy; it will only
remove language that in practice gppears redundant. A UDO request will gill require
the base zoning digtrict’s consgstency with the Generd Plan. If the base zoning is not
consstent with the intended uses in the UDO, a zone change will be required, and
likely a subarea plan amendment. Furthermore, this does not change anything at the
Council level. The Metro Council will till act to gpprove or disgpprove dl base
zoning changes and UDO' s whether they are consistent or incongstent with the
Generd Plan.

[Existing & Proposed Zoning Ordinance T ext|

Déeete the text below that is struelk-through
Add the text below that isunderlined

ArticleVIIl. Urban Design Overlay District

17.36.270 Purpose and intent.
The purpose of the urban dea ign overlay dlstrlct isto dlow for the gpplication and implementation of
gpecia design standards w X , » y ¥ea '

intent of achieving asense of place by fosterlnq a scaie and form of development that emphasizes
sengtivity to the pedestrian environment, minimizes intrusion of the automobile into the urban

Setting, and provides for the sendtive placement of open spaces in relationship to building masses,
gtreet furniture and landscaping festures in a manner otherwise not insured by the gpplication of the
conventiona bulk, landscaping and parking standards of thistitle. Application of this specid overlay

digrict shdl be limited to areas specificaly-identified-by-a-sdbareaplan-as requiring specidized

design standards either to maintain and reinforce an established form or character of development, or
to achieve a specific design objective for new development.  Any application for an urban design
overlay digrict shall include design goals and objectives that embody this purpose and intent.

(Ord. 96-555 § 9.8(A), 1997)

17.36.290 Design guidelines.
An ordinance creating an urban design overlay didrict shal include adesign plan and associated
dGSI gn cntenacrf aufficient detail to demonstrate how the design gods and objectives forthe-subject
, ! AWwill be accomplished. (Ord. 96-555 § 9.8(C), 1997)




17.36.310 Development incentives.
To promote the inclusion of properti%within an urban design overlay district for the purpose of

adepted—sabarea—plan (Ord 96-555 § 9. 8(E) 1997)
17. 40 130 Urban des gn overlay drstrrct

ve B A Appllcatlon for an

Urban Des gn Overlay Didtrict. The appllcable gods and ObjeC'[IVES of a proposed urban design
overlay digtrict shal be established. by-an-adopted-subareaplan—An urban design overlay didtrict
aoplication shdl also include a detailed design plan and &l associated design criteriarequired to
implement that plan. The form and content of an urban design overlay didrict application shdl be
established by the planning commission. Applications shal be filed with the planning commission.
G- B._ Planning Commisson Recommendation. The planning commission shdl review a proposad
urban desrgn overlay dlstrlct appllcetron for conformance with the sated design goa's and objectives

» : : A, The planning commission shdl act to recommend
approvd approvd with condrtl ons or disgpprova of the gpplication. Within ten working days of an
action, the commission's resolution shdl be transmitted in writing to the gpplicant, the metro clerk,
the zoning administrator and al other gppropriate governmenta departments.
1. Approvd. Approva of aproposed urban design overlay shal be based on findings that the stated
design god's and objectives ef-the-adopted-subareaplan have been satisfied.
2. Conditional Approva. The planning commisson may recommend gpprova of an urban design
overlay digtrict application subject to any conditions deemed necessary to fulfill the goas and
objectives of-the-subareaplan. All conditions shdl be transmitted in writing to the applicant. The
gpplication will not be considered approved until the applicant concurs with dl conditions in writing
and provides dl prescribed amendments to the application.

Renumber remaining subsections D- F, accordingly.



7. Zone Change Proposal 20017-071U-12
8. PUD Proposal 122-83-U-12 The Woodlands
Staff recommends conditional approval.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? No.

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

This request isto rezone and amend a portion of the existing Residential PUD for

59 acres from R15 (residentid) to RM4 (multi-family resdentid) didtrict properties at
Pineview Lane (unnumbered). The exigting R15 ditrict isintended for sngle-family
homes and duplexes a up to 2.5 units per acre. The proposed RM4 didtrict is
intended for multi-family at up to 4 units per acre. Surrounding usesinclude sngle-
family homes and vacant land. The PUD amendment is to permit 150 townhomesin
lieu of 152 sngle-family homes

Zone Change Proposal

Staff recommends conditiona gpprova since the RM4 didtrict is congstent with the
Subarea 12 Plan’s Residential Medium (RM) policy calling for 4 to 9 units per acre.
There are three hills on the western, southern, and eastern perimeter of this property.
These hills provide a zoning boundary between the proposed multi-family zoning and
the surrounding Sngle-family developments. The RM4 didtrict is consstent with the
4 dwdling units per acre dengity of the sngle-family portion of the Woodlands
Resdentia PUD.

PUD Proposal

Staff recommends conditiona approva of the 150 townhomes. An amendment is
required due to the change in use from single-family lots to multi-family units, as
provided in Section 17.40.120F of the Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commisson
has previoudy approved two similar requests for multi-family useson

January 25, 1996, and May 27, 1999. The Metro Council deferred indefinitely the
council billsrelated to these requests and they were never acted upon. This latest
amendment is consstent with the overal PUD that contains a mixture of Sngle-
family homes and multi-family units. The plan preserves 45 acres of land as open
gpace, a portion of which will contain two new Metro water tanks.

Staff’s conditiona gpprova is based upon Public Works approving drainage plans
and Water Services gpproving water line easements and tank locations prior to the
Commission meeting. A geotechnica study shdl aso be required with any find

PUD plan due to ungtable soilsin thisarea. Based on that study, the location and
number of units may be relocated or reduced. The find PUD plan shdl aso show
the water tanks, a use permitted with conditions by the Zoning Ordinancein a
resdentia didrict. The tanks shal be shown with aminimum setback of 50 feet from
the property line and the proposed townhomes aswell asa“D” landscape buffer yard,
asrequired in Section 17.16.100B of the ordinance.



Traffic

The Traffic Engineer is requiring anew traffic Sgnd at the PUD entrance on Old
Hickory Boulevard. The gpplicant has agreed to purchase and ingdl the signa. The
sgnd must beingdled prior to the issuance of any Use and Occupancy permits.

Schools

A multi-family development with 150 townhomes will generate gpproximately

22 gudents (10 elementary, 6 middle, and 6 high school). There is no excess capacity
at Granbery Elementary School with a current enrollment of 879 sudentsand a
capacity of 680 students, while McMurray Middle School and Overton High School
currently have sufficient capacity to accommodate additiond development in this

area. Asmore residentia rezonings occur in this area, necessary improvements
should be programmed into the Capitad Improvements Budget.



9. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-104U-13
Staff recommends disapproval as contrary to the General Plan.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? Yes, and none was submitted.
Traffic impact study required to analyze project impacts on near by inter sections
and neighborhoods? Yes.

This request is to change 4.2 acres from R8 and R10 to MUL district properties at 2500, 2510, 2514,
2518, and 2522 Murfreeshoro Pike, 2517 Edge-O-Lake Drive, and Edge-O-Lake Drive
(unnumbered). The existing R8 and R10 digtricts are intended for single-family and duplex

residentid at 4.6 and 3.7 dwelling units per acre, respectively. The proposed Mixed Use Limited
(MUL) didtrict isintended for a moderate intensity mixture of residential, retail, restaurant, and office
uses. MUL zoning alows afloor arearatio (FAR) of 1.0. The applicant has indicated this rezoning
isto develop aretail and residentia project.

The existing Subarea 13 Plan’s policies for this area are Residential Medium (RM) calling for
residential development at between 4 and 9 dwelling units per acre, and Residential Low Medium
(RLM) cadlling for up to 4 dwelling units per acre. The text of the subarea plan, which was approved
by the Commission in 1996, states the following: “ Medium density residential is appropriate on the
few remaining undeveloped or underutilized sites.” These residentia policies do not support
commercial uses on this side of Murfreesboro Pike. The applicant has indicated a desire to rezone
without a subarea plan amendment. Instead, the applicant believes the Retail Concentration
Community (RCC) palicy that lies on the west side of Murfreesboro Pike should be interpreted as
extending across Murfreesboro to include these properties. There may be merit in applying a Mixed-
Use (MU) palicy in this area, however, alarger area needs to evaluated and a conceptual plan
developed for the area north of Edge-O-Lake Drive, south to parcel 86 (see sketch). There are
severd large parcels that front on Murfreesboro Pike and extend back into the Willowbranch Drive
area. Any development on these parcels would need to be done in a sensitive manner.

Staff recommends disapproval of this request as contrary to the General Plan. The RCC policy does
not support the applicant’ s propsed mixture of commercia and residential uses. RCC policy does not
cal for resdential uses. Itisapolicy applied to large commercial centers. In July 1998, the
Commission disgpproved a request for commercial zoning on parcel 69, at the corner of
Murfreesboro Pike and Edge-O-Lake Drive finding this areais to remain residentia (982-133U).

The Subarea 13 Plan says that the Retail Concentration Community (RCC) policy on the west side of
Murfreesboro Pike should not cross the street:

“...The adjoining Retail Concentration Community policy area (9A) should not extend east of the
frontage on Murfreesboro Pike into this residential area.” (p.55)

“ ...Expansion of this area beyond its current boundaries is not recommended, because of the
adjacent residential policy areas. ...” (p. 61)

Traffic

The applicant has indicated that a new driveway/road would be extended from Edge-O-Lake Drive at
the rear of the property proposed for rezoning. There would also be a second driveway on
Murfreesboro Pike. The Traffic Engineer has indicated that the existing signa at Edge-O-Lake Drive
could accommodate the traffic generated by MUL zoning.



10. Zone Change Proposal No. 20017-105G-06
11. PUD Proposal No. 151-82-G-06 Harpeth Springs PUD
Staff recommends disapproval as contrary to the General Plan.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? Y es, and none was submitted.

Trafficimpact study required to analyze project impacts on near by inter sectionsand
neighborhoods? Yes.

This request is to change 7.68 acres from CL (commercia) to RM15 (multi-family residential)
district properties at 7978 and 7960 Coley Davis Road (parcels 87 and 88), along the south side of
Coley Davis Road. Thereis aso arequest to cancel the undeveloped commercia portion of the
Residentia and Commercial PUD containing 8.95 acres (parcels 86, 87, and 88). This portion of the
PUD was approved for a 175-room motel, a 10,000 square foot restaurant, and two office buildings
totaling 55,000 square feet. The existing PUD calls for an intense mixture of commercial uses, while
the CL base zoning is intended for retail, consumer service, banks, restaurants and office uses at a
moderate intensity. The proposed RM 15 district is intended for multi-family dwellings a up to 15
dwelling units per acre. The applicant has indicated he would like to keep the CL zoning on parcel
86, while canceling the PUD from al three parcels. The RM15 district would allow 115 multi-
family units on this property.

Background

The Metro Council originaly approved this PUD in 1982 for office, restaurant, and motel uses. The
CL base zoning was applied in 1998 with the countywide zoning map update to recognize the
existing commercial PUD. Prior to 1998, the property had no base zoning; it smply had a
Commercial PUD.

The Subarea 6 Plan, which was approved by the Commission in 1996, designates this area as Natural
Conservation (NC) policy due to aportion of this site falling within the Harpeth River floodplain. NC
policy does alow for moderate intensity development at up to 4 dwelling units per acre in small areas
that may be suitable for cluster lot developments. This areais also proposed by staff to be evaluated
as part of the Subarea 6 Plan amendment for the Coley Davis Road area.

Although this proposal does move closer to the intent of the current subarea plan, staff recommends
disapproval as contrary to the General Plan since the RM15 district is still more intense than intended
for thisarea. Staff would support an RM4 or RM6 district on this property, which would alow 31 or
46 dwelling units, respectively. In addition, keeping the PUD will ensure the development’s design
is senditive to the scenic Harpeth River.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer is requiring aleft-turn lane from Coley Davis Road into the project. The
applicant has agreed to this requirement in lieu of atraffic impact study.

Schools

A multi-family development at the RM 15 density could generate approximately 17 students (8
elementary, 5 middle, and 4 high school). Thereis currently excess capacity at Gower Elementary
School with a current enrollment of 461 students and a capacity of 800 students. Hill Middle School
and Hillwood High School currently have sufficient capacity to accommodate additional
development in this area.



12. Zone Change Proposal 20017-106U-08
Staff recommends approval.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? No.

Traffic Impact study required to analyze project impacts on nearby
inter sections and neighbor hoods? No.

Thisrequest isto change 1.3 acresfrom IR (industrial) and R6 (residentid) to OL
(office) district properties at 511, 512, 514, 516, and 518 27" Avenue North,
gpproximately 650 feet south of Clifton Avenue. The exiging IR didrict is intended
for awide range of light manufacturing uses a moderate intensties. The R6 didtrict
isintended for resdentia sngle-family and duplexes a 6.2 dwelling units per acre.
The proposed OL digtrict is intended for moderate intensity office uses. Currently
parcel 306 iszoned IR and has a structure on the property. Parcels 240 thru 243 are
currently zoned R6 and are being used as parking for the existing structure on parcel
306. The gpplicant wants to renovate an existing warehouse an office building for a
congruction management firm.

With the existing IR zoning, this property could be used for more intense indudtria
uses, which isinconsstent with the Subarea 8 Plan’s Resdential Medium (RM)
policy. That policy cdlsfor 4 to 9 dwdling units per acre. Thereis currently

IR zoning aong the CSX Railroad from 28" Avenue North to Merry Street. ThisIR
corridor has severd vacant buildings and vacant lots. , staff viewed thisrezoning asa
way to revitdize this corridor and use an exigting structure with out intengifying the
current industrid presences.

Staff recommends gpprova of the proposed OL zoning. Due to the number of vacant
lots and buildingsin this neighborhood, there is a need to revitdize current properties
and sructures. Rezoning this property to OL will not intensfy the current industria
uses, moves this area closer to the subarea plan’sintent, and serves as a better
trangtion to the surrounding neighborhood.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated 27" Avenue North can accommodate traffic
generated by OL zoning.



13. Zone Change Proposal 2001Z-108U-11 (Council Bill BL2001-859)
Staff recommends disapproval as contrary to the General Plan.

Subarea Plan Amendment required? Y es, and none was submitted.

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

This council bill isto rezone .24 acres from OR20 (office and resdentia) to MUN
(mixed-use neighborhood) vacant properties located at 101 and 103 Charles E. Davis
Boulevard. The exigting OR20 didtrict isintended for office and/or resdentia multi-
family uses a up to 20 dwelling units per acre. The MUN didtrict isintended for a
low intengty mixture of resdentid, retal, and office uses. The applicant wantsto
congtruct a building with retail and restaurant uses.

The Subarea 11 Plan, which was last updated in 1999, designates this area known as
the Napier Neighborhood, as Resdentiad Medium (RM) policy. That policy calsfor
medium dendity resdentia uses between 4 and 9 dwelling units per acre. The
Subarea 11 Plan discourages the expansion of commercia uses. 1n 1987, the
Panning Commission disgpproved arequest to change this property from R6 to OP,
but it was subsequently approved by the Metro Council. The OP digtrict was
converted to OR20 in 1998 with the overadl update of the Zoning Ordinance.

“The expansion of commercial usesinto residential areas along Fairfield Avenue and
north of Lafayette Street is strongly discouraged. . .there are more appropriate
locations for commer cialization within the Enterprise Community.” (Subarea 11 Plan,

page 61).

Staff recommends disapprova as contrary to the Generd Plan since MUN zoning
dlowsfor commercid uses, which are strongly discouraged in this area south of
Green Street and north of Lafayette Street. There are existing underutilized
commercia parcels on Green Street and Old Hermitage Avenue to the north, and
aong Lafayette Street to the south that could be used for commercid activities.

Traffic
The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that Charles E. Davis Boulevard can
currently accommodate traffic generated by MUN zoning.



14. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-294G-14 Hermitage Highlands (a cluster lot subdivision)
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a variance for sidewalks aong a portion of
Lakeside Place and Central Pike.

This request was originaly scheduled for the October 11, 2001, Commission meeting, but the
applicant requested to defer indefinitely. More time was needed to check field-conditions for the
feashility of a stub-street into the adjacent property and for recalculation of the property’s
overal size. Therequest isfor preliminary plat approval for 18 lots on 4.8 acres within a cluster
lot subdivision abutting the southwest corner of Lakeside Place and Central Pike. The property
islocated in the Hermitage area and classified within the RS10 District. A cluster lot subdivision
is being requested by the applicant due to the topographic constraints of the property.

The Zoning Ordinance alows residentia developments to cluster lots within subdivisonsin
areas characterized by 20% or greater dopes. Lots within a cluster lot development may be
reduced in area the equivaent of two smaller base zone didtricts. Therefore, this subdivision
within the RS10 district may create lots equivaent in size to the RS district. The proposed lots
range in size from just over 5,000 square feet to over 12,000 square feet. A typica subdivison
on 4.8 acres and classified within the RS10 district would alow 18 lots. This request isfor 18
lots, and 1.4 acres are being reserved as open space for the development.

Stub-Street

Staff visited the site to determine whether a stub-street to parcel 140 would be feasible. Thefield
visit proved that a stub-street to parcel 140 would not be feasible because a creek running
through the middle of parcel 140 would make this connection unattainable.

Sdewalk Variances

The applicant has requested a sidewalk variance along Lakeside Place and Central Pike. Staff
supports the variance in part. The applicant claims that an existing retaining wall will prevent the
installation of sdewaks aong Lakeside Place. The retaining wall is only located along a portion
of Lakeside Place, but it would obstruct any pedestrian movement to the west of the proposed
project entrance. Staff recommends approva of a sidewak variance on the west side of the
proposed entrance due to the existing retaining wall and the obstruction that it would cause.

The applicant further claims that existing severe dopes on the east side of the proposed entrance
will prevent the installation of sidewalks. Staff fedls that the construction of a 5-foot sdewalk
with a

4-foot grass strip is possible along Lakeside Place up to the existing intersection with Central
Pike. Severa treesthat could be used to satisfy bufferyard requirements may be lost in the
congtruction, but the existing dopes will permit asidewak to be built up to Public Works
standards. A new library and police station have been constructed across Central Pike, and this
sidewalk will make it easier for residents of the proposed subdivision to walk to the library and
police station.

Public Works is requesting that an additiona 12 feet of right-of-way be reserved along Central
Pike because this portion of the road will be upgraded in the near future. Staff recommends
approva of avariance for sdewalks along Central Pike because it islikely that any sidewaks
constructed will be removed with a future road widening.

Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a variance for sdewaks aong a portion of
Lakeside Place and along Central Pike.



15. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-299U-14 Timber Valley (formerly Timber Ridge)
Staff recommends disapproval.

Thisitem was deferred from the October 11" meeting at the request of the applicant.
This request isto extend ether the preliminary plat approva one year to creste 45 lots
or gpprove anew preliminary plat to create 45 lots with variances for property
abutting the south terminus of Timber Valey Dirve, opposite Plessant View Drive.
Based on the property’ s RS7.5 zoning, 62 |ots could be built where 45 |ots are
proposed on 12.59 acres.

Background

The Planning Commission gpproved on November 25, 1998 a preliminary plat for 45
angle-family lots (dludter-lot subdivison 98S-388U). That plat expired last year on
November 25, 2000. Preliminary plats are good for two years as provided in Section
3-3.4 of the Subdivison Regulations. A prdiminary plat can be extended one year by
the Planning Commission, if requested by the applicant prior to the plat’s expiration
and if progress has been made on the subdivision. Progressis defined by the
regulations as infragtructure in place for aminimum of 10% of thelots. The

Panning Commission sends al gpplicants after its meeting an “action letter”. This
letter describes the Commission’s action and the gpplicant’ s next steps. The letter for
Mr. Smith’s project dated December 3, 1998 specifically stated the preliminary plat’s
expiration date as November 25, 2000 (see attachment #1).

Current Stuation

The gpplicant, Mr. Gill Smith, contends he was unaware of the plat’s expiration, and
did not learn of it until he received aletter from Metro Legd dated September 10,
2001 (see attachment #2). Metro Legd’s letter was written after planning staff
researched the property’ s platting history upon receiving a phone cal from
Councilmember Derryberry. A neighbor had caled asking him what subdivison was
being congructed on this adjoining property. Planning staff informed Codes, Public
Works, Water Services, and Metro Legd of the preiminary plat’s expiration, and
then the applicant’ s grading and blasting permits were revoked. Metro Water
Services dso stopped the applicant from further constructing water and sewer lines.

After ameeting with the applicant and his surveyor, Joe McConndll of MEC, Inc., a
letter was submitted by Mr. McConndll requesting the plat be extended (see
attachment #3) as origindly gpproved. This plat does not comply with today’s
Subdivison Regulations for sdewaks and loca Street right-of-way dedication.
Approva of acurrent plat is a precondition for the Commission’s consideration of
this plat extenson. The gpplicant does not have an gpproved pla, it having expired
on November 25, 2000 with no extension having been granted. An essentid pre-
requidite for a plat extenson has not been met. Therefore, the Commission may not
congder it or grant it.

In Mr. McConndll’ s letter, he states that if the Commission cannot grant a plat
extenson for the Commission to gpprove the origind preliminary plat with variances.
While his letter does not specify the variances being requested, he does provide
generd judtification for gpprova of the origina plat. A review of the plat indicates
variances would be needed for sdewaks aswell asright-of-way. When the origind
plat was approved, it complied with the Subdivison Regulations. The regulations



were updated in December 2000 requiring 4 foot planting strips, 5 foot sidewalks, and
sdewaks on both sides of the street. To accommodate the sdewalks, the minimum
right-of-way for locd streetsis 46 feet. The origina plat shows only aright-of-way
dedication of 40 feet for locd streets within the subdivision.

The applicant does not want to construct sidewalks on both sides of the street. The
goplicant iswilling to congtruct them with the required 4 foot planting strip and 5 foot
path, but not within a 46 foot right-of-way. Instead, the applicant proposes keeping
the 40 foot right-of-way and congtructing a portion of the sdewalks within a 3 foot
pedestrian easement. Sidewaks may be constructed within pedestrian easements,
however, that istypicdly permitted only where there is limited right-of-way dueto
the exiting built environment. On alarge Ste such asthis one, there is room to
accommodate the sdewaks within a 46 foot right-of-way.

Staff recommends disapproval of the gpplicant’ s request for a plat extension and/or
re-gpprova of the origina plat with variances. Since extensive work has not been
done on this Site, the gpplicant should submit a new preiminary plat that complies
with today’ s Subdivison Regulations for staff review and Commisson congderation.



16. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-306U-10 Wich Subdivison
Staff recommends disapproval.

Thisrequest isfor preliminary plat approval to subdivide a 1-acre lot into two lots. The
property abuts the west margin of Estes Road. Due to the size of the proposed lots,
sidewaks are not required. The Subdivision Regulations requires sidewa ks where lots
are less than 20,000 square feet sdewalks. The R20 base zoning requires a minimum lot
size of 20,000 square feet.

Existing Conditions
This property is currently a flag-shaped lot with one dwelling. The lot has access to Estes
Road by way of a 30-foot driveway that runs between two adjacent properties.

Lot Comparability

The applicant has requested a variance for lot comparability. The Subdivision
Regulations require that subdivided lots be comparable in size (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 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 anaysis. A
comparability study was prepared to determine whether or not the proposed |ots within
the subdivision are comparable to the surrounding lots. Lots 1 and 2 both satisfied the
requirement for lot area. Both lots failed lot frontage. The minimum alowable lot
frontage was 97 feet; each lot has only 15 feet of frontage. Given the proposed lots are
being created from alot that has only 30 feet of frontage, these lots cannot meet the
requirements. Staff does not support the variance for lot comparability based on the vast
difference between the minimum alowable frontage and what is proposed on this
preiminary plat.

Flag Lot Variance

The applicant has requested aflat lot variance based on the following:
1. Splitting the lot will increase the owner’ s property value.
2. With the R20 zoning separate ownership and control are preferred.
3. No desireto create the permitted condominium devel opment.

The Subdivison Regulationsin Section 2-4.2-A state asfollows. “Each lot shall have
frontage on a public street to enable vehicular access to be provided. Flag lots generally
shall not be permitted. In the event the Planning Commission finds that due to unusua
topographic conditions, direct lot frontage on a street is precluded, it may recommend a
walver.”

Staff recommends disapprova of this preliminary plat based on the proposed lots failing
the lot comparability and creating a precedent with the flag lot variance. This plat creates
more non-conformity with the Subdivision Regulations and neighborhood character than
exists today.



17. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-045U-05 Shepardwood, Sec. 1, Resub. Reserve Parcel B
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to asdewak variance aong
Oakwood Avenue, Public Works' approva of the private sewer lineswithin
Oakwood Avenue, and bonds and bonds for extension of roads and public utilities.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpprova to convert areserve parcd into two lots. The
total land areais 0.56 acres. Lots 1 and 2 are proposed at 8,903 square feet and
15,391 square feet, respectively. Both lots comply with the requirements of lot
comparability.

Existing Conditions

Oakwood Avenue is presently constructed approximately 60 feet past the proposed
interior lot line betweenlots 1 and 2. All dreetsin this subdivison were platted in

the mid-1980's and are built on an open ditch cross-section design. Theright-of-way
platted for the proposed stub-out street adjacent to ot 1 has never been constructed.
The property shown on the plat of record as future development, which would have
used this sub-street isa Metro park. The property to the north of this reserve parce
isthe new Jerry Baxter Elementary School. Given the property’ slocation, thereisno
need for the gpplicant to congtruct the stub-street into the Metro park (parce 47).

Existing Utilities

Metro Water and Sewer Services currently has an 8" water line in Oakwood Avenue
to serve these proposed lots. Sewer service is being proposed by the ingtallation of
two long private sewer service lines to an existing manhole gpproximately 180 feet
south of the property in Oakwood Avenue. Metro Water Services hasissued an
active availability approving the two long private sewer lines for this property. Prior
to the Commission meeting, the applicant must obtain Public Works' approvd to
locate these private sarvice lines within the public right-of-way of Oakwood Avenue.

Sdewalk Variance

The applicant has requested a sdewalk variance for Oakwood Avenue. There are no
sdewaksin this subdivision or on any adjacent streets south to Trinity Lane. Staff
supports asdewalk variance dong Oakwood Avenue.

Staff recommends conditional approva to a sidewalk variance ong Oakwood
Avenue, Public Works' gpprova of the private sewer lines within Oakwood Avenue,
and bonds for the extension of roads and public utilities.



18. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-275U-08 Germantown-Fifth Avenue, Resub. Lots 1 and 16
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to Council approva of mandatory
referral 2001M-106U-08 prior to recordation, arevised plat prior to recordation which
shows rights-of -way to be abandoned, and a stamped copy from N.E.S. approving the
subdivision prior to the Commission mesting.

This request is for property located in Germantown within the MUN district. It was
originally scheduled for the September 27, 2001 meeting, but was deferred indefinitely

by the applicant in order to file a mandatory referral to abandon easements and right-of -
way (see aso 2001M-106U-08). The Planning Commission approved afind plat to
create sixteen lots on October 15, 1997 (975-104U). The approved plat shows two right-
of-way and two 5’ foot public utility easements. Thisfinal plat is to abandon the two
5-foot utility easements ong Madison Street and Monroe Street and to modify the right-
of-way returns on lots 1 and 16 abutting the northeast corner of 5th Avenue North and
Madison Street, the southeast corner of 5th Avenue North and Monroe Street, the
northwest corner of Madison Street and Alley #202, and the southwest corner of Monroe
Street and Alley #202.

Staff recommends conditional approval of thisfina plat subject to severd conditions.
These conditions are that Council approve the mandatory referral prior to plat
recordation, submittal of arevised plat prior to recordation showing the rights-of-way and
utility easements to be abandoned, and a stamped copy from N.E.S. approving this plat
prior to the Commission meeting. NES power lines hang within the public utility
easement.



19. Subdivision Proposal 2001S276U-10 Fairfax Place, Resub. Lots 9- 11 and Part of Lot 13
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a variance for the maximum lot size
requirement, arevised plat prior to recordation which showsa’5' perimeter landscape
strip around the church’s additional parking area, and a revised plat prior to the
Commission meeting which shows awater quality and quantity pond with a recording
number.

This request was originally 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 applicant has had severa meetings
with the neighbors and Councilmember Hausser. Both the applicant and councilmember
have told staff they fed al issues have been resolved.

The request isfor final plat approva 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 Didtrict. The church has limited parking on existing lots 9, 10, and 11.
This plat would alow the current parking to be expanded from existing lot 9 onto
exiging lot 13. A 5’ perimeter landscape strip surrounding the additional parking areais
required by Section 17.24.150B of the Zoning Ordinance and shall be required on a
revised plat, prior to recordation.

Lot Comparability

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 all abutting lots as well as lots 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 andysis. 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 allowable 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.

Whilelot 2 of the proposed subdivision may satisfy the minimum lot requirements of lot
comparability, lot 1 actualy exceeds the maximum lot size alowed 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 didtrict. The minimum lot size within this district is 8,000
square feet. A proposed lot could not exceed 24,000 sguare feet according to this
regulation, but lot 1 contains 56,450 square feet.

Staff supports the variance for maximum lot size sincethe churchisa  pre-exigting,
non-residential use. Also, churches and schoolstypically are not able to satisfy
residential lot size requirements. The Subdivision Regulations do not differentiate
between lots created in aresidentia zoning district for residentia and non-residential use.

Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a variance for the maximum lot size
requirement, arevised plat prior to recordation which shows a5’ perimeter landscape
strip around the church’s additional parking area, and arevised plat prior to the
Commission meeting which shows awater quality and quantity pond including a
recording number.



20. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-078U-07 Duluth-Vernon Subdivision
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to a Sdewdk variance adong Duluth
Avenue and Vernon Avenue.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpprova to consolidate ten lots into threelots. The
property islocated abutting the east margin of Vernon Avenue and the west margin of
Duluth Avenue. This property is classfied within the IR (indudtrid) district. This plat
reconfigures lot lines to dlow the separate ownership of three existing warehouse-type

buildings on the property.

Service Utilities
The exigting water and sewer lineswill serve dl three buildings. Metro Water
Services has approved separate service connections.

Sdewalk Variance

The applicant has requested a sdewak variance dong Duluth and Vernon Avenues.
The current cross-section of the abutting streets is an open ditch design. Also, the
closest sdewaks in relation to this Site are gpproximately 2,300 feet to the northeast
across Richland Creek. Staff supports this sdewalk variance.

Staff recommends conditional gpprova subject to asdewak variance dong Duluth and
Vernon Avenues.



21. Subdivision Proposal 2001S287U-11 Mercury Court, Resubdivision of Lot 1
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to aflag lot variance and no delay in plat

recordation due to the mandatory referral.

A smilar final plat for this property was disapproved by the Planning Commission on
September 27, 2001 (6-1). The Commission disapproved the plat because it was
precedent setting by creating alot with no public road frontage. The Subdivision
Regulations require that each ot within a proposed subdivision have frontage on a public
street to enable vehicular access to be provided, unless the property iswithin a PUD.

A new plat has been submitted that creates a“flag lot” rather than alot with no public
road frontage. Thisrequest isfor fina plat approval to subdivide one ot on
gpproximately 4 acres into two lots abutting the south margin of Murfreesboro Pike and
the west margin of Parris Avenue. The property iswithin the ORI Didgtrict, while all
surrounding properties are within CS digtrict property. Thisfinal plat request is being
filed asaunified plat of subdivison that would enable the Zoning Administrator and/or
the Planning Commission to authorize design flexibility concerning several issues. A
unified plat of subdivision alows proposed lot 2 to redistribute parking, floor arearatio,
and impervious surface ratio to proposed lotl.

This property is aformer hotel site that has been redeveloped into an affordable housing
complex. This plat would dlow on lot 2 a 20-unit affordable housing structure under the
Tennessee Housing Development Authority Program (THDA). Urban Housing Solutions
owns the entire property. THDA is requiring a non-profit entity of Urban Housing
Solutions to own proposed lot 2 in order to receive funding for the affordable housing
project to be erected on that lot. A flag-shaped lot is being created by the proposed
subdivision. The Subdivision Regulations state that flag lots generally shdl not be
permitted, but the Planning Commission may find that a variance is necessary for this
regulation (Section 2-4.2A).

Flag Lot

The applicant has submitted a variance application for the flag-shaped lot based on
economic hardship since lot 2 must have a separate owner in order to receive federa
funding. The applicant claims that there is no other location on this property to place an
additional unit. There are currently buildings aong the property’ s perimeter on Parris
Avenue and Murfreesboro Pike where roadway frontage exists. The Murfreesboro Pike
frontage is also narrow with 40% of its frontage aready taken up by buildings. The
gpplicant aso argues that this site is unique based upon the existing shape of the parcel
and the location of the existing buildings. This small portion of available frontage
combined with the fact that there is only one possible location for the additional unitsto
be located within the development creates a unique situation, according to the applicant.
Staff agrees that thisis a unique situation and supports the variance request.

Alley Closures

There are two alleys that cross the site that still appear on the Official Street and Alley
Map. A mandatory referral has been requested to remove these aleys from the map (see
2001IM-105U-11). These alleys were closed by a court decree in 1952. They remain on
the map, however, and Council action will be necessary to remove them. Based on the
fact that this is merely a housekeeping measure, the recording of this plat need not be
delayed by the approval of the mandatory referral by Council.

Staff recommends approval of this plat subject to aflag lot variance and no delay in plat
recordation due to the mandatory referral.



22. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-298U-13 Ransom Park Commercial, Section 1
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for the construction of
roads, public utilities, and sdewalks.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpprova to creste one lot abutting the northwest corner
of Ransom Place and Murfreesboro Pike (2.5 acres), classified within the SCC
Didrict. The Planning Commission gpproved the preliminary plat for this subdivison
on August 2, 2001.

The preliminary plat inadvertently omitted an important e ement required by the
Metro Traffic Engineer. The Traffic Engineer required a 60-foot right-hand,
southbound turn lane with a 125-foot taper from Murfreesboro Pike onto Ransom
Pace.

The gpplicant has agreed to show the turn lane on the find plat, but no construction
plans have been approved by Public Works. Staff recommends conditiona approval
subject to submittal of arevised plat and bonds for the extension of roads, public
utilities, and sdewaks. The revised plat shdl include congruction plans showing the
left-turn lane and a sdewak within the public right- of-way not as a pedestrian
easement along Murfreesboro Pike, prior to plat recordation.



23. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-303U-14 Nashville Supportive Housing
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for sdewalks and arevised
plat prior to recordation which shows the ingressegress from McCampbell Avenue,
cites arecording number for the detention pond, and shows the drainage easements
extending to the property line as required by Public Works.

Thisrequest isfor find plat gpprova to create a one-lot subdivision on gpproximately
2.5 acres abutting the northwest corner of McCampbell Avenue and Colonid Circle,
opposite Surrey Road in the Donelson area. The property is classfied within the
OR20 and R10 Resdentiad Planned Unit Development Didrict. The Planning
Commission gpproved arevison to the find PUD plan for Donelson Hedth Care on
July 19, 2001 (151-79-U) to permit an 18,979 square foot, 17-unit asssted living
facility. Thisplat closdy matches the gpproved PUD plan, but severa conditions
need to be met prior to recordation.

On the current plat, there is no ingress/egress being shown for the property. The
approved PUD plan shows access to the property along McCampbell Avenue across
from Surrey Road, and arevised plat must be submitted prior to recordation showing
thisaccess. The current plat dso shows a detention pond in the corner of the property
abutting Colonid Circle and McCamphbell Avenue. Drainage easements to the pond
are being shown, but they are not extending across the entire property. Public Works
is requiring that a revised plat be submitted prior to recordetion which shows a
recording number for the detention pond and drainage easements that extend in order
to service the entire Site,

Staff recommends conditiona gpprova subject to a bond for sdewalks and arevised
plat prior to recordation which shows the ingress/egress from McCampbel | Avenue,
cites arecording number for the detention pond, and shows the drainage easements
extending to the property line as required by Public Works.



24. Subdivison Proposal 2001S-307G-12 Stanford Village, Section 3
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to bonds for roads, public utilities, and
Sdewalks.

Thisrequest isfor fina plat approval to create 41 |ots on approximately 15 acres
abutting the south terminus of Blake Drive in the southern part of the county. The
property is classfied within the RS10 Didrict. Thisfind plat closely matchesthe

preliminary pla that was gpproved by the Planning Commission on

February 4, 1999 (99S-038G).

Section 3 of the Stanford Village cluster lot development isthe find phase of this larger
development. Under the origind preliminary plat, lots 90 and 91 were to be developed.
This plat deletes them due to plat conflicts with the Mill Creek floodplain. The area
that was designated for lots 90 and 91 is now a part of the open space/drainage
easement.

Mill Creek

Mill Creek flows through this property and has been identified as a greenway corridor
in the Countywide Greenways Plan. When the preliminary plat was approved, Mill
Creek was identified and an undefined landscape buffer was shown on the devel opment
sde of the creek. With thisfind plat, the gpplicant has provided a 50 foot buffer from
the edge of the floodway and 25 feet past that buffer for a conservation easement /
public greenway trail as defined in the Storm Water Regulations and the Subdivison
Regulations. Mill Creek runs aong the western side of the proposed extension of Blake
Drive. By providing the buffer and conservation easement the gpplicant has satisfied
the regulations. Prior to plat recordation, arevised plat shal be submitted showing a
public accesstrail for the Mill Creek greenway. Thetrall shdl be labeled a“public
access greenway trail” to be constructed in future by Metro Government. In addition,
sgns shdl be required for lots which border the greenway notifying future property
owners of the future trail.

Sdewalks

Even though sdewaks are shown on one sde of Blake Drive, none are shown on any
other cul-de-sac’'s. This plat conforms with the gpproved preliminary plat. That plat
did not show sidewalks on both sides of the street. 1n addition, the applicant was
“vested” before the new sidewalk standards took effect in December 2000. A find plat
for an earlier phase was recorded prior to the Subdivision Regulations amendment.



25. Subdivision Proposal 2001S-310U-13 Ransom Park, Section 2
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to abond for the extension of roads,
sdewdks, and public utilities.

Thisrequest isfor fina plat gpproval to create 8 lots within the RS10 Didtrict on
gpproximately 2 acres abutting the southwest terminus of South Grafton Court,
southwest of Olive Circle. The Siteislocated within alarger clugter lot subdivisionin
the Antioch area that abuts the east margin of Franklin Limestone Road. The
Panning Commission approved the preliminary plat for 162 lots on 44 acres on
June 8, 2000 (2000S-155U-13). This plat matches the gpproved preiminary.

The current Subdivison Regulations require Ssdewaks on both sides of the street
within subdivisons, and this plat is only showing sdewaks on one Sde of the Street.
The regulationsin place a the time of gpprovd for the priminary only required
sdewalks on one sde of the street. Sidewalks could be required on both sides of the
Street as per today’ s standards, but the devel oper has a vested interest in the form of
an gpproved find plat to create 34 lots. The Planning Commission approved afind
plat to create 34 lots on approximately nine acres on September 14, 2000 (2000S-
295U-13). The approved find plat abuts this request for eight lots, and it was
approved with sdewaks only on one side of the street. For this reason, staff
recommends conditiona approva subject to a bond for the extension of roads,
sdewaks, and public utilities



26. PUD Proposal 75-83-U-12 Elysian Plaza Kroger (Gas Station)
Staff recommends conditional approval.

Thisrequest isto revise a portion of the preliminary PUD plan and for find gpprova
for aportion of the Commercia (Generd) PUD digtrict located at the existing Kroger
store on the west Sde of Nolensville Pike. The request is to permit the development
of agas tation with five (5) pump idands, a 96 square foot kiosk, and a 131 square
foot restroom facility, replacing overflow parking for the Kroger store on this parcdl.
The plan includes five (5) pump idands with no direct accessto Nolenville Pike. Al
access will be through an exigting privete driveway on the Kroger ste. Staff
recommends conditiona agpprova provided Water Services and Public Works
goproves this plan, prior to the meeting. This plan reduces the number of parking
gpaces in this shopping center by 70 spaces. The PUD has a surplus of parking.

The site's SCC base zoning alows automobile convenience (i.e. gas Sation) usesasa
PC use (Permitted with Conditions). This plan complies with the Zoning Ordinance
requirements. It includes aminimum street frontage of 100 feet, gasoline pumps that
are a least 20 feet from the nearest property line and 20 feet from Nolensville Pike,
no outdoor loudspeakers, and a screened trash dumpster.

The Zoning Adminigtrator has indicated this Site does not need to meet dl of the same
requirements as the Kroger gas station in Bordeaux. That gas station was gpproved
by the Commission earlier thisyear. Unlike the Bordeaux facility, this gas Sation

will provide restrooms on-ste. This site will be developed smilarly to the Kroger
ste approved in Nashboro Village in September 2001.



27. PUD Proposal 117-83-U-14 Music City Outlet Center
Staff recommends conditional approval.

Thisrequest isto revise a portion of the preliminary PUD plan for the Commercid
(Generd) PUD didtrict to permit the existing 283,691 square feet of retail space to be
changed to office space. The plan proposes no change to the floor plans, no
additiona sguare footage, and no changes to the driveway or access points. Although
this plan was approved prior to 1998, the 1998 Zoning Ordinance update requires dl
revised PUD plans to meet the current landscaping and parking standards. The
Zoning Ordinance requires the proposed office uses to have one parking space for
every 300 square feet of space. While 945 parking spaces are required to meet the
requirements, the exigting parking areaincludes atotal of 1,341 parking spaces. Staff
recommends conditiona gpprova provided a Traffic Impact Study is submitted in
conjunction with the submitta of any find PUD plans, and provided Water Services
approves the plans prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

The gpplicant has indicated thet the existing mal is underutilized since Opry Mills
opened across the Street, and this revision will serve to adaptively reuse the existing
gructures. The gpplicant intends to update the facade of the building and upgrade the
landscaping in the parking lot to modernize the Site for the proposed office
development.

Zoning

The Zoning Ordinance alows the Planning Commission to consder revisonsto
PUDs when the proposed useis either consistent with what was gpproved on the
origind Council gpproved plan, or when it is consstent with the base zoning didtrict.
The base zoning on this property is Commercid Attraction (CA) which isintended
for awide range of commercid activities, including, retail, recreationd, and office.
This proposd is dso congstent with the Subarea 14 Plan’'s Commercid Mixed
Concentration (CMC) policy cdling for amixture of retail, office, shopping uses.

Traffic

The Metro Traffic Engineer has indicated that with the change from retail to office,
the gpplicant will be required to submit a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) to determine
how the change in traffic counts and patterns could impact theroadsin thisarea. The
gpplicant has agreed to comply with any on or off-Ste improvements that may be
required under an approved T1S by the Metro Traffic Engineer.



28. PUD Proposal 2000P-003G-06 Riverwalk Amenity Area
Staff recommends conditional approval subject to arevised plat showing asdewak
aong Vdleypak Drive.

Thisrequest isto revise a portion of the preliminary PUD’ s amenity areaand for find
goprova. The priminary plan was gpproved by the Commission in June 2000. That
plan included a clubhouse and pool, while the proposed plan diminates the clubhouse
and provides two smdller cabanas, increases the pool’ s Size, and adds two play aress.
Staff recommends conditiona agpprova provided arevised plan is submitted prior to
the Planning Commission meeting showing a Sdewak aong the amenity area's
frontage on Vdleypark Drive.



29. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2000M -131U-10
Staff recommends conditional approval.

This request is to congtruct a pedestrian bridge over 21 Avenue South by Vanderbilt
Universty. Vanderbilt Univeraty origindly submitted this application last October,
and it was deferred indefinitely until more detail about the bridge’ s Sze, location,
materias, and design were known. Over the past year, Vanderbilt has worked with
Public Works, NES, and the Planning Department to design a bridge that meets
everyone sneeds. For Vanderhilt, the bridgeis criticd to providing an unobstructed
pedestrian link between the university’s main campus and Peabody College. 1t dso
provides barrier-free access for sudents and visitors that is ADA compliant.

The bridge is proposed to span (i.e. encroach upon) 21% Avenue South near Edgehill
Avenue. The proposed bridge is designed with two brick columns with the
Vanderbilt Universty “V” emblem on each column and a bridge span with the

“V” emblem and words “Vanderbilt Universty”. The bridge' s desgn materids
include brick, sted, lighting, and ametal mesh to prevent objects from being thrown
on pedestrians and cars below. The bridge's proposed pedestrian path is 8 feet wide
and the bridge' s height above 21% Avenue South is 17 feet (as measured from the
dreet to the bottom of the bridge). Bridge piers will be located outside of the public

right-of-way.

Staff recommends conditiona approva subject to other agencies and departments
recommending approva.



30. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -097G-06
Staff recommends approval.

Thisreguest is to close and abandon a portion of Morton Mill Road from the
centerline of River Bend Lane up to the point thet it is no longer shown as apublic
road on the Officid Street and Alley Map. The applicant wishes to abandon this
portion of Morton Mill Road in order to rededicate and extend the road across the
proposed Harpeth Crest subdivision. The Planning Commission approved a
preiminary plat for Harpeth Crest on September 13, 2001 (2001S-267G-06) and a
find plat for 5 lots within Harpeth Crest on October 11, 2001 (2001S-268G-06). The
preliminary plat’s approva was conditioned subject to Metro Council approving this
mandatory referra prior to any find plat recordation. Since that time, however, saff
has learned that this abandonment is merely a housekeeping correction. This
correction should have been made long ago, and staff now fedls that recordation of the
approved find plat should not be delayed by this mandatory referrd.

The Officid Street and Alley Map shows Morton Mill as a public road well into the
proposed subdivision. It becomes a private drive according to the map approximately
2,000 feet north of River Bend Lan€ s centerline. The sketch submitted by the
gpplicant shows the public portion of Morton Mill Road ending 1 mile from Old
Harding Pike which is gpproximately 900 feet into the property. Thisisin accordance
with the survey records provided by Public Works thet date back to 1919. The
problem isthat the same records include a written description that states that the
public portion ends where the property for the proposed subdivison begins. Public
Works maintains that the written description within their records takes precedence
over the measured distance because Old Harding Pike has been re-digned snce the
survey records were recorded. Public Works has assured staff that the Officid Street
and Alley Map isincorrect and should be updated, therefore, this abandonment is
merely a housekeeping measure.

An abutting property owner, Ms. Marion Lopez, expressed concern about the closing
of this portion of Morton Mill Road at the commission meeting on September 13
She currently has access to her property through an ingress/egress easement from
River Bend Way that is established with the deed to her property. The Metro Legd
Department has informed staff that Ms. Lopez has no claim to the portion of Morton
Mill Road being abandoned, and her sgnature is not required on the application for
the mandatory referrd. Metro Legd maintains that this portion of Morton Mill Road
has never been a public road and that the mandatory referrd is required only to
receive Council action to remove the road from the Official Street and Alley Map.
Staff recommends gpprova of this request in order to remove this housekeeping error
from the officid map.



31. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -105U-11
Staff recommends approval.

Thisrequest isto close aportion of Alleys #2076 and #2080 between Nance Lane and
Parris Avenue. Easements are to be abandoned. It is a housekegping amendment to
the Officid Street and Alley Map. Both of these dleyswere closed in 1952, but have
never been removed from the map. The gpplicant is requesting these closures as part
of the Mercury Court subdivison (2001S-287U-11).

Today, these dleys do not physicaly exist since they were built upon inthe 1950's
with the congtruction of the former motel and parking lot. On April 14, 1952, the
Chancery Court of Davidson County determined these unimproved aleys were to be
closed. They were never opened or accepted by Davidson County. After the court’s
decree, the former motel was congtructed. Therefore, this mandatory referral merdly
amends the map to reflect the court’ s decison made nearly 60 years ago. The Metro
Legd Department has indicated aff cannot adminigtratively amend the Officid

Street and Alley Map. That power is reserved for the Metro Council, including
housekeeping errors asin this case.

Staff recommends approva of these dley closures as dl reviewing agencies and
departments are recommending approval.



32. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -106U-08 (Council Bill BL2001-865)
Staff recommends conditional approval.

This coundil bill isto aandon and reclam dedicated right-of-way at the corners of
5th Avenue North and Madison Street, 5th Avenue North and Monroe Street, Alley
#202 and Monroe Street, and Alley #202 and Madison Street as well as to abandon
5-foot public utility eesements dong Monroe Street and Madison Street. The
Planning Commission gpproved afind plat to resubdivide six lotsinto sixteen lotson
October 15, 1997 (97S-104U). The gpproved plat shows two right-of-way
dedications of 135 square feet for turning radii dong 5™ Avenue North and two right-
of-way dedications of 48 square feet for turning radii along the aley to the rear of the
property. Two five-foot public utility easements are dso shown on parce 293 dong
Monroe Street and on parcel 485 along Madison Street. Public Works has approved
the right- of-way abandonment. NES s gill reviewing the public utility easement
abandonment.

Staff recommends conditional gpprova of this request subject to NES' approva. The
gpplicant is requesting this abandonment to reclaim the property in order to construct
mixed-use buildings closer to the street corners. The property is within Germantown
and Subarea 8 Plan’s Mixed Use policy. According to the subarea plan, living,
working, and shopping needs should be integrated within Germantown at a
pedestrian-scae to create an attractive, exciting environment for both resdents and
businesses. Allowing the proposed buildings closer to the street would reinforce the
goals of the Subarea 8 Plan by cresting a comfortable pedestrian environment.
Furthermore, thisareais higtorically and architecturaly unique, and corner radii
should be preserved in such away that buildings can be constructed closer to the
dreet cornersin order to maintain the area’ s uniqueness.



33. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -107U-08
Staff recommends approval.

This request is to abandon an existing 8" sanitary sewer line and easement that runs
from Alley #500 along the rear of parcels 143-145 and the south Side of parcel 240 to
Mary Street on tax map 081-12. Mt. Bethel Baptist Church is seeking to abandon the
line and associated easement to construct a 25,000 square foot multi- purpose
building. The church is currently located on parcel 241 just acrossthe dley from the
proposed abandonment.

A plat has been submitted by the applicant (2001S-271U-08) to consolidate parcels
244-248 into one lot and parcels 143-145 and 239-240 into another lot for the multi-
purpose building. The proposed building, however, is planned on top of the existing
8’ snitary sewer line. Metro Water Services hasindicated thet thelineis
approximately 100-years-old, and it is not currently servicing anything in the area.
The plat has been deferred indefinitely in order for the mandatory referral processto

begin.

Staff recommends approva of this sawer easement abandonment. All reviewing
agencies and departments are recommending approva.



34. Mandatory Referral Proposal 2001M -108U-14
Staff recommends approval.

Thisrequest isto abandon an 8" sawer line located within a 20 foot easement for a
length of 52.7 feet at Margaret Allen Elementary School. The sewer line runs pardld
to Spence Lane. The line needs to be abandoned for the school’ s planned expansion.
In addition, a new sewer manhole will be constructed.

Staff recommends gpproval of this easement abandonment as al reviewing agencies
and departments are recommending approval.



35. Subdivison Text Change 2001S-001T
Staff recommends approval.

Thisrequest is a text amendment to change Section 2-6.1 (Sidewalks) of the Subdivison
Regulations to clarify where sdewalks are required, to add flexibility as to where sdewaks
can be located, to provide relief and to dlow for an in-lieu fee of Sdewak congtructionin
areas Where sdewalks are not practical or feasble at the time the final plat is approved. This
request was initiated by Planning Department staff due to alarge number of variance requests
over the past severd months. As the Commission will recdl, the sdewak regulations were
last amended in December of 2000, when a text amendment was gpproved by the Planning
Commission to require Sdewalks on both sides of dl new streets. Planning staff has been
working closdy with the Metropolitan Legd Department, Public Works, the Neighborhood
Alliance, as well as developers and engineers, to establish the proposed amendment.

Staff recommends gpprovd of this amendment since it does not change the basic
requirements for sdewaks, and since it will alow an option for relief when sdewaks ether
cannot or should not be built at a specific location.

2-6 Streets and Pedestrian Ways
2-6.1 Sidewalks

A. General
All sdewaks and pedestrian ways constructed upon public rights-of-way or pedestrian
easements shal 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 befive (5) feet. Where concrete curbs are
required or constructed, grass or landscaped areas or strips with a minimum width of four (4)
feet shall separate dl sdewalks from the adjacent street (Figure 2-6.1 B.1), except within ten
(10) feet of astreet intersection.
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Figure 2-6.1 B.1: Dimensions



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

a. Encroachments such as utility poles, fire hydrants, parking meters, mailboxes, sign
standards, and street furniture shal not be located within the concrete portion of the
sdewak area, except as provided in 2b, below.

b. Drainage grates, tree grates, utility grates, and manholes shdl be permitted within a
sdewak 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: EncroachmentsObstructions

3.

Materials -- When thereis an existing Sdewalk built of aternative materids (eg. brick,
exposed aggregate) either along the property’ s frontage or adjoining it, sdewaks may be
condructed with like materids, if the materias are determined to be compliant with Metro
Public Works standards.

L ocation -- Sidewaks complying with applicable Metro Public Works requirements shal be
located on both sdes of any new sreet, and within the public right-of-way, regardless of
whether new or existing lot(s) have frontage on said street.

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

b. When theright-of-way isincongstent with the future curbline, a Sdewak easement may
be dlowed.

c. When natural features that are desired to be preserved or protected exist in the path of a
sdewalk, the sdewalk may meander around the features. Under such conditionsthe
sdewak may be located within a pedestrian easement outside of the dedicated public
right-of-way, provided the easement is contiguous to the public right-of-way. Exceptions
to allow a non-contiguous pedestrian easement may be considered by the Flanning
Commission, fter obtaining a recommendation from the Metropolitan Department of
Public Works.



. Wheelchair-Accessible Curb Ramp -- Whedchair accessble curb ramps complying with
applicable ADA requirements shall be constructed at sireet crossings. If an existing Sireet
curb has not been congtructed with a sidewak ramp, the sdewalk and curb shal be
reconstructed to meet gpplicable Metro Public Works requirements.

. Lot Sze -- Sdewaks shal be required on dl nonresidentia 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, Sdewaks and associated grass/landscape
grips shdl be comparable in character and width to sdewaks dong the existing street, or in
the area.

. Existing Sidewalks -- When a substandard sdewak dready exists along a property’s
frontage on a public street, and is non-compliant with Metro Public Works standards, it shall
be brought into compliance with gpplicable requirements.

Sidewalk Relief

If the property fdls within one of the areas listed below (1-8), where the congtruction of a
sdewak is not feasible or practicd at the time the find plat is approved, the applicant may
request relief from the requirement to construct asdewak. In such cases, relief may be
granted and a variance shall not be required. Sidewalk relief may be granted dong existing
streets by the Executive Director of the Metropolitan Planning Department for two-lot
subdivisons, and by the Metropolitan Planning Commission for subdivisons of more than
two lots. A request for relief shal be reviewed in consultation with the Director of the
Metropolitan Department of Public Works, who may find that the ingtalation of the Sdewalk
isnot in the best interest of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County
at that time. Should such relief be granted, afee in-lieu of Sdewak congtruction shal be
paid by the applicant in accordance with the fee schedule established by the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works, except in C7 below. Thefeein-lieu of condruction shdl be
used to accommodate pedestrian needs within the established benefit zone, as provided in
Section 2-6.1 D.1.b). Thefollowing conditions shall be consdered for sdewalk relief:

. Drainage Ditches -- When drainage ditches are present along an existing street that preclude
the reasonable ingtdlation of a Sdewalk within ether the existing or future right-of-way or a
pedestrian easement;

. Developed With Sidewalks on One Side -- When the surrounding area within a..25 mile
radiusis predominantly developed with sdewaks on the opposing side of the street, and no
sdewaks exist on the applicant’ s Sde of the street within .25 miles,

. Developed Without Sidewalks-- When the surrounding areawithin a.25 mileradiusis
predominantly developed without sidewaks and the ingtdlation of the sdewaks would be
piece-med and not from intersection to intersection;

4. Higtoric Character -- When the Metropolitan Historic Commission determines that a
sdewak would inappropriately dter the historic character of a property or neighborhood,;

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



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

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

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

D. Payment In-Lieu of Sidewalks

When the Paming Commisson or the Executive Director of the Metropolitan Planning

Depatment grants relief to this section of the Subdivison Regulations, the goplicant shdl pay an
in-lieu fee for sdewak congruction.

1. Amount -- The amount 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 -- Thefees 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
sdewak congtruction for a proposed subdivision, such fee shdl be spent for the design,
construction and/or upgrade of sSdewaks and smilar pedestrian walks/trails 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 Sdewaks and related
pedestrian walksftrails, and necessary roadway and drainage improvements to
accommodate the sdewalks.

2. FeeDeadline -- All in-lieu fees shdl be paid prior to the recording of afind plat for the
gpplicable phase of any subdivison.

3. Bonds — Payment of afeein-lieu of Sdewak congtruction, where authorized, shal 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 these
regulations.



F. Pedestrian Easements
To facilitate pedestrian access from streets to schoals, parks, greenways, playgrounds, or other
nearby facilities, the Planning Commission or the Executive Director of the Metropolitan
Panning Department may require perpetud unobstructed easements or dedications of land
measuring a lesst ten (10) feet in width on asubdivision plat. Easements shal beindicated on
the plat as a“ public pedestrian access easement.”

5-2 Wordsand Terms Defined

Infill Development refersto areas previoudy subdivided or predominantly developed, where a
plat may combinelots, tracts, and/or parcels, may ater an existing public right-of-way, and/or
may dter exiging lot or parcd lines.

Pededtrian Benefit Zone refers to each of deven (11) zones established by these regultionsin
which feesin-lieu of sdewak congtruction may be collected, and where such fees shdl be spent
for the safety and convenience of pedestrians utilizing the Sidewak or pedestrian network within
that zone. Each zone represents, to the extent practicable, an area where pedestrian circulation
can take place without traversing mgjor barriers to movement such as interstate freeways and
magor federa highways that are, by definition, unsafe or unsuitable for pedestrian crossing.
Pedestrian Benefit Zones are described as follows (see Map below):

Zonel. Bounded by I-40 and 1-265 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)

Zone4. Bounded by 1-65 on the northwest; 1-24 on the west; Cumberland River on the south and
east; 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 eest. (East, edge)

Zone 6. Bounded by I-40 on the north; I-24 on the west and southwest; county line on the east.
(Southeast, edge)

Zone 7. Bounded by 1-24 on the east/northesst; 1-65 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; 1-440 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; 1-24 on the northeast and east; 1-40 on the north/northwest;
and 1-65 on the west. (South, inner)

Zone 10. Bounded by I-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)

Pedestrian Benefit Zones:

OLD TEXT

2-6 Streets and Pedestrian Ways




ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
Section 3-3.2 of Subdivision Regulations

Background

The MPC Rules and Procedures establish a minimum interval between the filing of an application for zoning
change or subdivision plat approval and its appearance on the Planning Commission’s public hearing agenda.
Working from those rules, planning staff generates a schedule that includes submittal deadlines and likely
Panning Commission action dates. Currently staff follows the minimumallowable 28 day” schedule.




Staff 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 meseting from four weeks to five weeks for projects in compliance with Metro standards. This
change will alow the staff to do the following:

Identify incomplete applications at an earlier stage in the staff review process, thus alowing
applicants additiona 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 at areasonable level 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
responsibilities to attend Planning Commission meetings for agenda items requiring deferral.

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

Increase staff efficiency by diminating preparation of staff reports for projects requiring deferral for
non-compliance.

Conserve resources by eliminating the extra cost of mailing public hearing notices for items that fail
to receive last minute agency clearances and therefore require indefinite deferral. For indefinitely

deferred items, the staff must re-mail notices and new or revised signs must be posted when a new
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, Administrative Review, as
shown below:

[Existing Subdivision Regulations T ext]




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

IProposed Subdivision Regulations T ext|

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

The published review schedule shdl designate a deadline for agency comments on plat
completeness 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 gppropriate reviewing agencies by saff. Onceaplat is in compliance with
al gpplicable regulationsit Sl be presented for congderation by the Planning Commisson.




Decision on Final Plats
Section 3-4.3 of Subdivision Regulations

Background

This proposed change would authorize the Executive Director to approve afinal plat that is substantially the
same as an approved (and unexpired) preliminary plat. Some years ago, the Subdivision Regulations were
interpreted to delegate such authority to the Executive Director, however, in recent years that authority has
not been exercised. Consequently the MPC routingly acts on fina plats that are substantially the same as
preliminary plats previoudy approved by Commissioners. To obtain maximum clarity in the regulations, the
Law Department has recommended that delegation of MPC authority to its staff is best set out in the
Subdivision Regulations, rather than authorized as a matter of interpretation.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission authorize the Executive Director to gpprove minor revisions to
subdivisions. Staff also seeks authorization to extend administrative final plat approva to PUD revisions.

The benefits of the proposed changes are to eliminate duplicate subdivision approvas from MPC agendas,
reduce unproductive time spent by staff preparing reports on duplicate subdivision approvals, and reduce the
need for applicants to meet MPC agenda deadlines in order to have routine final plats approved. It should be
noted that staff will continue to require afull review cycle to coordinate with other departments to assure that
all technica requirements of subdivision and other development regulations have been met.

A Planned Unit Development (PUD) follows a more complex route than does a subdivison. A PUD begins
with a zoning change application, which is reviewed by staff, recommended by the Planning Commission,

and approved by the Metropolitan Council to establish a PUD overlay zoning district. The M aster
Development Plan associated with the Council-approved PUD is a conceptual plan of development that
includes the genera orientation and size of principal structures and associated parking areas; landscape and
buffer areas required; location, size and general treatment of environmentally sensitive areas; general traffic
routes to and from the development with major access points identified; range and scope of proposed land
uses, densities, 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 existing streets.

Once a PUD overlay district and associated master devel opment plan have been approved by the Council, the
developer submits a Final Site Plan for Planning Commission approva. A fina site plan is approved by the
MPC if the plan is consistent with the Council-approved plan and all of its conditions, and if the fina site plan
also meets the technica requirements of the Subdivision Regulations for preliminary plat approval, if
gpplicable. In other words, when land in a PUD is subdivided, the Final PUD approva = the preliminary
subdivision plat approval. After this stage in the gpprova process, a PUD subdivision travels the path of a
regular preliminary subdivison plat, and is digible for fina subdivision plat approva so long asit conforms

to the approved PUD plan and meets all technical requirements of the Subdivision Regulations.

It follows, then, that if the Executive Director is authorized to approve find plats that are substantially the
same as gpproved preliminary plats, the Executive Director’ s authority would aso extend to approve fina
plats for PUD subdivisions that are substantialy the same as approved PUD final site plans.

[Existing Subdivision Regulations T ext|




IProposed Subdivision Regulations T ext|

3-4.3.1Decison 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 shal be
followed.

A. If thefind plat showsonly minor revisons to the approved preliminary plat and meets
al regulatory requirements, the Executive Director is authorized to gpprove thefind plat
on behdf of the Metropolitan Planning Commisson. Minor revisons are indgnificant
shiftsin street and open space locations, minor changesto lot Size, minor changes to unit
Sze and digribution of intengty not inconsistent with afind PUD approvd and its
asociated priminary plat, if goplicable; minor shiftsin lot lines, and other changes
which do not dter the generd layout and intensity of the gpproved preliminary plat. At
the request of the applicant, any find plat shal be forwarded to the Planning Commisson
for decision, including reversal of the decison of the Executive Director. The Executive
Director may, at hisor her discretion, direct any find plat to the Planning Commission
according to the procedures of B, below.

B. If thefind plat includes major revisons to the gpproved preliminary plat, arevised
preliminary plat dong with the find plat shal be submitted by the gpplicant in
accordance with the published review schedule. Once in compliance with dl regulatory
standards, it shdl be placed on the agenda of the Metropalitan Planning Commission for
approval, conditiona gpprova, or disgpprova by resolution, which shal st forth in
detail any conditions of gpprova or reasons for disapproval. The applicant will be
provided a copy of the resolution. For purposes of this section, major revisons include,
but are not limited to, an increase in the number of lots and/or square footage, change(s)
to the pattern of street connections or major access points; changes to the pattern of lots
or the massing of buildings; changes to open space provisons, reductionsin public
dedications; reductions in improvements, including Sdewalks, for the benefit of the
public; variance(s) to the Subdivison Regulations not previoudy granted by the Planning
Commission at the time of preiminary plat gpprovd; or any other feature(s) of the
subdivison that assumed significance a the time of preliminary plat gpprovd.

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




36.

2002 M eeting Schedule

Staff recommends adoption of the attached meeting schedule for the year 2002.

By thefirst of November of each year, the Metropolitan Planning Commission must
establish a schedule of mestings for the following year. The Rules and Procedures
prescribe that the Planning Commission hold aleast one meeting each month. It has
been the practice of the Commission to meet every other Thursday, causing its
mesetings to sometimes fal on the second and fourth Thursdays, and & other times to
fdl on thefirg, third, and fifth Thursdays of the month. The staff recommendsthe
Planning Commission establish its meeting schedule such that meetingsfall on
the second and fourth Thursdays of each month, beginning in January 2002.
Based on the Commission’s previousinput, only one meeting has been scheduled
in November and December dueto the holidays. We recommend the second and
fourth Thursdaysin order to dternate weekly meetings with the adopted schedule of
the Metro Council. This proposed change will not noticeably increase the work load
at meetings because of the modest reduction from 26 to 23 meetings each year. The
gaff to the Board of Zoning Appedls has indicated they can adapt their meeting
schedule to dternate with the Planning Commisson’s schedule if this changeis

made.



MPC Schedule
- =-2002 Schedule: Filing Deadlines & Meeting Dates

Filing Time & Location:

4:30 p.m. filing closes, Metropolitan Planning Commission
Lindsley Hall, 730 Second Avenue South, Nashville, TN 37201
615.862.7190 www.nashville.org/mpc

Meeting Time & Location:

1:00 p.m. in the Howard Office Building Auditorium
700 Second Avenue South, Nashville, TN

MPC MPC
Filing Deadline Meeting Date

December 6, 2001 January 10, 2002
December 13, 2001 January 24, 2002
January 3 February 14
January 17 February 28
February 7 March 14
February 21 March 28
March 7 April 11
March 21 April 25
April 4 May 9
April 18 May 23
May 2 June 13
May 16 June 27
June 6 July 11
June 20 July 25
July 3* August 8
July 18 August 22
August 1 September 12
August 15 September 26
September 5 October 10
September 19 October 24
October 3 November 14
October 17 December 12
November 20 January 2, 2003 *

* Due to July 4th & Christmas holidays



