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l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:01 p.m.
Mr. Ponder welcomed everyone in attendance to ¢hemeeting facility.

Ms. Hammond announced the following: “As informoatifor our audience, if you are not satisfied véttiecision
made by the Planning Commission today, you maya@gpe decision by petitioning for a writ of cerithvthe
Davidson County Chancery or Circuit Court. Youpegl must be filed within 60 days of the date ef ¢mtry of
the Planning Commission’s decision. To ensureybat appeal is filed in a timely manner, and @idaprocedural
requirements have been met, please be adviseyahahould contact independent legal counsel.”

Il. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Loring moved, and Mr. McLean seconded the matishich passed unanimously, to adopt the agenda as
presented.(6-0)

.  APPROVAL OF APRIL 26, 2007, MINUTES
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Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Loring seconded the matishich passed unanimously to approve the AprilZi®7,
minutes as presenteds-0Q)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS
Councilmember Gotto stated that he would addres€timmission once his item was presented for disoos

Councilmember Forkum spoke in favor of Item #1, 20B-03-04, Amend the Subarea 4 Plan. He thanked th
Planning staff for their work on this plan and sththat the plan was well received by the commumigmbers.

Councilmember Craddock was present at the meetihditd not address the Commission.

Councilmember Foster acknowledged that Iltem #2@736092U-12, BJ Homebuilders Subdivision was deterr
indefinitely. He explained the concerns that wexpressed by those affected by this proposal.

Councilmember Toler acknowledged and confirmed liesh #12, 2007SP-078G-12, Lenox West, was to be
deferred indefinitely.

Councilmember Evans spoke regarding Item #23, 2(B06%J-07. She briefly explained the concerns réigar
this development and requested that this propasapproved as an SP zoning.

Councilmember Williams stated that she would adtltke Commission once her items were presentdebto t
Commission.

Councilmember Shulman spoke in favor of Item #47%P-065U-10, Sharondale Drive. He briefly expgdithis
request as it was proposed by the residents o€dmsmunity. He spoke in favor of its approval.

Councilmember Shulman expressed concerns assogiéted previous action made by the Planning Corsiois
at their April 26, 2007, meeting. He gave a begplanation of his concern and requested clarificat

Ms. Nielson arrived at 4:10 p.m.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR

WITHDRAWN
9. 2007SP-074G-14 A request to change from ORZEPtaoning property — deferred to May 24, 2007, at the
located at Robinson Road (unnumbered), at the sagth  request of the applicant
corner of Robinson Road and Industrial Drive (15a8€es),
to permit the development of 71,750 square feet of
office/retail space and 165 multi-family units

12. 2007SP-078G-12 A request to change from REPtaoning property — deferred indefinitely at the request
located at 6101 Nolensville Pike and a portionrafperty  of the applicant
located at 6117 Nolensville Pike, approximately 836t
south of Bradford Hills Drive (5.02 acres), to pérthe
development of a 4,500 square foot commercial mgld
and 70 multi-family units in 3 buildings

24. 2007S-092U-12  Arequest for final plat apprdealevise a previously — deferred indefinitely at the request
recorded plat to allow two duplex units to be depeld on  of the applicant
properties located at 5036 and 5038 Edmondson Pike,
approximately 295 feet south of Durrett Drive (0&88es),
zoned R10



30. 74-79-G-13 A request to cancel a portion ofeenifed Unit — deferred to May 24, 2007, at the
Development overlay district, that portion beingdted at  request of the applicant
the southwest corner of Nashboro Boulevard andl&tik
Court, zoned One and Two-Family Residential (RBO}§
acres), approved for approximately 27,600 squarede

commercial
32. 23-85-P-13 A request to cancel the Planned Development District — deferred to May 24, 2007, at the
Overlay on property located at Forest View Drive request of the applicant

(unnumbered), approximately 400 feet east of Medb®ro
Pike, that was previously approved for 212 multiily
units (7.84 acres)

Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Beehan seconded the mptidrich passed unanimously to approve the Defeared
Withdrawn items as presente(iZ-0)

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
COMMUNITY PLANS
1. 2007CP-03-04 Amend the Subarea 4 Plan: 199&tdgd change the -Approve Detailed Land Use Plan
land use policies from Residential Low Density (Rind with Special Policy.
Residential Medium Density (RM) to Mixed Housing in
Corridor General (MH in CG), and Mixed Use in Mixed
Use (MxU in MU), with Special Policies for approxaely
27 acres located along Myatt Drive between Andetsore
and State Route 45 and along Anderson Lane betivegn
Drive and Rio Vista Drive.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS
5. 2007Z-069U-09 Request to change from IG to MUG zoning property - Approve.
located at 916 4th Avenue North.

10. 2007Z-075U-11  Arequest to change from R6 t®I¥dning property - Disapprove
located at 2214 Wickson Avenue, approximately X84 f
south of Glenrose Avenue (.28 acres)

15. 2007Z-082G-06 Request to change from R40 to RM9 a portion of priyp  -Approve with condition that there be
located at Sonya Drive (unnumbered). no development in areas of steep slope

16. 2007Z-083U-12 Request to change from R40 to RM6 zoning property - Approve.
located at 5613 Valley View Road.

17. 2007Z-086U-10 Request to change from R20 to RM4 zoning property - Staff recommends approval subject to

located at 2202 Hobbs Road (rear). approval of the Village Hall PUD
(2003P-013U-10).
18. 2003P-013U-10  Village Hall - Request to amémRlanned Unit - Approve w/conditions.

Development located at 2202 Hobbs Road to permit th
development of 4 dwelling units in two structures.

19. 2007Z-089G-12 Request to change from R20 to RS15 zoning property - Approve.
located at 265 Holt Hills Road.

CONCEPT PLANS

21. 2007S-073U-03 Nocturne Village - Request faraept plan approval for a - Approve w/conditions.
50-lot cluster subdivision on property located at@ll
Street (unnumbered), 869 West Trinity Lane, andtWes
Trinity Lane (unnumbered)
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22.  2007S-075U-03
FINAL PLATS

26. 2007S-100U-08
27.  2007S-101U-08

Doak Estates - Request for candap approval to create
6 lots on property located at 3101 Doak Avenue,
approximately 580 feet east of South Hamilton Rgad3
acres), zoned RS10

Salem Gardens - Request for final plat approvaléate 3
lots on properties located at 1633 and 1635 6tmage
North.

Garfield Place - Request for final plat approvatteate 3
lots on property located at 600 Garfield Street.

REVISIONS AND FINAL SITE PLANS

28.

29.

33.

34.

35.

36.

2005SP-170U-05

201-69-G-12

78-86-P-12

2004P-033G-06

2006P-007G-12

2003UD-003U-13

Walden Phase 1a- Request for approval of a podifian
final site plan for a portion of property locatedl@00
Eastland Avenue, to permit the development of 2,235
square feet of office space, 2,235 square feedtaflspace,
3,465 square feet of restaurant space, and 8 faofily
units.

Starpointe, Ph. 1 & 2 - Requesfif@al approval of a
Planned Unit Development located at 13105 Old Higko
Boulevard and Old Hickory Boulevard (unnumbered), t
permit the development of a 100 unit hotel contagni
74,250 square feet and 12,500 square feet of sgtade.

The Shoppes at Shadow Glen (Soukh@m@mmnmerical) -
Request for final approval for a portion of the Goercial
Planned Unit Development located at 5843 Nolersvill
Pike, to permit the development of 11,170 squagedé
retail and office space in a two-story building.

Loveless Café - Request to arfengreliminary plan for
a Planned Unit Development district located at 8400
Highway 100, to add 4 acres of land located at 8960
McCrory Lane, revise the overall site layout, and t
increase the approved total square footage frod722,
square feet to 25,472 square feet with 12,612 sdfeat of
retail, 4,860 square feet of restaurant, 8,000 regfigeet of
banquet hall and 279 parking spaces.

Cane Ridge Estates - RA request to revise thenpirery
plan and for final approval of a Planned Unit Deypehent
located east of Cane Ridge Road, at the terminBssoh
Court, classified RS10, (10.00 acres), to pernat th
development of 29 single-family lots, requestediaye
and Associates, for R.J. Rentals, owner.

Ridgeview UDO, Ph. 1 - Request to revise the priakamry
and for final approval for a portion of the mixeseu
Ridgeview Urban Design Overlay district locatedtba
east side of Bell Road (unnumbered), to permit the
construction of 150 units consisting of 099 attathe
townhouses, 22 attached patio units, 5 lots 35ewatd 24
lots 50" wide, replacing 99 attached townhousedo735'
wide, and 24 lots 50' wide.

- Approve w/conditions

-Approve with conditions, including
a variance to Section 2-1.2 of the
Metro Subdivision Regulations to
allow the subdivision to be approved
as a minor subdivision.

-Approve with conditions, including
a variance to Section 2-1.2 of the
Metro Subdivision Regulations to
allow the subdivision to be approved
as a minor subdivision.

- Approve /w conditions, including

the deletion of Public Works
conditions #2 and #4.

- Approve/ w conditions.

- Approve w/ conditions.

- Approve w/ conditions.

- Approve w/ conditions.

- Approve w/ conditions.



Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the Consent
Agenda as presented. (7-0)

Ms. Jones arrived at 4:25 p.m.

Vil.  COMMUNITY PLANS

1. 2007CP-03-04

Amend the Subarea 4 Plan: 1998 Update to chargeuld use policies from Residential Low Density&nd
Residential Medium Density (RM) to Mixed HousingQorridor General (MH in CG), and Mixed Use in Mike
Use (MxU in MU), with Special Policies for approxately 27 acres located along Myatt Drive betweedéekaon
Lane and State Route 45 and along Anderson LameebatMay Drive and Rio Vista Drive.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve Detailed Land Use Plan with Special Policy.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend the Subarea 4 Plan: 1998 Update to chamrgark use policies from
Residential Low Density (RL) and Residential Medibansity (RM) to Mixed Housing in Corridor Gene(iH

in CG), and Mixed Use in Mixed Use (MxU in MU), wiSpecial Policies for approximately 27 acres ledatlong
Myatt Drive between Anderson Lane and State Robitar#l along Anderson Lane between May Drive and Rio
Vista Drive.

CURRENT POLICIES
Residential Low Density (RL) -RL policy is intended to accommodate resident@aledlopment within a density
range of up to two dwelling units per acre. Thedprainant development type is single-family homes.

Residential Medium Density (RM) -RM policy is intended to accommodate resident@alaeopment within a
density range of four to nine dwelling units peread mix of housing types is appropriate.

PROPOSED STRUCTURE PLAN POLICIES

Corridor General (CG) - Corridor General is the Structure Plan clasatfan for areas at the edge of a
neighborhood that extend along a segment a magetsind are predominantly residential in chara@erridor
General areas are intended to contain a varietgsidential development along with larger scaléccnd public
benefit activities. Examples might include singlenfly detached, single-family attached, or two-figrhiouses; but
multi-family development might work best on suclspeorridors. Apartments, with the exception of kena
buildings with few units, are typically out of seakith lower density residential development, reiggilarger lots.
Multi-family housing should be located where bettecess and parking can be accommodated. Largéc pub
benefit uses, such as large churches and schoelsyae appropriately located at edges of the f@idiood along
these corridors to ensure access and space reguiteare achieved. All CG areas are intended totbgral
elements of planning neighborhoods.

Mixed Use (MU)- MU is a policy category designed to encouragmteygrated, diverse blend of compatible land
uses ensuring unigue opportunities for living, wogk and shopping. Land uses found in this categaryde
residential, commercial, recreational, cultural @aommunity facilities. Commercial uses appropriat®&U areas
include offices and community, neighborhood, andvemience scale activities. Residential uses wiitikely be
medium, medium-high, or high density. Other typEases may be appropriate if they can be succdgsful
integrated with other uses.

PROPOSED DETAILED LAND USE POLICIES

Mixed Housing (MH) - This category includes single family and multifgniousing that varies based on lot size
and building placement on the lot. Housing unityina attached or detached, but are not encourageel placed
at random. Generally, the character (mass, placemeight) should be compatible to the existingrabger of the
majority of the street.

Mixed Use (MxU) - This category includes buildings that are mixedzontally and vertically. The latter is
preferable in creating a more pedestrian-orientexbtscape. This category allows residential as agetommercial
uses. Vertically mixed-use buildings are encouragdthve shopping activities at street level antgsidential
above.



ANALYSIS - District Councilmember Jim Forkum asked the MetlanRing Department to work with community
members in the Myatt Drive/Anderson Lane area ¢éater a neighborhood plan to provide updated gualéorc
anticipated zone change requests. The neighbonblandvould be an amendment to Bgbarea 4 Plan: 1998
Update.There has been a history of zone change requetts sBtudy area that have not conformed to the
community plan. The most recent of these, 2006 SEz1®4 (Myatt Drive Thornton’s), was deferred indély in
September 2006 at the request of the applicameridce of a disapproval recommendation from stdffs history
served as an indication that the policies in tleaavarranted review, especially in light of the evithg of Myatt
Drive that occurred several years ago and exacsledffic volumes in the area. Staff and areaasgmtatives
found that there is merit to allowing businessed @amix of housing that is suited to busy strekieg@Myatt Drive
and Anderson Lane. The area has good access fr@mrasdirections and is heavily traveled (TDOT 2@faffic
counts indicate an average of 18,599 cars per dayhatt Drive in this location).

Staff held three community meetings in the aredisouss the plan amendment, on March 13 and 2&prit18,
2007. Each meeting was attended by approximate2people. Participants were supportive of thacept of
allowing businesses in the area subject to desiggagce and some use restrictions. Of special coneere issues
relating to traffic management and compatibilitfhwarea residences.

Planning staff has worked with the Councilmembet area participants to develop the following Speeicy
incorporating Detailed Land Use Policies and Deggidelines to cover the amendment area. In funoaths,
staff will continue to work with Councilmember Faik and area participants to develop a Specific Bdaring
district for the area that will implement this pl&taff intends to bring the Specific Plan backht® Commission at
the September 13, 2007 meeting for consideration.

Appendix A
Myatt Drive/Anderson Lane Development Principles

Overview. Because the Myatt Drive and Anderson Lane corsigwovide important connections for the Madison
Community and represent such a unique mixed uselal@went opportunity, the Land Use Policy Planudels a
special policy to establish more detailed plandiiture development of the area. Special Polioya®# 4 calls for
development within the Myatt Drive/Anderson Laneato be guided by a detailed land use plan anelojgwment
principles related to the access and site desgwedl as the size, height, placement and useitfibgs.

Concept.The Detailed Land Use Plan and the Developmentiptas presented below are based on the following
development concept for the area.

The overall intent for this area is to accommodat®mpatible mixture of businesses and residehedste
designed to coexist with, and take advantage af kiusy streets — Myatt Drive and Anderson LanethBo
vertically- and horizontally-mixed uses are enuigd within the area, which is expected to accomnsodavide
range of businesses and housing types. Businasas area are expected to draw from both localnamet distant
markets, which will include foot traffic from areasidences along with pass-through traffic, and the area needs
to be designed to accommodate all modes of tr®elause these are such heavily traveled streetssac
management is important to limit the number of tmres where traffic will be slowed to allow autasenter. By
limiting the access, and adding improvements tcstheetscape such as the addition of sidewallextstrees, and
on-street parking, the streets will also becomeeiasingly pedestrian friendly.

The Myatt Drive and Anderson Lane area is envigiaiwedevelop into four subdistricts, each withaten distinct
character of development. In the future, individordperty owners or the entire Myatt Drive/Anderd@me area
could use the Specific Plan zoning district to iempént the plan. These subdistricts are identifieérigure 1.

Include an explanation of the study area boundaries

1. Gateway Districts. These are properties suding the two intersections that serve as the maiaways into
the corridor: Myatt Drive at State Route 45 and W{xive at Anderson Lane. The aesthetic qualitthese sites
is particularly important since they serve as entes into the area. These sites may accommodasenceses, such
as service stations, that tend to function bestarner locations. Some form of special design meat such as
signage and landscaping is also recommended fee thites to enhance their function as gatewaysihtt is
intended to be a distinct neighborhood within grgér Madison community.



2. Central Corners. These are the propertigswding the two intersections that are internahtoMyatt Drive
corridor: Myatt Drive at Roosevelt Avenue and My@ttve at North Dupont Avenue. As secondary ergesnnto
the study area, these corners are also highlyleisilaking their aesthetic quality important.

3. Corridor Segments. These are the propertiegdeet the corners along both Anderson Lane and NDyate.
Uses along these segments will be of moderate acaléntensity.

4. Anderson Lane Residential Transition. Thithes section of Anderson Lane between Myatt Drive lsiay
Drive that is across from the Peterbilt plant. Tdriea is intended to refaresidential because of its relationship
to the surrounding neighborhoods, but new mixed radential development that is designed for a busy et is
appropriate. Access consolidation is as importartiere as in the other subdistricts because of traffi
conditions and the need to create a pedestrian-fmglly environment.

The detailed land use plan and development priesipElow are designed to achieve this developnuaept.

1. Myatt Drive/Anderson Lane Detailed Land UsenPldhe detailed land use plan (DLUP) presentddig
section is a refinement of the Structure Plan pat&Etegory Mixed Use (MU) that applies along Mytive and
Anderson Lane. Itis supplemented by the DeveloyprReinciples found in Section 2. Figure 1 illugdsithe
detailed land use plan for Myatt Drive/Anderson ¢an

The detailed land use policy category used for Mpaive/Anderson Lane iMixed Use (MxU).Mixed Use areas
are intended for a mixture of residential usesappropriately scaled office, commercial, civic gniblic benefit
uses.

2. Myatt Drive/Anderson Lane Development Principld he purpose of this section is to provide ppies for
guiding the character of development that occutkiwiSpecial Policy Area # 4. The goal is to ceeat area that
is:

1) aesthetically attractive and pleasant to visit,

2) designed to be attractive for visitors from tgameighborhoods, visitors traveling through thesaand the
residents and employees on these streets, and

3) pedestrian-friendly.

These general principles apply throughout the dorriexcept where noted.

General Development PrinciplesFigures A-1 and A-2 illustrates of some of the depment principles described
in this section. These development principles apgtkiin all four subdistricts except where noted.

Buildings and Lots

- Encourage diversity and choice in the size and @blsbusing to meet needs of residents in all Saje
life such as people just entering the housing maf&eilies with children, and “empty nesters” wivould
like to downsize, but remain within the neighbortiod-or example, attached townhouses with small
private yards or courtyards would cater to peogie want the feel of a detached house without athef
maintenance.
Articulate building facades (for example, with wowds, recesses or projections) oriented toward publi
streets in order to avoid expanses of uninterrupiaits.
Orient buildings toward the street. Means of daéion include, but are not limited to, placingrpary
entries, windows, porches, and balconies towardtitet. Orient the primary pedestrian entrances t
either the street or civic open space.
Buildings should be constructed between ten andtinfeet from the right-of-way line in order to pel
create safer and more active streets.
Building heights should be limited to a maximuntlufee stories.

Parking and Access
Create well-defined sidewalks and pathways thanfigredestrians to move safely and comfortably from
their vehicles into buildings and between individdevelopments on the street. At a minimum, thisusd
include providing sidewalks and safe crossing aseasss parking lots and between commercial strestu
through such means as markings, textured pavemeather walkways.
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Develop shared parking agreements for propertiasacterized by differing peak user times or days in
order to minimize the total requirements for offestt parking.

Reduce the number of individual curb cuts along tiaive and Anderson Lane and require cross access
among adjacent parking lots in order to reduceitgrmovements from the streets, allowing vehictes t
circulate between buildings without having to réeerthose streets and providing for a safer peidestr
environment by reducing auto-pedestrian conflicts.

Limit the width of driveways to minimize the inteption to the sidewalk and bikeway networks.
Locate parking to the rear of structures (mosteyedfle) or to the sides of structures.

Utilize local side streets for access to help ctidate access points and keep traffic moving on ttlya
Drive and Anderson Lane.

Because of the small parcels in the area and thatito develop it into a compact, walkable pattexmid
providing excess parking.

Landscaping and Buffering

- Soften the visual impact of new development andigdea greater level of comfort for pedestriandwit
appropriate landscaping and buffering.
Protect existing trees to the greatest extent plessind plant quality trees to at least comperfeateees
that must be removed for development.
Screen ground and rooftop utilities, meter boxesting and cooling units, refuse storage, and other
building systems that would be visible from puldiceets.
Provide a sidewalk and a planting strip betweersttiewalk and street.
Minimize the impervious surface ratio to alleviatermwater management problems.
On the west side of Myatt Drive, provide a landschpffer between parking areas and existing homes t
the west.
On the east side of Myatt Drive, preserve openejpatween development on the east side of Myatedri
and neighboring homes to the east.

Architectural Standards
Place buildings so that the primary pedestrianagwt is oriented to the street or civic open space.
buildings on corner lots, the primary pedestriatmarce may face either street; however, the highdser
(arterial over collector or local, collector ovecdl) street is preferred.
Building fronts should be appropriated articulatedng, uninterrupted wall planes on public stremts
paths should be avoided.
Rhythm of ground floor architectural features skicuirmonize with rhythm of upper stories.
Simple, attractive design in durable materialsrefgrred over elaborate design in less durable niage
Buildings should be constructed of durable buildingterials that require little maintenance in orer
demonstrate sustained quality and a sense of pemoan

Sighage
- The purpose of on-premise business signs is torinfbe public of the nature of the business thanishe
premises. Other uses for on-premise signs canle&edeus to the public health, safety, and weltaye
causing visual distraction and confusion along wpitler aesthetics that can detract from the overall
sustainability of a location as an environmentlifidng and conducting business. Signs are intertddak
as compact and unobtrusive as possible whiletstitig readable at the expected speed of travellyst
Drive and Anderson Lane are redeveloped undepthis, desired speed limit is to be 35 miles perhou
Related to these factors, on-premise signs fomlessies need to advertise the primary businesstactiv
conducted on the premises. For example, if a gifesstocks 49% or less of its products definethdslt”
material, the sign should not advertise that malteout rather the 51% of the material that doesprise
the majority of the business activity conductedtmnpremises.
Promote the use of monument style signs that deowflict with vehicular and pedestrian travel ahalt
are consistent with the size and scale of the @tbeommercial uses along the corridor.
Encourage the minimal use of lighting and electahisplays while promoting low exterior lightingrfo
signage to prevent light pollution on surroundiegidential uses.
Encourage signage that is in line with the landsgapnd architectural character of the buildingg,sand
surroundings and that is assembled with durablenmaathat require little maintenance to demonstrat
sustained quality and a sense of permanence.
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Encourage the use of multi-tenant signs to rediggedutter along the corridor.
At Gateway Corners (Districts), promote the ussighature entrances that are in keeping with the
architectural standards and character of the sively.

Uses
A compatibly-scaled mixture of businesses and &#aof housing types is intended within the area,
except that Subdistrict 4 is intended to contalelgaesidential development.
Industrial uses should generally be avoided in ont¢ to exacerbate the existing problems with senwk
traffic in the area. Possible exceptions includalsnon-nuisance craft type businesses such asroust
cabinetry or furniture refinishing.
Because of the intent for this area to draw a cailmigamixture of small to moderately scaled busgess
and residences to the area and to market it sifatlgsss an appealing location for families to viand
reside in, there should be no future expansioh@ftdult Entertainment Overlay District within thasea.
Gasoline service stations are intended only wiSubdistrict 1.
Automobile Repair or Convenience services are aplyropriate between other businesses or between a
side street and another business. All businesgitéesi for Automobile Repair services are to bediaried
indoors.
Bars or Nightclubs are not appropriate.
Drive-through businesses are inappropriate becafue traffic problems that already exist in theaa
Drive-up ATM kiosks are acceptable.
There is to be no outdoor storage associated wigtbasiness.
Retail, Office and Restaurant activities need tdifnged to 5,000 square feet per structure.
Operational hours of automotive businesses outdid@ibdistricts 1 and 2 need to be confined to 8 taM
8 PM.
Car Washes are not intended as free-standing altiesiigh they may be associated with gasoline servi
stations in Subdistrict 1.
Noise needs to be strictly controlled.

Approved Detailed Land Use Plan with Special Pgl{@y0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-145

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007CP-03-04 APPROVED, Detailed
Land Use Plan with Special Policy. (7-0)”

VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AN D ITEMS ON

PUBLIC HEARING
CONCEPT PLANS

2. 2007S-083G-14
Tulip Reserve
Map 086-00, Parcel 043
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 12 - Jim Gotto

A request for concept plan approval to create 3da property located at 667 Old Lebanon Dirt R@adhe
northwest corner of Tulip Grove Road and Old Lelrabat Road (9.93 acres), zoned RS15, requestdddmyge
Dunn, owner, Dale & Associates, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create 23da property located at 667 Old Lebanon Dirt R@dhe
northwest corner of Tulip Grove Road and Old Lelrabat Road (9.93 acres), zoned Single-Family Residl
(RS15).



This request was deferred from the April 26, 20@anning Commission meeting with a request forf stafurther
consult with the applicant. The concept plan pegabby the applicant has not changed. Howevdf heta an
alternate proposal.

ZONING
RS15 District- RS15requires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - The concept plan proposes 23 single-family tatging in size from 7,500 sq. ft. to 12,326 sq.
ft. This application is proposing to use the clusé option, which allows lots to be reduced iresby two base
zone districts. Since the zoning is RS15, 7,500tstpts are appropriate if the plan meets alluiesgments of the
cluster lot option policy.

Site Access Access is proposed from Tulip Grove Road. The &k arranged on a new road, which includes two
cul-de-sacs and a stub street to the west to pedeida future connection. Sidewalks are proposealf new
streets and for the existing portion of Old Lebaiirt Road and Tulip Grove Road.

Open Space There is 24% usable open space proposed, whielsrtiee 15% requirement for cluster lot option
policy. The Commission’s cluster lot policy requireommon open space to have “use and enjoymenigalthe
residents including recreational value, scenic @atu passive use value. Residual land with no tusenjoyment”
value, including required buffers and stormwateilifzes, has not been counted towards the opeoespa
requirements.

Double Frontage Lots- Section 3-4.3 of the Subdivision Regulationsestahat double frontage lots shall be
avoided. An exception may be made where necegsanyler to provide access from arterial or cabestreets or
to overcome topography. While both Tulip Grove Raad Old Lebanon Dirt Road are arterials, therenare
constraints on this site that makes double frontaigenecessary. The applicant has not presenteth@rmation to
indicate why the double frontage lots are necessBiye lots have frontage onto both the new cubde and the
existing streets. One of the lots also has frantagthe new access street for the subdivision.

Landscape Buffer Yards- Section 17.12.090 of the Metro Zoning Ordinastzges that double frontage lots
oriented towards an internal street can only beced one zoning district with a standard C landsdayfer yard,
shown on the plan as 20 feet. The proposed ptiioates that the lots drop two zoning districtsjolihrequires a
standard D landscape buffer yard. If the Commisdietermines that double frontage lots are necgsthar
applicant must either increase the lots sizes f0QDsquare feet (with the C buffer yard) or addasmdard D
landscape buffer yard if the lot sizes remain appsed. The standard D buffer yard ranges frono 3D feet.
Because the lots as proposed are just above 7b@@estipet with a 20’ buffer, staff has determintaat the plan
likely must be reduced by one lot in order to compith the Zoning Ordinance buffer requirements.

Staff Proposal -At the request of the Commission, staff asked gieant to work with staff to attempt to
reconfigure the lots in order to eliminate the deubontage lots. The applicant initially informethff he was
unable to redesign the plan to eliminate the dofibiatage lots. Staff in the Department’s Desigud®, however,
has prepared a reconfigured plan for this propidy demonstrates double frontage lots are notssacg to
provide appropriate access or overcome topographg applicant is reviewing these plans and intéadgork
with the reconfigured plans and the original apglan prior to the Commission meeting.

Section 17.12.090 of the Metro Code states thateder lots must be at least 90% of the minimunsip¢ of the
base zoning, unless the Planning Commission deatesithat the lots on the opposite side of the tshraee
developed with smaller lot sizes. The lots acthssstreet from the approved plan are 10,890 sdaatend
16,500 square feet. Therefore, staff's proposaivstihe lots as 90% of the minimum lot size ofliase zoning as
required by the Zoning Ordinance (around 13,50@sgteet) and includes 21 lots.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval of the applicanitsnsitted concept plan because it
includes double frontage lots that are not necgsffahe Commission chooses to approve this subidin, staff
recommends that the lots be reconfigured to eliteiaay double frontage lots.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Exception Taken
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The developer's construction drawings shall comyti the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may Vaaged on field conditions.

Submit geotechnical report evaluating proposedwagdocation, with the submittal of constructiorupl

Along Tulip Grove Road, label and show 12' resextvip for future right of way (42 feet from cenied to
property boundary), consistent with the approvegbnetreet plan (U4- 84' ROW).

Along Old Lebanon Dirt Road, label and dedicatef$lght of way (30 feet from centerline), consigte
with the approved major street plan (U2- 60' ROW).

Traffic Comment

5.

Construct the proposed connection to Tulip Grovih wne entering and two exiting lanes (LT and RT)
with a minimum of 75 ft of storage and transitiqgnes AASHTO/MUTCD standards.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

CONDITIONS

1.

5.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for adequate water supply for fire protenti
must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiegts. If any cul-de-sac is required to be lathan the
dimensions specified by the Metropolitan SubdivisRegulations, such cul-de-sac must include a
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroindyding trees. The required turnaround may bé&up
100 feet diameter.

Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipue, if this application receives conditional apgl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shgbie unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpfiegtion for a final plat, and in no event moran30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootgl@ional approval vote.

Change temporary dead end sign to read “TemporaadEnd Street, Street to be extended by the
authority of the Metro Government of Nashville dbavidson County.”

Reconfigure lots to eliminate double frontage klttng Tulip Grove Road and Old Lebanon Dirt Ro#d.
the Commission determines that double frontagedmsecessary, comply with all requirements of the
Metro Code, including providing landscape bufferdgaas required by the Zoning Ordinance.

Comply with all Public Works recommendations anguieements.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding disapproval.

Mr. Roy Dale spoke in favor of the proposed deveiept.

Councilmember Gotto spoke in favor of the propodedelopment. He expressed issues with the alteenglian as
submitted by staff. He stated that the developrigeint character with this area and requestedoipsaval.

Mr. Tyler stated that due to other subdivisionshiis area containing similar design layouts, ardetkplanation of
double frontage lots, he was favoring the applisatquest.

Mr. McLean expressed issues with the alternaties proposed by staff. He explained he was in favone
applicant’s request with the added conditions ef30 foot buffer and fencing for lots facing Oldblamon Dirt
Road and along Tulip Grove.

Ms. Beehan stated that the applicant’s requesteseacommunity and that she was in favor of agpgov

Mr. Clifton explained he was in favor of approvitigs development due to existing development, aed t
interpretation of the language regarding doublethge lots.
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Ms. Nielson moved, and Mr. McLean seconded the anaid approve Concept Plan 2007S-083G-14 as sudamitt
by the applicant(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-146

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-083G-14 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), except no requirement to eliminaé double frontage lots.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for adequate water supply for fire protenti
must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiegts. If any cul-de-sac is required to be lartan the
dimensions specified by the Metropolitan SubdivisRegulations, such cul-de-sac must include a
landscaped median in the middle of the turn-aroimaduding trees. The required turnaround may b&oup
100 feet diameter.

2. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiute, if this application receives conditional apgl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shalire unless revised plans showing the conditians o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsddional approval vote.

3. Change temporary dead end sign to read “TemporaadEnd Street, Street to be extended by the
authority of the Metro Government of Nashville dbavidson County.”

4, Reconfigure lots to eliminate double frontage kitsg Tulip Grove Road and Old Lebanon Dirt Ro#d.
the Commission determines that double frontagedmsecessary, comply with all requirements of the
Metro Code, including providing landscape bufferdgas required by the Zoning Ordinance.

5. Comply with all Public Works recommendations anguieements.”

IX. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

3. 2007SP-053G-12
Innsbrooke Crossing
Map 173-00, Parcels 030, 031, 139
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from AR2a to SP zoning progefticated at 14775 Old Hickory Boulevard and Oickbiry
Boulevard (unnumbered), approximately 2,150 featlsof Bell Road (80.66 acres), to permit the depgient of a
323 unit multi-family complex , requested by AnderdDelk Epps and Associates, applicant, for Linkektments,
Mary Beth Roland, Lindsey Roland, and J.R. Hugbesers.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 80 acres fromcijural/Residential (AR2a) to
Specific Plan (SP) zoning, properties located a7540Id Hickory Boulevard and Old Hickory Boulevard
(unnumbered), approximately 2,150 feet south of Rehd (80.66 acres), to permit the developmerat 823 unit
multi-family complex.

Existing Zoning

AR2a District -_Agricultural/Residentiaiequires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and interfde uses that generally
occur in rural areas, including single-family, tfamily, and mobile homes at a density of one dwgllinit per 2
acres. The AR2a district is intended to impleméstriatural conservation or interim nonurban larelpdicies of
the general plan.

Proposed Zoning
SP District - Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides fodigidnal flexibility of design, including
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the relationship of buildings to streets, to pr@vitle ability to implement the specific detailsled General Plan.

The SP District is a new base-zoning district,arbverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S

The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadanr
design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentind are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

Use of SRdoes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reguiator guidelines control.

Use of SRdoes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidion regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residérmte&velopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereacfhe predominant development type is single-faimimes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Street Plan- The Community Plan’s Street Plan that was adbpfiéh the 2004 Southeast Community Plan Update
identifies several needed road connections inatfga with two crossing on these properties proptsed
development.

Greenway - The Community Plan’s Greenway Plan that was stbpith the 2004 Southeast Community Plan
Update identifies a future greenway along a straaross these properties adjacent Old Hickory Bautkv

Consistent with Policy? - No. While the proposed density of approximatelyntuper acre is within the
Residential Low Medium Policy’s density range (2+ts per acre), the proposed single building gpe design is
not appropriate for this property because of tles@nce of steep slopes. The Land Use Policy AfijgicédL UPA)
document does not provide specific design guidslioe RLM policy, but states that approval of degpghents
within the policy should be based on their mefdisice the property is encumbered with such stegpgt@phy, as
well as streams, the appropriate density shoulalt lee low end of the RLM density range. In additithe plan
does not provide for diversity in housing typesy afithe street connections, or the greenway attified on the
Southeast Community Plan’s Street and GreenwaysPlan

PLAN DETAILS
Site Plan- The plan calls for 323 town homes on approximad&acres with an overall density of approximately 4
units per acre. Units are dispersed within a comagsd area with 41 individual pods.

Elevations- Elevations have been submitted with application.

Access/Parking- Units will be accessed by private drives withiragke entrance onto Old Hickory Boulevard. A
total of 701 parking spaces are proposed, whislfficient for this type of development.

Street Connectivity - As proposed, no street connectivity is beingv/jated to adjacent properties, which is called
for in the long range street plan. The communignpdalls for a connection to the Cedar Woods Estatibdivision
to the west, and a connection to the east whicHdvawvide an additional connection from Old Hickd@oulevard
to Barnes Road. Also, since the proposed roadaayprivate, future connections are limited, if mopossible.

Infrastructure Deficiency Area - This request is located in the Infrastructurdi@ency Area (IDA) and requires
that improvements be made to roadway within the .ID£he proposal is approved by the Metro Courtbig
applicant will be required to improve approximat&lp40 linear feet of roadway within the IDA. Sdeciocations
of roadway to be improved will be determined by RuW/orks. This is in addition to any other offesstoadway
improvements required by Public Works.

Environmental - The properties proposed for development arerabeved with steep hillsides as well as two
streams. As with most development on land withsstepes, significant grading will be required witis
development. The entrance drive will cross a straathwill require approval from the Stormwater Mag@aent
Committee.
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Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends disapproval due to several issithghe proposed development. Due
to the presence of steep hill sides and other enrientally sensitive lands on this site, any dgu@lent should be
low in intensity. While the proposed density of eppmately 4 units per acre is within the upperggnrange
specified in the area’s community plan, site caod& cannot support density at the high end optiley

allotment. Additionally, the proposed developmengsinot provide for housing diversity or incorperaty of the
street connections called for in the community plahe proposal consists of 323 units accesseddyge drive
that accesses Old Hickory Boulevard. With the psagbuse of private streets, future street connestio this
development are not feasible. Finally, the plansdua identify a greenway which is called for ie tommunity
plan and should be provided.

Since this plan is not consistent with the areatmmunity plan, staff recommends disapproval.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Construction drawings shall comply with the desiggulations established by the Department of Public
Works. Final design may vary based on field condgi

2. Include section in master deed that documents edgnts obligations for solid waste collection and
disposal.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DT E:tr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 80.66 1 du/2 acres 40 448 38 47
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) B | DRI Szirtrjsber & (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential Condo/
Townhouse(230) 80.66 | n/a 323 1,739 132 158
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 1,291 94 111

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve with the following conditions:

1. Add the following notes to the plans:

a. Preliminary Note: (This drawing is for illustratigqurposes to indicate the basic premise of the
development. The final lot count and details @f pfan shall be governed by the appropriate reigulsiat
the time of final application.)

b. C/D Note: (Size driveway culverts per the desigreda set forth by the Metro Stormwater Management
Manual (Minimum driveway culvert in Metro ROW is"16MP).)

FIRE MARSHAL - The Fire Marshals’ office must approve the fiRECOMMENDATION development plan.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation _3ZElementary 23Middle 16 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Maxwell Elementary Schootjdah Middle School, and
Antioch High School. All three schools are idewiifias overcrowded by the Metro School Board. Tlsecapacity
within the adjacent cluster for middle school studebut there is no capacity for elementary or ligiool students
in the adjacent cluster.
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Fiscal Liability - The fiscal liability of 32 new elementary studeand 16 high school students is $640,000. This is
only for information purposes to show the poteritigbact of this proposal, it is not a staff cormlitiof approval.

CONDITIONS

1.

10.

This request is located in the Infrastructure Deficy Area (IDA), which requires that improvemehés
made to roadway within the IDA. The applicant wiél required to improve approximately 1,040 linesat f
of roadway. Roadway to be improved will be deteediby Public Works prior to the recording of thesfi
final plat.

A greenway, conservation and pedestrian accesmeasahall be provided along the stream in order to
provide area for the greenway called for in the camity plan.

The layout shall be revised to provide public dsemd a stub street to the south so that futuneesivity
can be possible.

For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP planand/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations and requirements of the RM4 zoningidistffective at the date of the building perriihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant anddalpeed
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdi below. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and cond#iaif approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmamepliance, both in the review of final site plamsl
issuance of permits for construction and field eton. Deviation from these plans will requireieav by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetitggoCouncil.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdyethe planning commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design anthial site conditions. All adjustments shall basistent
with the principles and further the objectivesttd ipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be pertitte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gguhat increase the permitted density or intgnsit
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate sgecifnditions or requirements contained in the jlan
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditutgr access points not currently present or apgmo

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathié preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP pfian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correctegyc

of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmetending disapproval.

Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in favortbé proposal.

Ms. Ramonia Bledsoe, 14832 Old Hickory Blvd., spokepposition to the proposal.
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Mr. Leonard Summers, 248 Cedarcreek Drive, spokgpposition to the proposal.

Ms. Beehan explained her concerns regarding conitgctopography and stormwater management intiaiao
the requested proposal.

Mr. Loring spoke on the issue that the residentewet in favor of connectivity.
Ms. Jones spoke of the density of the developmaahtlze issue of not having connectivity.

Mr. McLean requested additional clarification onetlier additional ingress/egress points were offéaethis
proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt briefly explained the issues assedatith the proposal and the recommendation beiageny
staff.

Mr. McLean requested additional information regagdihe parcels located south of this proposal.gttsstioned
slopes, buildability, connectivity options, etc.

Mr. Swaggart explained this information to the Coission.

Mr. Bernhardt further explained staff's recommermabf disapproval in relation to land uses, inthsand lack of
connectivity.

Ms. Nielson questioned the use of Cedarcreek Dnivelation to connectivity.

Mr. Swaggart explained the issues of using Cedekcbrive for connectivity.

Ms. Nielson spoke on the issue of creating stugestrthat do not allow connectivity for future deyenents.
Mr. Clifton agreed that this proposal was not refmydevelopment due to connectivity and densiyés.

Mr. Tyler offered that the parcel requires additibstudy due to the location of the stream as a®the topography
of the land. He also mentioned the need for amtulti ingress/egress points.

Mr. Tyler moved and Ms. Beehan seconded the motitich passed unanimously, to disapprove Zone Ghang
2007SP-053G-12, Innsbrooke Crossit(g-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-147

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-053G-1208SAPPROVED. (8-0)

While the proposed density of 4 units per acre is ithin the density range called for in the Southeast
Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium policy, whch calls for residential development with a density
between 2 and 4 units per acre, the site has sigioéint hill sides which are not suitable for such desity. Also
the plan does not provide connections for future radways that are called for in the Community Plari.

4, 2007SP-065U-10
Sharondale Drive
Map 117-02, Various Parcels
Map 117-03, Various Parcels
Map 104-14, Parcels 040, 041
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request to change from R10 to SP zoning varioapgrties located along Sharondale Drive betwedslidro
Pike and Woodlawn Drive on Sharon Hill Circle artth®ndale Court (29.44 acres), to limit to 33%rthenber of
duplex units permitted on each street, limit eagplex unit to 6,000 square
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feet, limit new single-family homes to 4,500 squet, limit to 30 feet the maximum height of eaekidential
unit, and limit the maximum lot coverage to 40%guested by Councilmember Jim Shulman, applicantydcous
property owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Preliminary SP

A request to change from One and Two-Family ResidefR10) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning, variousperties
located along Sharondale Drive between Hillsbok@ Rind Woodlawn Drive on Sharon Hill Circle and Sinalale
Court (29.44 acres), to limit to 33% the numbedoplex units permitted on each street, limit eagplex unit to
6,000 square feet, limit new single-family homed 800 square feet, limit to 30 feet the maximunghteof each
residential unit, and limit the maximum lot covesag 40%.

Existing Zoning
R10 District - R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP District - Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides fodigidnal flexibility of design, including
the relationship of buildings to streets, to previle ability to implement the specific detailgteé General Plan.

The SP District is a base zoning district, not serkay. It will be labeled on zoning maps as “SP.”

The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadam
design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentnd are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

Use of SRdoes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reigpiia or guidelines control.

Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidign regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

GREEN HILLS — MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Low MediunfRLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residentatelopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? -Yes. The density of the neighborhood sought toelzemed is currently at 3.8 dwelling
units per acre, which is near the high end of thMRpolicy. Limits on future to conversions to dupleould be
consistent with the RLM policy.

PLAN DETAILS - The purpose of this SP is to:
limit to 33% the number of duplex units permittedaach street,
limit each duplex unit to 6,000 square feet,
limit new single-family homes to 4,500 square feet,
limit to 30 feet the maximum height of each resttmnit, and limit the maximum lot coverage tc?40

Limit to 33% the number of duplex units permittadeach streef-rom current property records and site visits fstaf
has ascertained the current ratio of duplexesdratba by street. The property address as listégkiRroperty
Asssessor’s data was used to determine which shreg@troperty was categorized under. For purpostgeaount,

the 4 zero-lot line properties were counted ag lo

The results are as follows.

Street # of lots| #of %
duplexes
Sharondale Drive 45 21 46%
Sharondale Court 25 2 8%
Sharon Hill Circle 9 5 55%
Total 79 28 52%
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No new duplexes would be allowed on SharondaleebwivSharon Hill Circle. A total of 6 new duplexasuld be
possible for Sharondale Court.

Limit each duplex unit to 6,000 square feet

Limit new single-family homes to 4,500 square feet

Currently the Zoning Ordinance does not limit thheoaint of square footage on single or two familgldh R10, the
maximum lot coverage is 40%. Staff would recommigetliding the 40% maximum lot coverage in additiorthe
square footage limitations.

Staff has interpreted the 6,000 square foot liegfuested in the application for duplex units to m@®00 square
feet total, or for example 3,000 square feet pie.si

Limit to 30 feet the maximum height of each regideanit, and limit the maximum lot coverage td40

The current limit in the R10 district is 3 stori@sd is not measured in feet. Neither the Code ngraaplicable
building codes enforced in Davidson County limi theight of each “story” of a residential buildifighe end result
is that there is no absolute height limit on siAfglaily and two-family residences.

The Zoning Code does not include any regulationsawa the height of a building is to be measured: Zhning
Administrator, who is authorized to interpret pigns in the Zoning Code, has directed Codes Aditnation
inspectors to determine the height of a buildingri®asuring from an average of the four cornerb@structure.
In addition, the height of a house is measureti¢qak of the roof, not the bottom of the eaveangrother
portion of the structure.

The proposed 30-foot height limit will have theeintled effect of preventing infill development fréomvering over
existing residences, but it may also limit the #eaghural styles of homes that can be constructed specific lot.
Staff recommends keeping the 3 story limitationval as adding the height limit.

Staff Recommendation -The proposed SP will maintain the current statuhefexisting duplexes, without
changing them to non-conforming as a zone chan&stt0 would. Additionally, the maximum square fagta
limitations and height restrictions will requirdilhdevelopment to be more consistent with thesérig dwellings in
the area.

RECENT REZONINGS - Yes. On April 26, 2007, the Planning Commissioragdigoved 2007Z-054U-10, which
was a request to change from R10 to RS10 alongeV@ak Drive and Compton Road. That zone changeestds
currently pending in the Metro Council (BL2007-1327

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - N/A

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION- N/A

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT - No additional students would be generated by ijuest.

CONDITIONS

1. The maximum building coverage on any lot in theisSFP0%.

2. The maximum height for any lot in the SP is 30-fed 3 stories.

3. Duplexes are limited to a total of 6,000 squar¢ ffiei@l (2 units = 6,000 square feet).

4, For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP planand/

included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations and requirements of the RS10 zoningicti®ffective at the date of the building perniihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

5. The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant and alpteti
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdié below. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
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10.

11.

12.

application, supplemental information and cond#iaf approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmmepliance, both in the review of final site plamsl
issuance of permits for construction and field extfon. Deviation from these plans will requirgiesv by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetitggoCouncil.

All Public Works and Stormwater conditions shallduilressed and a revised copy of the preliminary SP
shall be submitted to the Planning Commission wi0 days of the Planning Commission’ action.

All stormwater management requirements and conditaf the Department of Water Services shall be
approved prior to approval of the final site plBnior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatén
compliance with the final approval of this proposhall be forwarded to the Planning Departmenthiay t
Stormwater Management division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

Subsequent to enactment of this Specific Planidisiy the Metropolitan Council, and prior to any
consideration by the Metropolitan Planning Comnaisdor final site development plan approval, a pape
print of the final boundary plat for all propertythin the overlay district must be submitted, coetplwith
owner’s signatures, to the Planning Commissiorf ftafreview.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

Adjustments Minor adjustments to the site plan may be appidwethe planning commission or its
designee based upon final architectural, engingerirsite design and actual site conditions. All
adjustments shall be consistent with the principled further the objectives of the approved plan.
Adjustments shall not be permitted, except throaiglordinance approved by Metro Council that inczeas
the permitted density or intensity, add uses no¢tise permitted, eliminate specific conditions or
requirements contained in the plan as adopted gifrthis enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access
points not currently present or approved.

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathié preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP fian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regiof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correategy

of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

Ms. Withers presented and stated that staff ismeeending approval with conditions.

Mr. Granstaff Dale, 2909 Sharondale Circle, spokepposition to the proposed zone change.

Mr. Tom Robinson, 2919 Sharon Hill Circle, spokepposition to the proposed zone change.

Ms. Nielson questioned the rights of landownenslation to the housing type percentages includetis
proposed rezoning.

Ms. Withers explained this information to the Corasion.

Ms. Nielson acknowledged the uses included in$fszoning.

Mr. McLean expressed issues with approving thisztirange. He mentioned various reasons suchteastiess
included in SP zoning, the inability to “opt outficathe allotted time for an owner to rebuild if assary.
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Mr. Bernhardt addressed the concerns expressed byltlLean. He briefly explained the appropriatenesSP
zoning for this application.

Mr. McLean reiterated his concern that residentaikhbe allowed to “opt out” of this type of rezogi

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the creative uses utiliredhe zone change request. He requested chidit on the
definition of “destroyed” in relation to the Zoni@ydinance and homeowners included in this SP.

Ms. Withers explained this information to the Corasidn.

Ms. Jones spoke of the flexibility that this zomaege request provides to the various homeownelgdad in the
plan. She spoke in favor of its approval.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the zone change reguéte stated that Councilmember Shulman would esldany
outstanding issues associated with it.

Ms. Beehan agreed that the request is creativéhand gives protection to homeowners.
Mr. McLean requested clarification on the statusipdating the subdivision regulations in relatiorSP Zoning.
Mr. Bernhardt explained this information to the Guission.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Jones seconded the matioich passed unanimously, to approve with coonsj
Zone Change 2007SP-065U-18-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-148

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-065U-10APROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. The maximum building coverage on any lot in theiSR0%.

2. The maximum height for any lot in the SP is 30-feed 3 stories.

3. Duplexes are limited to a total of 6,000 squar¢ tegl (2 units = 6,000 square feet).

4, For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/

included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations and requirements of the RS10 zoningictieffective at the date of the building perniihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

5. The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant and alpteti
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaoneg
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdisbelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and condsgiaf approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmamepliance, both in the review of final site plamsl
issuance of permits for construction and field extfown. Deviation from these plans will requirgiesv by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetiitgroCouncil.

6. All Public Works and Stormwater conditions shallduklressed and a revised copy of the preliminary SP

shall be submitted to the Planning Commission wi0 days of the Planning Commission’ action.

7. All stormwater management requirements and conditaf the Department of Water Services shall be
approved prior to approval of the final site plBnior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatibn
compliance with the final approval of this proposhall be forwarded to the Planning Departmenthiey t
Stormwater Management division of Water Services.
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8. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Trafimgineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

9. Subsequent to enactment of this Specific Planidisiy the Metropolitan Council, and prior to any
consideration by the Metropolitan Planning Comnaisdor final site development plan approval, a pape
print of the final boundary plat for all propertythin the overlay district must be submitted, coetelwith
owner’s signatures, to the Planning Commissiorf ftafreview.

10. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

11. Adjustments Minor adjustments to the site plan may be appidwethe planning commission or its
designee based upon final architectural, engingemirsite design and actual site conditions. All
adjustments shall be consistent with the principled further the objectives of the approved plan.
Adjustments shall not be permitted, except throaiglordinance approved by Metro Council that inceas
the permitted density or intensity, add uses nie¢etise permitted, eliminate specific conditions or
requirements contained in the plan as adopted gifrthis enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access
points not currently present or approved.

12. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathié preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP pian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correategy
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

The proposed SP plan is consistent with the Greenill$/Midtown Community Plan’s Residential Low
Medium policy, which calls for residential developnent with a density between 2 and 4 units per acre.”

5. 2007Z-069U-09
Map 082-13, Parcel 321
Subarea 9 (2007)
Council District 19 - Ludye N. Wallace

A request to change from IG to MUG zoning propéotiated at 916 4th Avenue North, approximately te5
north of Harrison Street and located within thellpis-Jackson Street Redevelopment District (3.2%8),
requested by LandDesign Inc., applicant, for PBleirigerator Services Inc and US Cold Storage, osvne
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Request to change from Industrial General (IGYliwed Use General (MUG) zoning,
property located at 916 4th Avenue North, approxaéiyeb55 feet north of Harrison Street and locatétiin the
Phillips-Jackson Street Redevelopment Districtgagres)

Existing Zoning
IG District - Industrial Generaik intended for a wide range of intensive manuwfact uses.

Proposed Zoning
MUG District - Mixed Use Generas intended for a moderately high intensity migtof residential, retail, and
office uses.
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DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Mixed Use (MU) - MU policy is intended to encourage an integtativerse blend of compatible land uses
ensuring unique opportunities for living, workiragyd shopping. Predominant uses include residentaimercial,
recreational, cultural, and community facilitiesor@mercial uses appropriate to MU areas includeedfiand
community, neighborhood, and convenience scaleiie. Residential densities are comparable tdiume,
medium-high, or high density. An accompanying UrbBeesign or Planned Unit Development overlay disor
site plan should accompany proposals in thesepatieas, to assure appropriate design and thaypbeof
development conforms with the intent of the policy.

Sulphur-Dell Detailed Land Use Plan

Mixed Use (MxU) - MxU is intended for buildings thare mixed horizontally and vertically. The lati®
preferable to create a more pedestrian-orientegtsttape. This category allows residential as agetlommercial
uses. Vertically mixed-use buildings are encouragdthve shopping activities at street level andésidential
above.

Goal 2. Government and Mixed Use Subdistrict - €safiop a mixed use, environmentally sustainableeargigy
efficient neighborhood that:
: Contains a substantial presence of governmentesific
Provides opportunities for living, working, diningnd shopping at a scale that is welcoming to gdeas.
Maintains views of the State Capitol
Encourages environmentally sustainable, energgieffi development.

Objective 2.1 - Development consistent with thedittons contained herein and the general use oMilred Use
General (MUG) zoning district is appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? -Yes. The proposed MUG district is consistent with theabtown Community Plan and
the Sulphur-Dell Detailed Land Use Plan.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval of the MUG districteTWUG district meets the intent of the
Mixed Use policy by creating an opportunity forariety of uses within a vertical building form. i$lproperty is
also located within the Phillips-Jackson Redevelepnbistrict established by the Metropolitan Deyatent and
Housing Agency (MDHA). Any future development oéthite must undergo MDHA'’s design review process an
accomplish the goals and objectives for the Sulfeil Neighborhood subdistrict.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Traffic study may be required at the time of depetent.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District I1G

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General Heavy) 5 5 44 62,290 94 32 43
Industrial

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District MUG

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General

Office(710) 3.25 227 32,136 557 76 115

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 463 44 72
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Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District 1G

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General Heavy) 5 5 06 84,942 128 44 58
Industrial

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District MUG

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour

General

Office(710) 3.25 3 318,000 3,252 474 435

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(weekday) Hour Hour

- 3,124 430 377

Approved, (7-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-149

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-069U-09 KPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed MUG district is Downtown Community Plan’s Mixed Use policy, which is intended to
encourage an integrated, diverse blend of compatiblland uses ensuring unique opportunities for livig,
working and shopping.”

6. 2007Z-072U-10
Castleman Drive
Map 131-01, Parcels 066, 115, 116, 117, 118
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request to change from R20 to RM20 zoning praegtbcated at 2201, 2211, 2215 and 2217 Castl@nian
and to RM9 for property located at 2208 Castlemame) approximately 470 feet west of Hillsboro P{ge34
acres), requested by EDGE Planning, applicantJdseph Kerr, Sara Whaley, Vivian Hines, Salvataneresa,
and Paul Riggan, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to approval of the Castleman Drive UDO (2007UD-001U-
10).

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is reaamding approval of zone change 2007Z-069U-09.

Mr. Morgan presented and stated that staff is rewending approval with conditions on the urban desigerlay
2007UD-001U-10.

Ms. Mary Nicholes, 5025 Hillsboro Pike, spoke irpopition to the proposed development.

Ms. Mellon Mathilde, 2319 Castleman Drive, spok@pposition to the proposed development.
Mr. Danny Wendell, 2313 Castleman Drive, spokeppasition to the proposed development.
Ms. Charlotte Cooper, 2204 Castleman Drive, spak@pposition to the proposed development.

Mr. Jim McCachern, 2222 Castleman Drive, express®aes with the proposed development.
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Mr. Bernhardt briefly explained staff's recommerndatin relation to the Urban Design Overlay, aslwaslthe zone
change, to the audience.

Ms. Debbie McCachern, 2222 Castleman Drive, expeegsues with the proposed development.

Ms. Liann Hagy, 2230 Castleman Drive, expressaeessvith the proposed development.

Ms. Emma Grandillo, 2220 Castleman Drive , exprésssues with the proposed development.

Ms. Susan Harris, 4219 Lindawood Drive, spoke irofeof the proposed development.

Mr. John Haas, 1130"8Avenue South, spoke in favor of the proposed dpraknt.

Mr. B. A. Simmons, 2234 Castleman Drive, expresssdes with the proposed development.

Councilmember Williams explained the originationtlas proposed urban design overlay. She statsdiie Green
Hills community members are very involved in tharpling of the future of Green Hills. Of the mangetings
held, there were desires to restrict the conswuati duplexes, as well as allowing density whewearks, to make
a walkable community. She then explained thatraamudesign overlay was the best way to meet teeiapolicy
provisions for this area. She held community rmegtito determine if there was support to pursueteelay. She
mentioned various aspects contained in urban desigriays that would be beneficial for this parkislarea. She
stated that she would continue to work on the psapas it moves through Council and continue taeskdthe

residents’ issues and concerns.

Ms. Jones acknowledged the concerns mentionedexetidents that referenced traffic and densityGi@en Hills.
She stated she was in favor of moving forward with organized plan as it will assist with the gtlor this area.

Mr. McLean requested additional information on dgnsnd number of units for Georgetown.
Mr. Morgan explained this information to the Comsiis.
Mr. Clifton questioned the timeline associated with proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that a recommendation shbglanade prior to the July Public Hearing; as thieamuld be
filed on May 25, 2007.

Mr. Clifton requested additional information on tiraeline associated with this proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that if the Commission waséed of additional information prior to their vpteey would
have the opportunity to defer the proposal in otderontinue their discussion. He offered thateoacCouncil Bill
if filed, the Commission has 30 days to make amaoendation.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on whether therere requests for construction on Castleman Drive.

Mr. Bernhardt explained the purpose and intenhefurban design overlay in this area.

Mr. Tyler questioned the originator of the plan.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Green Hills ComityuRlan initiated the proposal, which then pronapéetion
from the property owners in the area.

Ms. Beehan stated the plan contained much visgire requested additional information on the inferadion
included in the plan.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this information to the Guission.

Ms. Beehan questioned the subdistricts includeteroverlay.
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Mr. Bernhardt explained these concepts to the Casion.

Mr. Loring stated that the plan was good, but sstggba deferral to allow additional time for themounity to
review the plan.

Mr. Clifton stated he would support the motionattmw continued discussion and so that the resgeould obtain
a better understanding of the plan.

Ms. Nielson stated that since the public hearinddsed on this item, she questioned whether tverdd be
additional information for the Commissioners toiesw once it was deferred.

Mr. Bernhardt stated that the Commission wouldikeca copy of the Urban Design Overlay which wocddhtain
additional information for their review.

Mr. Clifton offered that the staff, as well as tBeuncilmember would provide additional informatiom the
proposal.

Mr. McLean offered that the Commission could votetioe proposal due to the fact that the Councilrmearhias
stated she would continue to work with the commuait the proposal.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the matito close the Public Hearing and to defer Zonar@le
2007Z-072U-10 to June 14, 2007, to allow additidimaé for the community members, as well as the @@sion,
to review the Urban Design Overlay for this aréé:2) No Votes — Nielson, McLean

[Note: Items #6 and #7 were discussed by The Mefitap Planning Commission together. See Item #adtions
and resolutions.]

7. 2007UD-001U-10
Castleman Drive UDO
Map 131-01, Various Parcels
Subaredl 0 (2005)
Council District34 - Lynn Williams

A request to apply an Urban Design Overlay distdctarious properties on Castleman Drive betwedmble
Road and Stammer Place, classified R20, (18.3&adrepermit a maximum of 162 residential dwellingts,
requested by Councilmember Lynn Williams, applicémt various owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

Resolution No. RS2007-150

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-072U-10 BEFERRED TO THE
JUNE 14, 2007, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. (6-2)"

Resolution No. RS2007-151

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007UD-001U-10 BEFERRED TO THE
JUNE 14, 2007, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. (6-2)"

8. 2007Z-073U-14
Map 095-05, Parcel 102
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request to change from RS15 to OL zoning proplextated at 2011 Lebanon Pike, approximately 1@0dast of
Quinn Circle (.63 acres), requested by Sandy Lnideh, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.
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APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Single-Family ResidéiiR&15) to Office Limited (OL)
zoning, property located at 2011 Lebanon Pike, @pprately 100 feet east of Quinn Circle (.63 acres)

Existing Zoning
RS15 District - RS15equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
OL District - Office Limitedis intended for moderate intensity office uses.

DONELSON/HERMITAGE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residérmte&velopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabbeding may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? -No. The adopted community plan for this area envisresglential development. Office
development is inconsistent with that vision.

Required Buffer Yards - Additionally, per 17.24.240 of the Metro Codestandard C buffer yard is required
between OL Districts and both RS10 and RS15 Distrighich border this property. This buffer yaaties from
20’ to 30’ and will be required along the propdites at the building permit stage. This propddg
approximately 100’ of frontage and 40’ to 60’ o&tlwould be devoted to required landscape buffers.

Character of Lebanon Pike-In this location, Lebanon Pike is completely resitial, with the exception of a
nearby church. The existing residential developratang this section of Lebanon Pike has a setb&8k’ to
120'. If office development were permitted in tlasation, the contextual setback provision of Metro Code
would not apply. Because Lebanon Pike is desighasea U6 Arterial in the Major Street and Colle®tan, the
development could be as close as 74’ measuredtfierstreet centerline, which would be much closantthe
adjacent residential setbacks.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends disapproval because the requiestossistent with policy and would
allow development that is inconsistent with therelster of Lebanon Pike.

RECENT REZONINGS - A request to change from RS10 to ON zoning propledsted at 1909 Lebanon Pike
was disapproved by the Planning Commission on Jgrifg 2007. It was approved by Metro Council oarbh
20, 2007.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Traffic study may be required at the time of depebent.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS15

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DT E:trgber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) .63 2.47 1 10 1 2
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District OL
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) .63 75 20,582 395 53 102
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
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-- 385 52 100

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding disapproval.
Ms. Karen Wrye, 100 Quinn Circle, expressed issuittsthe proposal.
Mr. Clay Garner, 132 Quinn Circle, spoke in opposito the proposal.
Ms. Sandy Jennisch spoke in favor of the proposal.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal. He sthtid not receive any calls of opposition and Hetvas unaware
of the opposition mentioned at the meeting. Hdarpd his support for the proposal.

Mr. Clifton expressed issues with rezoning the plfrom residential to OL zoning.

Mr. McLean moved and Ms. Jones seconded the mdbatisapprove Zone Change Disapprove 2007Z-073U-14
(7-1) No Vote — Loring

Resolution No. RS2007-152

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-073U-14 BISAPPROVED. (7-1)

The proposed OL district is not consistent with althe Donelson/Hermitage Community Plan’s Residentia
Low Medium policy, which calls for residential devéopment with a density between 2 and 4 units per ae.”

9. 2007SP-074G-14
The Corner of Old Hickory
Map 044-00, Parcel 026
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 11 - Feller Brown

A request to change from OR20 to SP zoning progecdgted at Robinson Road (unnumbered), at théneast
corner of Robinson Road and Industrial Drive (15a88es), to permit the development of 71,750 sqiesieof
office/retail space and 165 multi-family units, vegted by Dale & Associates, applicant, for CP @anton LLC,
owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007SP-074G-14 to May 24, 2007, at the
request of the applicant. (7-0)

10. 2007Z-075U-11
Map 119-01 Parcel 141
Subarea 111999)
Council District 16Anna Page

A request to change from R6 to IWD zoning propértated at 2214 Wickson Avenue, approximately 189 f
south of Glenrose Avenue (.28 acres), requestddaby & Associates, applicant, for Douantkesone ldWner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from R6 to IWD zoning prop&rcated at 2214 Wickson
Avenue, approximately 180 feet south of Glenroserie (.28 acres).

Existing Zoning
R6 District -R6requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 7.72 dwelling units pereaincluding 25% duplex lots.
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Proposed Zoning
IWD District -Industrial Warehousing/Distributide intended for a wide range of warehousing, wéaliag, and
bulk distribution uses.

SOUTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Mixed Use (MU} MU policy is intended to encourage an integratékrde blend of compatible land uses ensuring
unique opportunities for living, working, and shapp Predominant uses include residential, comiakrc
recreational, cultural, and community facilitiesar@mercial uses appropriate to MU areas includeedfiand
community, neighborhood, and convenience scaleitiet. Residential densities are comparable tdiume,
medium-high, or high density. An Urban Design tarfded Unit Development overlay district or sitarpkhould
accompany proposals in these policy areas, to @sqpropriate design and that the type of developeenforms
with the intent of the policy.

Consistent with Policy? -No. The IWD zoning district conflicts with the SbuNashville Community Plan’s
Mixed Use policy for this area. Additionally, theljizy specifically states that industrial uses dHmot be extended
into the Mixed Use Policy area along Glenrose Aeenarth of 1-440.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends disapproval because the requiestassistent with policy. The Mixed
Use policy is intended to encourage an integratexdbof compatible land uses. The existing patodrn
development in the area accomplishes the intendkcypThe predominant use along Wickson Avenue is
residential with a mix of single family and dupleausing. Any expansion of industrial uses wouldreach upon
the established residential character, and intgnisiés along Wickson Avenue resulting in incompatitses.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No exception taken.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R6

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DT E:tr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) .28 6.18 1 10 1 2
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District IWD
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Warehousing
(150) .28 .8 9,754 49 16 11
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 39 15 9

Disapproved, (7-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-153

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-075U-11 BISAPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed IWD district is not consistent with tle South Nashville Community Plan’s Mixed Use policy
which is intended to encourage an integrated, divee blend of compatible land uses ensuring unique
opportunities for living, working and shopping.”
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11. 2007Z-076U-14
Map 062-00, Parcel 138
Map 062-07, Parcel 003
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request to change from AR2a to RS15 zoning ptgpecated at Pennington Bend Road (unnumberedpasd
Western Hills Drive, approximately 2,080 feet naotiMicGavock Pike (64.05 acres), requested by l&se
Associates, applicant, for William A. and DonnaSirasser, Trustees.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Agricultural/Resident/siR@a) to Single-Family Residential
(RS15) zoning, property located at Pennington Beodd (unnumbered) and 2931 Western Hills Drive,
approximately 2,080 feet north of McGavock Pike.(4acres)

Existing Zoning

AR2a District -Agricultural/Residentiakbquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and intdrfde uses that generally
occur in rural areas, including single-family, tfiawnily, and mobile homes at a density of one dwgllinit per 2
acres. The AR2a district is intended to implentbatnatural conservation or interim nonurban lasel policies of
the general plan.

Proposed Zoning
RS15 District -RS1%equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtsrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

DONELSON/HERMITAGE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Natural Conservation (NCO) NCO policy is intended for undeveloped areas withpiresence of steep terrain,
unstable soils, and floodway/floodplain. Low irgég community facility development and very lowndéy
residential development (not exceeding one dwellinigj per two acres) may be appropriate land uses.

Rural (R) -R is intended for areas that are physically slétéor urban or suburban development but the
community has chosen to remain predominantly riaraharacter. Agricultural uses, low intensity commity
facility uses, and low density residential usese(dwelling unit per two acres or lower) may be appiate.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerdelopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. When the density of the three policies asgasaveraged, the appropriate density
range for this property is 1.65 to 3.2 units/adrRs15 falls within that density range at 2.47 uaitse.

Future subdivision -At the subdivision stage, the applicant will bakie option to cluster lots down two zoning
districts, which would result in a minimum lot siaé7,500 square feet. This option would preséneeRural and
Natural Conservation policy areas.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval because the request paatg, and is consistent with the
zoning and development pattern of the area.

RECENT REZONINGS -Property located &700 McGavock Pike, 2716, 2750 Pennington Bend Rawoad
Pennington Bend Road (unnumbered), at the northveeser of McGavock Pike and Pennington Bend Roasl w
rezoned to Specific Plan on February 22, 2007.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION- Traffic study may be required at the time the depgient.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips | AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Lots | (weekday) | Hour Hour
Single-family

detached(210) 64.05 1 du/2acres 32 307 24 39
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Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RS15

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABES DETSIS Tgtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 64.05 2.47 158 1,584 121 162
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 1,277 97 123
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _1¥lementary _15Middle  13High

Schools Over/Under Capacity - Students would atieechington Elementary School, Two Rivers Middladd,
or McGavock High School. McGavock High School bagn identified as being over capacity by the M&zhool
Board. A high school in a neighboring cluster bagacity. This information is based upon data ftbenschool
board last updated August 2006.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recerding approval.

Mr. John Milstedt, Lose & Associate, spoke in favbthe proposed rezoning.

Ms. Kelly Morell, 2831 Gaywinds Court, spoke in @gfiion to the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Jack Garrett, 2917 Western Hills Drive, spok@pposition to the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Phil Claiborne, 2911 Western Hills Drive, spdkeopposition to the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Mike O’Conner, 2637 Western Hills Drive, spakeopposition to the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Gary Cole, 2924 Western Hills Drive, spoke pposition to the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Bill Strasser, 2718 Pennington Bend Road, spoKavor of the proposed rezoning.

Ms. Ginger Almy, 2601 Pleasant Green Road, spokgpuosition to the proposed zone change.

Ms. Barbara Lewis, spoke in opposition to the psgzbzone change.

Mr. Chris Campbell, 2839 Gaywinds Court, spokeppasition to the proposed zone change.

Mr. Rudy Caluff, 2508 Western Hills Drive, spokeapposition to the proposed zone change.

Mr. Clifton requested additional information regiaglstaff's recommendation in relation to RS15 &880
rezoning for this area.

Ms. Logan explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether the streets surraugdhis parcel could be widened, if necessary. He
acknowledged the concerns of density mentionedh&ygonstituents.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that RS15, RS20 and RS30 &vaatommodate the policy for this area.

Mr. Tyler expressed issues with the entrance tgtbposed zone change. He requested additiormhiattion on
the issue regarding connectivity.
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Ms. Logan stated that the issue regarding conrigctimd entrances would be addressed when the\gatodi is
filed for final approval.

Mr. Tyler expressed safety issues with the propkediytage being located on Pennington Bend.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information on tleadways surrounding this proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Opryland SP castai condition that prohibits their use of PenrangBend.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the zone change reguéte stated that he would place restrictionshenpgroposal to
keep Western Hills closed. He offered that theffitrand Parking Commission would have to apprdwerequest
prior to any building permits. Councilmember Layifurther stated he would ensure the lot sizesbariiding

materials with deed restrictions and/or covenants.

Ms. Jones acknowledged the concerns of the comynmetbers. She stated that the proposal is censigfith
the policy and the SP zoning would allow flexilyilivhere it was needed.

Mr. McLean questioned the density of the surrougdiarcels.
Ms. Logan explained this information to the Comraiss

Ms. Jones moved and Ms. Beehan seconded the mutdch passed unanimously to approve Zone Changéz20
076U-14. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-154

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-076U-14 SPPROVED. (8-0)

The density allowed with the proposed RS15 distridat consistent with the average of the Donelson/Heitage
Community Plan’s Natural Conservation, Rural and Residential Low Medium policies.”

The Commission recessed at 6:55 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 7:15 p.m.

12. 2007SP-078G-12
Lenox West
Map 172-12, Parcel 001
Map 172, Part of Parcel 92
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from R15 to SP zoning prodedgted at 6101 Nolensville Pike and a portion roiperty
located at 6117 Nolensville Pike, approximately 838t south of Bradford Hills Drive (5.02 acres) permit the
development of a 4,500 square foot commercial mglénd 70 multi-family units in 3 buildings, recaied by
Anderson, Delk, Epps & Associates, applicant, Tdromas Bozman et ux, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007SP-078G-12 indefinitely at the
request of the applicant. (7-0)

Ms. Jones stepped out of the meeting.
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13. 2007SP-079U-13
Campbell Crossing
Map 164-00, Parcel 065
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 33 - Robert Duvall

A request to change from AR2a to SP zoning profdedgted at 6018 Mt. View Road, approximately 88€tfsouth
of Hamilton Church Road (9.95 acres), to permitdbeelopment of 62 townhomes, requested by Andei3elk,
Epps & Associates, applicant, for Carol Driver, @nn

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to change from Agricultural/Resident/&iR@a) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning, a portion afperty

located at 6018 Mt. View Road, approximately 83& feouth of Hamilton Church Road (9.95 acres) gionit the
development of 62 townhomes.

Existing Zoning

AR2a District -AR2arequires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and interfde uses that generally occur in rural areas,
including single-family, two-family, and mobile h@® at a density of one dwelling unit per 2 acfBise AR2a

district is intended to implement the natural comagon or interim nonurban land use policies & teneral plan.

Proposed Zoning
SP District -Specific Plars a zoning district category that provides foditidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of tBeneral Plan.

The SP District is a base zoning district, not serkay. It will be labeled on zoning maps as “SP.”

The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadam
design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentnd are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

Use of SRdoes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reigpiia or guidelines control.

Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidign regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

ANTIOCH / PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood General (NG) -NG is intended to megtectrum of housing needs with a variety of hayigiat is
carefully arranged, not randomly located. An UrbBesign or Planned Unit Development overlay disticsite
plan should accompany proposals in these policgsate assure appropriate design and that theofype
development conforms with the intent of the policy.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed SP plan will include an appropti@using type that will complement
the proposed adjacent RS10 Cluster Lot Subdivigigirovide a broader spectrum of housing, as cétletly the
Neighborhood General policy.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions.
RECENT REZONINGS - None.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plan proposes 62 new townhouseshvaomplies with the Neighborhood General poliogtt
recommends providing a variety of housing typesiwithe policy area. The site is bounded on théhioy
Mt.View Road, the south by a proposed RS10 clustesubdivision, the west by the agricultural laarttl the east
by a proposed RS10 cluster lot subdivision. A stréaffer is located within the Southwest cornethaf proposed
SP plan.

The proposed density provided in this plan is @gi8s an acre. Front setbacks along public steret® minimum
of 10 feet per building and a maximum of 15 feetipalding.
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Elevations - The maximum height proposed by thésp$ three stories at front setbacks.

Access - There are two access points from Mt. ViRmad. The primary access point, which connectgreaiview
Drive, is on Mt. View Road. The secondary accesstps located west of the conservation easement.

Parking -The plan calls for a total of 167 parkemaces. 124 parking spaces will be in garages ampérking
spaces will be surface parking. Each unit shalela? car garage located in the rear accessecttafldy.
Additional parking will be provided from the alleys

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. The developer’s construction drawings shall convaith the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagddl on field conditions. Show professional seal

2. Construct a continuous three lane road cross seatidvit. View Rd., with a continuous center leftrtu
lane.

3. Units appear to be close to alleys. Provide terapléd document adequate turning movements. Pravide
foot minimum setback from edge of alley pavement.

4. Relocate the first driveway onto Streamview Drivii@imum of 100ft. from Mt. View Road

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DT ECL)Jtrgber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 9.95 1 du/2acres 4 39 3 5
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Total . :
Land Use : Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES DY Sﬁ:;nsber € (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/ 9.95 6.2 62 428 36 41
Townhouse(230)
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 389 33 36

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation ~ __5Elementary _4 Middle _3 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Edison Elementary School, Kennedy Middle Schoat, Antioch High School
have been identified as being over capacity byMb&o School Board. No other elementary or middleosl in the
cluster have capacity. There is not a high schoalmeighboring cluster with capacity.

Fiscal Liability -The fiscal liability for 5 elenmgary students would be $60,000, for 4 middle stbaalents would
be $52,000, and for 3 high school students woul@i48:000.

This is for informational purposes to show the ptitd impact of this proposal. It is not a stadhclition of
approval. This information is based upon data ftbenschool board last updated April 2006.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

1. Another Stream is identified on Metro GIS. Thiseaim connects into the shown stream from the sauther
portion of the site.
2. Total Stream buffer appears to be only 60’. Thigved for no stream width.
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3.

Stream appears to drain over 100 acres (2 zonderpuf

URBAN FORSTER RECOMMENDATION - Provide a chart showing the tree density unit.

CONDITIONS

1.

Construct a continuous three (3) lane road crasioseon Mt. View Rd., with a continuous centett lefrn
lane.

For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP planand/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations and requirements of the RM9 zoningidistffective at the date of the building permiihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

The application, dated March 29, 2007 includingeted materials, plans and reports submitted by the
applicant and all adopted conditions of approvallstonstitute the plans and regulations as reduive
the Specific Plan rezoning until a Final Plan lsdiper the requirement listed below. Except asmitse
noted herein, the application, supplemental infagimmaand conditions of approval shall be used lgy th
Planning Department and Department of Codes Adinatien to determine compliance, both in the
review of final site plans and issuance of perittsconstruction and field inspection. Deviatioorh
these plans will require review by the Planning @ussion and approval by the Metropolitan Council.

All stormwater management requirements and conditaf the Department of Water Services shall be
approved prior to approval of the final site plBnior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatén
compliance with the final approval of this proposhall be forwarded to the Planning Departmenthiay t
Stormwater Management division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

Signage shall be limited to one monument type 2@rsquare feet or less, not exceed 4 feet in heigh

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdyethe planning commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antbal site conditions. All adjustments shall basistent
with the principles and further the objectivesttd ipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be peerhitt
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbthvat increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate smecifinditions or requirements contained in the jlan
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditutgr access points not currently present or apgao

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathié preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP fian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regisof Deeds.

Mr. Sexton presented and stated that staff is revemiling approval with conditions.

Mr. Albert Bender, 5908 Mt. View Road, spoke in opjtion to the proposed development.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously to approve with cooildi
Zone Change 2007SP-079U-1GF-0)
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Resolution No. RS2007-155

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-079U-13A4PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Construct a continuous three (3) lane road crassoseon Mt. View Rd., with a continuous centett lefrn
lane.

For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations and requirements of the RM9 zoningidistffective at the date of the building permiihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

The application, dated March 29, 2007 including@ted materials, plans and reports submitted by the
applicant and all adopted conditions of approvallstonstitute the plans and regulations as reduive
the Specific Plan rezoning until a Final Plan isdiper the requirement listed below. Except asmttse
noted herein, the application, supplemental infdimmaand conditions of approval shall be used lgy th
Planning Department and Department of Codes Adinatisn to determine compliance, both in the
review of final site plans and issuance of perittsconstruction and field inspection. Deviatioorh
these plans will require review by the Planning @ussion and approval by the Metropolitan Council.

All stormwater management requirements and conditaf the Department of Water Services shall be
approved prior to approval of the final site plBnior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbn
compliance with the final approval of this proposhall be forwarded to the Planning Departmenthiey t
Stormwater Management division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshiitpublic rights of way.

Signage shall be limited to one monument type 2@rsquare feet or less, not exceed 4 feet in heigh

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdaethe planning commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall bagistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiu# tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be peenhitt
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbthvat increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate specifnditions or requirements contained in the plan
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or apguo

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approval othis preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior toany
additional development applications for this propety, including submission of a final SP site plan,te
applicant shall provide the Planning Department wih a final corrected copy of the preliminary SP planfor
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regiser of Deeds.

The proposed SP district is consistent with the Ambch/Priest Lake Community Plan’s Neighborhood
General policy which intended to meet a spectrum diousing needs with a variety of housing that is cafully
arranged and not randomly located.”

Ms. Jones returned to the meeting.
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14. 2007SP-080U-13
Montgomery Downs
Map 136-00, Parcels 071, 113
Map 136-14, Parcels 167, 168, 169
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 29 -Vivian Wilhoite

A request to change from R20 to SP zoning propeltieated at 2801 and 2803 Smith Springs Road tartd¢ard
Drive (unnumbered), approximately 320 feet westlefv Smith Springs Road (15.43 acres), to permit the
development of 138 townhomes, requested by AndeBelk, Epps & Associates, applicant, for JamesRussell
Jones and Melvin Jones et ux, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to change from One and Two-Family ResidefR20) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning, propertasated at
2801 and 2803 Smith Springs Road and StarboardeQuinnumbered), approximately 320 feet west of IS$emith
Springs Road (15.43 acres), to permit the developwiel 38 townhomes.

Existing Zoning
R20 District -R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 2.31 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP District -Specific Plars a zoning district category that provides foditidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of tBeneral Plan.

The SP District is a base zoning district, not serkay. It will be labeled on zoning maps as “SP.”
The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteadam

design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentnd are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent retgana or guidelines control.

Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidign regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

ANTIOCH-PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential MediunRM) - RM policy is intended to accommodate residentialettgoment within a density range
of four to nine dwelling units per acre. A varietifhousing types are appropriate. The most comtyypes include
compact, single-family detached units, town-honaes, walk-up apartments.

Consistent with Policy? The density proposed by this SP is approximatelywelling units per acre and although
at the high end, is within the RM density range.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plan calls for 138 attached unmitihe following configurations:
7- 3 bedroom attached units with surface parking

71 — 2 bedroom attached units with surface parking

30 — 2 bedroom attached units with 1-car garage

10 — 3 bedroom attached units with 1-car garage

17- 2 bedroom duplex units with 2-car garage

3 — 3 bedroom duplex units with 2-car garage
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The development contains an internal “loop” privdtiveway with units arranged around it. There &eatral park
area. Detention and water quality facilities ar& llocations around the perimeter of the site.

The site plan proposes a majority of front-loadeftant parked attached housing types, while a mideiety of
housing types would be desirable. Furthermored#sign does not create a strong streetscape, stegdhe
development from the surrounding neighborhood,vaodld create an isolated single use element witien
community. Given that the site is in such closaxpnity to single-family residential neighborhoodtsywould be
preferable to provide a mix of housing types, egdyonith smaller lot detached housing adjacenthi® existing
neighborhood and transitioning to attached housiager to Smith Springs Road.

Access-There are two street connections available: $tnbDrive and Harbor View Drive. This project does
take advantage of either of the available connestand all traffic will enter and exit in one loicat. The single
access to this project is proposed to be a gatiedree on Smith Springs Road. This developmenepattoes not
provide drivers with alternative paths to complieir trips, which concentrates traffic on the aats. This
situation reduces capacity and requires widenirnt@frterials to alleviate congestion.

Staff Recommendation Bisapprove. This proposal will block two street neations that have been planned and
designed in previously approved projects to contwettis property. This proposal also would creatievelopment
pattern that is inconsistent with the adjacenttdistaed community.

RECENT REZONINGS -None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Following are review comments for the submitted BBntgomery
Downs specific plan (2007SP-080U-13), received K8i 2007. Public Works' comments are as follows:

The developer's construction drawings shall comyti the design regulations established by the Bremnt of
Public Works. Final design may vary based on fegdditions.

Construct the site access drive at Smith SpringedRdth two exiting lanes (LT and RT) each with t58ff storage
and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD standards.

Construct a 3 lane cross section with center twg-ef turn lane on Smith Springs Road from thejgcbaccess
extending east to the existing left turn lane ddtd Smith Springs Road. Construct all transitipes
AASHTO/MUTCD standards.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R20

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABIES DETSIS Tgtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 15.43 1.85 28 268 21 29
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DT Szirtrjsber & (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/ 15.43 9 138 845 67 79
Townhouse (230)
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ _ Daily Trips | AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 577 46 50
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METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation _1ZFlementary _8Middle 6 High

Schools Over/Under CapacityStudents would attend Lakeview Elementary Schoehri€dy Middle School, or
Antioch High School. Kennedy Middle School and idoh High School have been identified as being over
capacity. There is capacity available at anotheldiei school within the cluster and capacity atghtsichool in an
adjacent cluster. This information is based upda éfam the school board last updated August 2006.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Preliminary SP Approved.

CONDITIONS

1.

For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations and requirements of the RM9 zoningidistffective at the date of the building permiihis
zoning district must be shown on the plan.

The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant and alptet!
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdisbelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and condsgiaf approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmimepliance, both in the review of final site plaml
issuance of permits for construction and field extfon. Deviation from these plans will requirgiesv by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetiitgroCouncil.

All Public Works and Stormwater conditions shallduklressed and a revised copy of the preliminary SP
shall be submitted to the Planning Commission wi0 days of the Planning Commission’ action.

All stormwater management requirements and condit@f the Department of Water Services shall be
approved prior to approval of the final site plBnior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatibn
compliance with the final approval of this proposhall be forwarded to the Planning Departmenthiey t
Stormwater Management division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

Subsequent to enactment of this Specific Planictisty the Metropolitan Council, and prior to any
consideration by the Metropolitan Planning Comnaisdor final site development plan approval, a pape
print of the final boundary plat for all propertythin the overlay district must be submitted, coetplwith
owner’s signatures, to the Planning Commissiorf ftafreview.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

Adjustments Minor adjustments to the site plan may be appidwethe planning commission or its
designee based upon final architectural, engingemirsite design and actual site conditions. All
adjustments shall be consistent with the principled further the objectives of the approved plan.
Adjustments shall not be permitted, except throaiglordinance approved by Metro Council that inczeas
the permitted density or intensity, add uses nie¢tise permitted, eliminate specific conditions or
requirements contained in the plan as adopted gfrthis enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access
points not currently present or approved.

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP pfian
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filing and recording with the Davidson County Regisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correategdy
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.
Ms. Withers presented and stated that staff ismeeending disapproval.
Councilmember Wilhoite spoke in favor of the proglosShe stated that there have been communityimgsenh
which the developer addressed many of the conexmressed by her constituents. She explaineduhyost, as
well as many enhancements this proposal would efferrequested its approval.
Mr. McLean agreed that the proposal would be armeoément for the community. He mentioned the isdue
connectivity, however stated he was in favor ofrapal.
Ms. Nielson spoke to the importance of connectiwitthin the proposal.
Ms. Jones spoke on the issue of connectivity andsés throughout the county.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of approving the proposéle stated that Councilmember Wilhoite would &ddrany
issues prior to its approval.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motmapprove 2007SP-080U-13.
Mr. Clifton spoke of the importance of connectivity this proposal as well as the entire county.
The motion to approve this zone change failed.

Ms. Jones suggested the proposal include a conddioclude connectivity if it were approved.

Ms. Beehan moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the matiodisapprove Zone Change 2007SP-080U-(3B1) No
Vote — Loring

Resolution No. RS2007-156

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007 SP-080U-13HSAPPROVED. (7-1)

While the proposed density of 4 units per acre is ithin the density range called for in the Antioch/Riest
Lake Community Plan’s Residential Medium policy, whch calls for residential development with a densit
between 4 and 9 units per acre, the plan does notqvide for any street connections which are calleébr in
the Community Plan.”

15. 2007Z-082G-06
Map 114-00, Part of Parcel 285
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 23 - Emily Evans

A request to change from R40 to RM9 a portion oiperty located at Sonya Drive (unnumbered), appnaiely
675 feet east of Old Hickory Boulevard (3.02 acresjuested by Tom Powers, applicant, for Gospab€h
owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions, incl uding a condition that there be no
development in areas of steep slopes.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-FamilyidRagial (R40) to Multi-Family
Residential (RM9) zoning, a portion of propertydted at Sonya Drive (unnumbered), approximatelyféébeast
of Old Hickory Boulevard (3.02 acres)

Existing Zoning

R40 District -R40requires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 1.16 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.
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Proposed Zoning
RM9 District -RM9is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubirfily dwellings at a density of 9 dwelling
units per acre.

BELLEVUE COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Medium (RM) -RM policy is intended tocammodate residential development within a demsitge
of four to nine dwelling units per acre. A varietifhousing types are appropriate. The most comtyyes include
compact, single-family detached units, town-honaes, walk-up apartments.

Special Policy 8 The Special Policy applies to the ResidentiadlMm Density area along Sonya Drive. In order to
protect and preserve the heavily treed, steepdebisthat frame this area and are environmentalgitive as well
among the area’s chief assets, development witlisrarea shall:

a) Avoid alteration of slopes in excess of 20% torteximum extent possible;

b) Protect existing mature trees to the maximum exiessible, particularly on hillsides, and treatnthas
integral to site design;

C) Take place under Specific Plan, Urban Design OyedaPlanned Unit Development zoning

Consistent with Policy? -Yes. The Bellevue Community plan has designatediaiéa as suitable for Residential
Medium policy which accommodates various housimpgsywith densities ranging from four to nine dweglunits
per acre. The RM9 district complies with policyitis intended for single-family, duplex, and miflimily
dwellings at a density of 9 dwelling units per acre

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval because the requeshsstent with RM policy, and the
zoning and development pattern of the area. AljhdBpecial Policy 8 places additional developmeovigions to
protect certain natural features in the area, tlhoselitions are only applicable to a limited pontinf the site. There
are no known “problem” soils present on this siid anly a small corner of the site is encumbereti steep
slopes. This steep slope area is unlikely to beaotgrl by development.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R40

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES DETSIS ECL)Jtr;ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
single-family |, 1du/lacres | 2 20 2 3
detached(210)
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RM9

Total . :
Land Use : Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABIES DY Bzitn;ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Multifamily
apartments(221) 2 9 18 119 14 15
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- : 99 12 12

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary  QMiddle 0 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Brookmeade Elementary &chiill Middle School, and
Hillwood High School. All three schools are idei#if as not overcrowded by the Metro School Board.
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CONDITION - In order to comply with Special Policy 8, staff oeemends a condition be added that no
development will take place in areas of steep slope

Approved with condition that there be no developtierareas of steep slopes, (7€)nsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-157

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-082G-06 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (7-0), including a condition that there be no development in areas of steep slopes.

The proposed RM9 district is consistent with the Béevue Community Plan’s Residential Medium policy,
which calls for residential development with a derisy between 4 and 9 units per acre, and the areapecial
policy which is intended to preserve naturally serive areas.”

16. 2007Z-083U-12
Map 160-00, Parcel 114
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from R40 to RM6 zoning proplertgated at 5613 Valley View Road, approximatel$ 3get
south of Old Hickory Boulevard (1.1 acres), reqeddity W. Glenn Bradham, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-Family Reside(R40) to Multi-Family
Residential (RM6) zoning, property located at 5&E8ey View Road, approximately 375 feet south d&d O
Hickory Boulevard (1.1 acres).

Existing Zoning
R40 District-R40requires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisnided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 1.16 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RM6 District -RM6is intended for single-family, duplex, and mutinfily dwellings at a density of 6 dwelling units
per acre.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Medium (RM)-RM policy is intended tacammodate residential development within a densitge of
4 to 9 dwelling units per acre. A variety of houpiypes are appropriate. The most common typssda
compact, single-family detached units, town-honaes, walk-up apartments.

Consistent with Policy? -Yes. The proposed RM6 district allows a densitg dfivelling units per acre and is
consistent with the Southeast Community Plan’s Rilicg of 4 to 9 dwelling units per acre.

Staff RecommendationStaff recommends approval because the requesh&stent with policy. The property
consists of 1.1 acres and would yield a maximur® ohits per acre under the RM6 district, which oonfs to the
intended densities within Residential Medium palitiie RM6 district on this site would be consisteith the
intensity of development in the area. Cloverlandl,acondominium development fronts this propenty is zoned
RM4. Brentwood Hall Condominium development abbtstear of the property, and is zoned RM6. Thecadja
property to the north at the corner of Old Hick&gulevard and Valley View Road is also zoned RM&] a
currently is under development. The RM6 districild also serve as a transition to the low intgrsingle family
residential uses along Valley View Road.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION- No Exception Taken
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Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R40

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips | AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Lots | (weekday) | Hour Hour
Single-family

detached(210) 1.1 1 du/lacres 1 10 1 2

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RM9

Total

Land Use Acres Densit Number of Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Y Units (weekday) Hour Hour
Multifamily

apartments(221) 11 6 6 40 6 6

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 30 5 4

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation _(Elementary  QMiddle 0 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Granberry Elementary Sct@loler Middle School, and
Overton High School. All three schools are ideatifas overcrowded by the Metro School Board. Wthiéeschools
are overcrowded, the projections show that no eidit students would be generated by this zonegsegquest.

Approved, (7-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-158

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z2-083U-12 KPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed RM6 district is consistent with the Satheast Community Plan’s Residential Medium policy,
which calls for residential development with a derisy between 4 and 9 units per acre.”

17. 2007Z-086U-10
Map 131-01, Parcel 023
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request to change from R20 to RM4 zoning proplertated at 2202 Hobbs Road (rear), approximatgd/fdet
west of Stammer Place (.98), requested by Greshmithh & Partners, applicant, for Arthur A. Schlattyner. (See
also PUD Proposal No. 2003P-013U-10)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION : Approval subject to approval of the Village Hall PUD (2003P-013U-10).

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-Family &eagial (R20) to Multi-Family
Residential (RM4) zoning, property located at 22{itbbs Road (rear), approximately 350 feet westtafr®ner
Place (.98 acres).

Existing Zoning
R20 District - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 2.31 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RM4 District - RM4 is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubiriily dwellings at a density of 4 dwelling
units per acre.
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GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY
Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerdiedelopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahtomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? - Yes. RM4 is consistent with RLM policy densignge of 2 to 4 dwelling units per acre.

Staff Recommendation- Staff recommends approval because the requestsmpelicy and the associated PUD plan

is consistent with the currently developed Villaggll PUD.

RECENT REZONINGS - Property located at 2201 Hobbs Road, 4207 and &4mmer Place, 2200 Castleman

Drive was rezoned from R20 to SP district propesymit 8 duplex structures. This request was hbwgitthe
Planning Commission on February 23, 2006.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: R20

- No Exceptions Taken.

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABEs Dl T:tr:ber f (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 0.98 1.85 1 10 1 2
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: RM4

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e DL Sﬁ:;nsber e (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/ 0.98 4 4 33 3 4
Townhouse(230)
Change in Traffic Between Maximum Uses in Existingand Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 23 2 2
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary _OMiddle QHigh

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Julia Green Elementary S¢hémbre Middle School, or
Hillsboro High School. Julia Green Elementary Sdtend Hillsboro High School have been identifiscba&ing
over capacity by the Metro School Board. AnotHenentary school in the cluster and a high schoal i

neighboring cluster have capacity. This informati®based upon data from the school board lasiteddAugust

2006.

Approved, (7-0)Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-159

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-086U-10 SPPROVED, SUBJECT
TO APPROVAL OF VILLAGE HALL PUD. (7-0)

The proposed RM4 district and associated PUD planra consistent with the Green Hills/Midtown
Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium policy, whch calls for residential development with a density
between 2 and 4 units per acre.”
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18. 2003P-013U-10
Village Hall
Map 131-02, Parcel 023
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request to amend the Planned Unit Developmetattémtat 2202 Hobbs Road, approximately 350 fe¢tafas
Stammer Place, classified R20, (.98 acres), to ip¢iendevelopment of 4 dwelling units in two stwres,
requested by Gresham Smith & Partners, applicanf&ithur A. Schiott, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend PUD

A request to amend the Planned Unit Developmermttémtat 2202 Hobbs Road, approximately 350 fedtafas
Stammer Place, classified One and Two-Family Resi@g R20) and requested for Multi-Family Residaht
(RM4) (.98 acres), to permit the development ofvelling units in two structures.

PLAN DETAILS - The request is to add four units to a 19-unit PU& ts approved on the neighboring parcel to
the east. The plan shows two attached townhoraeh, with two units, that face open space or reieatreas.
The access is from the private drive in the preslypapproved PUD.

The existing PUD is 4.75 acres and passed thirdimgaat Metro Council on January 20, 2004, for 2dau Only
19 units are included on this portion of propentytie amended PUD plan.

The existing PUD has 19 units arranged on privateed with access from Hobbs Road. Each unit fapes space
of recreation areas, with the exception of those@Hobbs Road, which face Hobbs Road. A pedestria
connection to the Green Hills YMCA was requiredtbg Planning Commission and the Metro Council ardains
in the amended PUD.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.

URBAN FORESTER RECOMMENDATION
Need Water Source shown.
Need Tree Survey.

CONDITIONS

1. Dedicate a public cross access easement for thespizoh connection to the Green Hills YMCA.

2. Comply with all Urban Forester conditions.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéufigision of Water Services and the Traffic
Engineering Section of the Metropolitan DepartmariPublic Works.

4, The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. If this final approval includes conditions whictgtgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haaen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission
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Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-160

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2003P-013U-10 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Dedicate a public cross access easement for thesspioh connection to the Green Hills YMCA.
2. Comply with all Urban Forester conditions.
3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo

the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwfigision of Water Services and the Traffic
Engineering Section of the Metropolitan DepartnaiPublic Works.

4, The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. If this final approval includes conditions whiclgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Hzen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plaik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

The proposed PUD plan and associated zone changeaonsistent with the Green Hills/Midtown Community
Plan’s Residential Low Medium policy, which calls ér residential development with a density between and
4 units per acre.”

19. 20077-089G-12
Map 172-00, Parcel 149
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from R20 to RS15 zoning prggedated at 265 Holt Hills Road, terminus of Chaissted
Lane, (10.02 acres), requested by Wamble & Assegiatpplicant, for Rubel Shelly et ux, owners.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-Family Reide(R20) to Single-Family
Residential (RS15) zoning, property located at @68 Hills Road, terminus of Christiansted Lane).(2 acres).

Existing Zoning
R20 District -R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 2.31 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RS15 District - RS15equires a minimum 15,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN
Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerdelopment within a
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density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Street Connectivity -Holt Hills Road is designated a collector roadeBoutheast Community Plan proposes
extending the collector classification north aldtgt Hills Road for a future connection to Scouiv@rin the
Bradford Hills Subdivision.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed RS15 district allows a density of 21&&lling units per acre and is
consistent with the Southeast Community Plan’s Ridicy of two to four dwelling units per acre farsidential
development. It is also consistent with existinging and development patterns in the area.

Infrastructure Deficiency Area -This request is located in the Infrastructurdi@ency Area (IDA), and requires
that improvements be made to roadway within the .IDi8e applicant will be required to improve approately
132.6 linear feet of roadway within the IDA. Spécibcations of roadway to be improved will be detged by
Public Works. This is in addition to any other sitie roadway improvements required by Public Works.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval of the zone change rétpeeause it meets policy and is
consistent with existing zoning and developmentepas in the area. Residential Low Medium is agpteareas
that are predominantly single family residentithe RS15 district, which provides for single fanthyellings,
would be appropriate at this location. The propertalso located in the Infrastructure Deficiedaga where
improvements to major roadways are required to nieetiemands of expected growth in the area. Ivapnents
will be required at the time the subdivision pesubmitted.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken

Proposed property appears to be located in Plaisnibg policy area.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R20

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips | AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Lots | (weekday) | Hour Hour
Single-family

detached(210) 10.02 1.85 18 173 14 19

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RS15

Total

Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABIES DETSIS Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family

detached(210) 10.02 2.47 24 280 27 30

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 107 13 11

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary  QMiddle 0 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Shayne Elementary SchooleOiddle School, and
Overton High School. All three schools are ideatifias overcrowded by the Metro School Board. Whiteschools
are overcrowded, the projections show that no eidit students would be generated by this zonegshegquest.

Approved, (7-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-161

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-089G-12 BSPPROVED. (7-0)
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The proposed RS15 district is consistent with thedtitheast Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium
policy, which calls for residential development wit a density between 2 and 4 units per acre.”

20. 2007Z-090U-11
Map 105-10, Parcels 131, 132, 133, 260, 262, 264
Subarea 11 (1999)
Council District 17 - Ronnie E. Greer

A request to change from IR to MUG zoning propéotated at 700 and 712 Wedgewood Avenue and 1902, 1
and 1904 Lindell Avenue, northwest and southwesters of the Wedgewood Avenue/Lindell Avenue irget®n
(2.52 acres), requested by Warren Patin and Caangany, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 2.52 acrestéml at 700 and 712 Wedgewood
Avenue and 1900, 1902 and 1904 Lindell Avenue ftodustrial Restrictive (IR) to Mixed Use General (k8).

Existing Zoning
IR District -Industrial Restrictivés intended for a wide range of light manufactgrirses at moderate intensities
within enclosed structures.

Proposed Zoning
MUG District -Mixed Use Generas intended for a moderately high intensity migtof residential, retail, and
office uses.

SOUTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Industrial (IN) -INareas are dominated by one or more activitiesateindustrial in character. Types of uses
intended in IN areas include non-hazardous manufagt, distribution centers and mixed business padataining
compatible industrial and non-industrial uses. Pbkcy allows for residential and other non-indigtuses in
areas that abut residential uses. In these ins$agBch case should be considered on its own rddsib, the policy
requires a site plan such as a PUD or SP to etisar@ny development meets the design principlésimihe

policy.

Consistent With Policy? -No. The requested MUG district is not consisteitih whe area’s Industrial policy.
While the policy does allow for residential and sixuses in areas where the Industrial policy abuésidential
area, each proposal should be based on its mehitcareful attention to both land use compatibiitd design.
The proposed MUG zoning is not appropriate atltgation because of the intensity allowed in MUTGhe MUG
district allows for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of & and a total height at the setback lines ofdteeies to a
maximum of 75 feet. Approximately 329,313 squaet bf floor space could be developed on the 2cb@saat a
height of 75 feet. Potential buildings could absotaller due to the slope of height control plaaang 1.5 to 1. For
every 1 foot back from the setback line, the buildtould be 1.5 feet taller. Furthermore, to emshat the criteria
for the Industrial policy is followed, an enforcéalsite plan such as a PUD or SP is required fgrmpaoposed zone
change in the Industrial Policy.

Staff Recommendation Since the requested MUG district would allow forimtensity of development that would
not be appropriate at this location and no enfdrleesite plan is included with the request, staffommends that
the requested MUG district be disapproved. Funtimee, since staff is working on an update to thet®dlashville
Community Plan, then it is recommended that thdieguut participate in the planning process.

RECENT REZONINGS -None

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) may be required at dimpment.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District IR

and Use ota aily Trips ea eal
Land U Acres FAR Total Daily Trip AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
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Warehousing (150)| 2.52 43 47,201 235 49 37
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District MUL
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) 2.52 .46 50,494 789 109 136
Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 554 60 99
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District IR
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Warehousing (150)| 2.52 0.8 87,816 436 76 59
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District MUL
Total . :
Land Use : Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABES DY Sﬁ:;nsber € (weekday) Hour Hour
Multifamily
apartments (221) 2.52 43 108 941 59 73
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 505 -17 -14

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmetending disapproval.

Mr. Jeff Smyth, 700 Wedgewood Avenue, spoke in fanfdhe proposed zone change.

Mr. Fredrerick Agee, 557 Moore Avenue, spoke irofaof the proposed zone change.

Mr. Jonathon Smith, 655 Wedgewood, spoke in opipwsib the proposed zone change. He submittedrretion
to the commission for the record.

Mr. Tom Davis, 1516 Ft. Negley Blvd., spoke in opjpion to the proposed zone change.

Ms. Beehan spoke to the issue of the proposalrigaklarity on the intention for this parcel.

Mr. Loring stated the proposed residential zongigat compatible for this area.

Ms. Jones spoke to the issue of approving the stgdeoning due to the fact it contains such adraage of
possibilities and the end result may not be obthfoe this area.

Ms. Nielson questioned staff on the timeline far @ommunity Plan update for this area.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this information to the Guission.

Ms. Nielson stated that this request would be ptaraadue to the upcoming Community Plan updater@drior

this area.
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Mr. Clifton requested additional information on whaas required with MUG zoning.
Mr. Bernhardt explained this information to the Guission.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged that the request was motsistent with the current Community Plan. He trequested
additional information on the various uses for Bing.

Mr. Swaggart explained these uses to the Commission

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the conflicts associatathwhe proposal.

Mr. Tyler requested specific information regardthg uses for IR zoning.

Mr. Swaggart explained this information to the Coission.

Ms. Nielson suggested the Commission defer thipgsal.

The applicant requested additional informationtmnprocedures for a deferral.

Mr. Bernhardt explained alternative actions the @ussion could take on this request.

Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the nmtiohich passed unanimously, to disapprove Zonen@ha
2007Z-090U-11.(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-162

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2007Z-090U-11 BISAPPROVED. (8-0)

The proposed MUG district is not consistent with tle South Nashville Community Plan’s Industrial poligy,
which is intended for industrial type uses.”

X. CONCEPT PLANS

21. 2007S-073U-03
Nocturne Village
Map 070-03 , Parcel s 006, 007
Map 070-07, Parcels 062, 063
Subarea 3 (2003)
Council District 2 - Jamie D. Isabel, Sr.

A request for concept plan approval for a 50-lostér subdivision on property located at Overak&t
(unnumbered), 869 West Trinity Lane, and West Tyihane (unnumbered), northeast corner of Westifjrirane
and Overall Street, zoned RS7.5 and RS20, Nocwiltege Investors, owner, Wamble Associates, suovey
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval for a 50-lostdr subdivision on property located at Overak&t
(unnumbered), 869 West Trinity Lane, and West Tyihane (unnumbered), northeast corner of Westifjrirane
and Overall Street, zoned Single-Family ResidefR&7.5) and Single-Family Residential (RS20).

ZONING
RS7.5 District -RS7.5equires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.

The 11.84 acre portion of the site zoned RS7.5 evparmit a maximum of 58 lots on this property.
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RS20 District-RS20equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisnided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 1.85 dwelling units per acre.

The 1.72 acre portion of the site zoned RS20 wpelthnit a maximum of 3 lots on this property.

BORDEAUX-WHITES CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN

Neighborhood General (NG) -NG policy is intendedrieet a spectrum of housing needs with a variehooking
that is carefully arranged, not randomly locatéeh accompanying Urban Design or Planned Unit Dgwelent
overlay district or site plan should accompany zomenge proposals in these policy areas, to aspp@priate
design and that the type of development conforntkdantent of the policy.

PLAN DETAILS - A plan for 35 single-family lots was approved oisthroperty in August of 2006. The plan has
been revised to account for a stream buffer crgs$ia western boundary of the property and redesign
eliminate double frontage lots along West Trinignle and lots without public street frontage.

The concept plan proposes 50 single-family lotgitag in size from 3,844 sq. ft. to 10,469 sqTfie applicant
proposes to use the cluster lot option, which alldats to be reduced in size by two base zonddstSince the
zoning is RS20 and RS7.5, 10,000 sq. ft. lots ar®sq.ft. lots are appropriate if the plan medtsequirements
of the cluster lot option policy.

Access- The main access to the subdivision is locateWest Trinity Lane. The property is located in agaawith
several platted right-of-ways, but where the roadse never built. The plan utilizes one of the ight-of-ways
and ties into existing Walker Lane to the northaffSsupports this connection since it will provifie greater
connectivity in the area, and since one connedtidhis area was recently eliminated. The Metran@il approved
terminating the connection of Nocturne Forest DiivBuena Vista Pike on the western end of Noctorest
Drive in 2001.

Open Space There is19% usable open space proposed, which tinee1$% requirement for cluster lot option. The
Commission’s cluster lot policy requires commonmppace to have “use and enjoyment” value to thideats
including recreational value, scenic value, or pasase value. Residual land with no “use or enjegthvalue,
including required buffers and stormwater faciifibas not been counted towards the open spaceamguts.

Staff Recommendation - Staff recommends approval with conditions of theposed subdivision.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Public Works' design standards, including crossices, geometry,
and off-site improvements, shall be met prior tprapal of roadway or site construction plans. Fdesign and
improvements may vary based on field conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - APPROVE

With reference to the newly adopted Volume 4 of Sh@rmwater Regulations, the depicted water quabtycept is
acceptable only if the ponds are wet ponds. Drndsanust be accompanied by a Metro approved watdity]
device.

CONDITIONS

1. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Street lighting is required in the Urb8ervices district.

2. With reference to the newly adopted Volume #hef Stormwater Regulations, the depicted waterityual
concept is acceptable only if the ponds are wetdpoiDry ponds must be accompanied by a Metro
approved water quality device.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision iRa&tipns, if this application receives conditioapproval
from the Planning Commission, that approval shgbie unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsldional approval vote.
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Approved with conditions, (7-GJonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-163

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-073U-03 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Street lighting is required in the Urb&ervices district.

2. With reference to the newly adopted Volume thefStormwater Regulations, the depicted waterityual
concept is acceptable only if the ponds are wetlpory ponds must be accompanied by a Metro
approved water quality device.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision iRa&tipns, if this application receives conditioagproval
from the Planning Commission, that approval shalire unless revised plans showing the conditians o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpfiegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsldional approval vote.”

22. 2007S-075U-03
Doak Estates
Map 080-04, Parcel 109
Subarea 3 (2003)
Council District 2 - Jamie D. Isabel, Sr.

A request for concept plan approval to create $ dot property located at 3101 Doak Avenue, apprateiy 580
feet east of South Hamilton Road (2.53 acres), @®®10, requested by Kevin Hemphill, owner, Fieldrinish,
surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create $ dot property located at 3101 Doak Avenue, appratéty 580
feet east of South Hamilton Road (2.53 acres), @@irgle-Family Residential (RS10).

ZONING

RS10 District - RS10requires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anieitended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAIL - The concept plan proposes six single-family &t$0,000 sq. ft. on an extension of Haley
Avenue across Doak Avenue. Sidewalks are requimtyahe new portion of Haley Avenue.

The street is stubbed to the west to allow forfeitonnections to the largely undeveloped progertiie west.
The concept plan indicates that two strips of lanthe entrance to the subdivision are to be deatida the
adjacent property owners. The two adjacent loisnged to be included in the final plat for thigslivision in
order to permit the shifting of the lot lines.
Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

The developer's construction drawings shall comyti the design regulations established by the

Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagdd on field conditions.

Show 110 feet minimum centerline horizontal radiD8/C4).
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With the preparation of construction plans, docunaslequate sight distance at project access to Doak
Avenue.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.
FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length reqairg00 ft. diameter
turnaround, this includes temporary turnaroundsnf@ary T-type turnarounds that last no more thaanyear

shall be approved by the Fire Marshal’'s Office.

Fire hydrants shall flow a minimum of 1000 gpm’atpsi residual flow at the most remote hydrant

CONDITIONS

1. Include the two adjacent lots in the final plat fiois subdivision in order to permit the shiftinfitbe lot
lines.

2. Show 110 feet minimum centerline horizontal radiD8/C4).

3. With the preparation of construction plans, docunasiequate sight distance at project access to Doak
Avenue.

4, Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiute, if this application receives conditional apgl

from the Planning Commission, that approval shgbie unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsldional approval vote.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that this item was remofredh the Consent Agenda due to a request to spdakfurther
explained that person was no longer present angeting to speak on this item and that it coulglaeed back on
the Consent Agenda for approval with conditions.

Mr. McLean moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the motidhich passed unanimously, to place 2007S-075U-03
Doak Estates, back on the Consent Agenda and agppritly conditions.(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-164

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-075U-03 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Include the two adjacent lots in the final plat fiois subdivision in order to permit the shiftinfjtibe lot
lines.

2. Show 110 feet minimum centerline horizontal radiD8/C4).

3. With the preparation of construction plans, docunasiequate sight distance at project access to Doak
Avenue.

4. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipre, if this application receives conditional apgal

from the Planning Commission, that approval shadire unless revised plans showing the conditians o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsddional approval vote.”

Xl.  EINAL PLATS

23. 2006S-371U-07
Jocelyn Hills, Section 1
Map 129-06, Parcels 010, 011, 050, 051, 057
Map 129-02, Parcels 045
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Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 23 - Emily Evans

A request for final plat approval to create eighslon various properties located at 200 Baskind)Baskin Drive
(unnumbered) and Clearbrook Drive (unnumberedéen the southern end of Baskin Drive and the eontkend
of Clearbrook Drive (20.42 acres), zoned RS40, estgd by W. Allen Cargile, owner, Campbell McRae &
Associates, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create ¢ilgits abutting the northwest side of
Clearbrook Drive and the northeast side of Baskind)(22.42 acres), classified within the Single¥iig
Residential (RS40) District.

HISTORY- A final plat for eight lots was approved with cotigins by the Planning Commission on November 12,
1998, but was never recorded and has now expired.

PLAN DETAILS - This final plat application proposes eight lotstthee the same as what the Planning
Commission approved in 1998. The eight lots ar@psed to be accessed by a private street that ctsnioethe end
of Baskin Drive. The lots range in size from 1.t¥es to 3.57 acres. The site contains steep topbgtand soils
identified by the Zoning Ordinance as problem s(iil5.28.050).

Because the lots are equal to or greater thaneliacize, the hillside development provisionshaf Zoning Code
do not apply (17.28.030A.1). The lots are identifées critical lots, however, because of the paéptioblem soils
present on the site.

Each of the lots must be labeled as a “critical’that will require a review of the individual Isite plans prior to
the issuance of a building permit. These site ptanst be prepared and stamped by a licensed enghkee
geotechnical report, also prepared by a licensgahear, shall accompany the site plan applicateonésshall certify
that the construction techniques proposed adegquaitibate any potential soil hazards identifiedthg report.

Variance for Private Street Subdivision RegulatiBf&3 - Private streets are allowed in Planned Uni

Developments (PUDs), and in Natural Conservatiod lase policy. This request is not within a PUD #rel

property is located in an area with “Residentiai’dand use policy, so the regulations do not pearprivate

street. Due to topographical constraints and tbetfeat the private road is already in existencaydver, staff

recommends that the Commission approve a varianakaw the use of a private street in this devalept with

the following conditions:

1) The pavement of the street must be 20 feet widhadet the Metro Public Works ST-255 Standard Cross
Section. Construction to widen the existing straast take place prior to the issuance of buildiagmpts.
The currently constructed road is close to 20 ¥ade, but varies in places and needs a turnaroainekeiet
Metro Fire Marshal requirements.

2) A road maintenance and access agreement for tieogerent must be recorded prior to the recording of
the final plat. Because this private street isenify utilized by three property owners outsides thi
subdivision, these owners must also sign the ageaer copy of the signed agreement has been meteiv

Approval of the Application as a Concept Plan -€hacept plan is typically the first step in the gass of
subdividing land. In this case, the applicant sutedia final plat (the last step in the processphee they consider
the private street proposed to access the lote agiating street. During review of the subdivispaat, staff
discovered that the private street was not consitiey be “finished” because it must be widened@as to meet the
applicable standards, and a turnaround must bercoted to meet Fire Marshal requirements. Becthee is
common infrastructure that must be constructedapi@icant reasonably should be required to subaristruction
plans prior to approval of a final subdivision plahis need for construction plans is one of tletdis that has led
staff to recommend that this application be considas a concept plan rather than a final plat.

The Metro Fire Marshal requires detailed drawingsvwing the proposed layout of the subdivision, at®ns, fire
mains, hydrants, and where the homes will be Iacatethe lots to ensure that if fire sprinklers atiézed in some
homes the systems will provide adequate fire ptmtecin order to ensure compliance with these irequents,
more information is required before staff couldom@enend approval of a final plat on this propertiieThecessary
information can be provided as part of the develepnplan review and approval process following apgl of the
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current plan as a concept plan under the currelndli@ision Regulations.

As explained above, this property contains soésiiied in the zoning ordinance as problems seitgiiring
special consideration in construction techniqué® problem soils, coupled with steep slopes reduiteer
analysis and study in the location and design déilmgs on the lots. In addition to the reasorsest above, staff
recommends that the Commission approve this agjalicanly as a concept plan and require a developpian so
the applicant can provide grading and road constmu@lans, lot-specific stormwater control methodislineated
limits of disturbance and areas of the site to iemadisturbed, proposed building envelopes, pregasiveway
locations, and include a geotechnical study centifghat the location of the building envelopesgased
construction techniques adequately mitigate angni@l soil hazards identified by the report.

Staff Recommendation -Approve with conditions as a concept plan.

FIRE MARSHALL RECOMMENDATION - Not Approved.
A detailed drawing is required showing the proposelodivision, elevations and fire mains, hydramis a
where the homes will be on the property to enshaeit fire sprinklers are utilized in some homkattthe
systems will work.

All roadways with two-way traffic shall be 20 faatwidth, minimum.

No part of any building shall be more than 500 dinf a fire hydrant via an approved hard surface.roa
Metro Ordinance 095-1541 Sec.1568.020 B

Fire hydrants shall flow a minimum of 500 GPM'86t35 psi residual flow at the most remote hydrant.
Depending upon side set backs, and the squareg®ofahe building water demands may be greater.

Fire Hydrants shall be in-service and tested bedogecombustible material is brought on site.
All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requifa-foot diameter turnaround, this includes terappr
turnarounds. Temporary T-type turnarounds thatrlagnore than one year shall be approved by tle Fir

Marshal's Office.

Dead end fire mains over 600 feet in length areired to be no less than 10 inch in diameter.iff thto
be a public fire main, a letter from Metro Waterdsjuired excepting the length and size.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
Pave the existing roadways.

Recommend that legal review and approve the infaomaupplied by the developer.
Identify edge of pavement for Baskin Drive and ClBeooke Drive.
Identify name of private drive to water tank "JgeeHills Road" on plat.
Submit roadway construction plans for private stree
Private street to be constructed to public stregtdards.
WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION - Approved.
CONDITIONS
1. Approval only as a Concept Plan under the Metrod8uion Regulations. A development plan must be
submitted in accordance with the Regulations, winéhbe reviewed and approved by the Planning

Commission. The development plan shall include ingaelnd road construction plans, stormwater control
methods, delineated limits of disturbance andsaoéahe site to remain undisturbed, proposed locaif
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building envelopes, proposed site constructionnaples, proposed driveway locations and shall oela
geotechnical study certifying that the proposedstrietion techniques adequately mitigate any pa@tent
soil hazards identified by the report.

2. The pavement of the street must be 20 feet widedet the ST-255 Standard Cross Section.

3. A road maintenance and access agreement for tietogerent must be recorded prior to the recording of
the final plat. Because this private street isenify utilized by three property owners outsides thi
subdivision, these owners must also sign the aggaem

4, The road construction must take place or be bopded to the issuance of any building permits.

5. All critical lot plan submittals shall be accompeahiby a lot-specific geotechnical report certifgittthe
construction techniques proposed adequately mitigay potential soil hazards identified by the répo

Ms. Withers presented and stated that staff ismeeending approval with conditions.

Ms. Alys Venable, 6608 Rolling Fork Drive, spokedpposition to the proposed development.

Ms. Sharon Charney, 408 Wayside Court, spoke position to the proposed development.

Mr. Glenn Turner, 6521 Rolling Fork Drive, spokeapposition to the proposed development.

Ms. Janet McRay, 3610 Whitland Avenue, spoke ifaf the proposed development.

Mr. Gavin Johnson, 6600 Fox Hollow Road, spokeppasition to the proposed development.

Ms. Charlotte Witzenburg, 6642 Brookmont Terrag@k® in opposition to the proposed development.

Mr. John Hood spoke in favor of the proposal.

Councilmember Evans stated she was in favor oféfaested eight subdivided lots as requested smitioiposal.
However, she expressed concerns involving theidélldevelopment standards and whether the standanasl be
adhered to during the development process. SHaiegd she had requested that the applicant appI$® Zoning,
in order to ensure that the hillside developmesmdards would be addressed, as well as various isthes
associated with the proposal. She mentioned a&genical study that was performed in the past @support her
concerns mentioned for this proposal.

Mr. Loring mentioned that the proposal contains yngsues and should not be approved as submitted.

Ms. Loring moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the motito disapprove.

The Commission requested that Councilmember Evanigycher request of the Commission.

Councilmember Evans stated she was in agreemerththaoncept plan, as well as the final plat lsapproved, so
that she could rezone this parcel to SP in ordapfiy specific conditions that are appropriatetiis site.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information regiaigithe actions on this proposal.
Ms. Withers offered that the Fire Marshall did app the plan with the condition that the housegaioad
sprinklers. She further stated that the informrafiom the Fire Marshall did not change the staff's

recommendation.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the matiavhich passed unanimously, to disapprove Firatl Pl
2006S-371U-07, which also includes the disappro¥#he Concept Plan(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-165
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“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2006S-371U-07 BISAPPROVED. (8-0)"

24, 2007S-092U-12
BJ Homebuilders Subdivision, Sec. 2
Map 147-10, Parcels 216, 217
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 27 - Randy Foster

A request for final plat approval to revise a poasgly recorded plat to allow two duplex units todeeloped on
properties located at 5036 and 5038 Edmondson Bigrpoximately 295 feet south of Durrett Drive @a&res),
zoned R10, requested by Jackie Ziglesky, owneltaNBavidson & Associates, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED FinalPlat 2007S-092U-12 indefinitely at the request of
the applicant. (7-0)

25. 2007S-096G-04
Strong Tower Subdivision
Map 043-15, Parcels 167, 168, 169, 170
Subarea 4 (1998)
Council District 9 - Jim Forkum

A request for final plat approval to create 6 lotsproperty located at 105, 107 and 117 Larkinr@®iRoad and
Larkin Springs Road (unnumbered), approximately 280 south of Larkin Springs Road (2.62 acreshezo
RS7.5, requested by Strong Tower LLC, owner, M2ekendorf, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for final plat approval to create 6 lotsproperty located at 105, 107 and 117 Larkinr&®iRoad and
Larkin Springs Road (unnumbered), approximately 280 south of Larkin Springs Road (2.62 acres)ero
Single-Family Residential (RS7.5).

ZONING
RS7.5 District - RS7.5requires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - The final plat proposes six single-family lots appmately 19,900 sq. ft. in size. While the lots
pass lot comparability, each lot has frontagesisif pver 50 feet and depths of approximately 3@h fSection 3-
4.2 .f of the subdivision regulations requires tbafrontage be not less than 25% of the averagddpth, also

known as the 4:1 rule. The frontages of the dis éwe only 12.65% of the average lot depth. Tieant has
requested a variance to this requirement.

Required Street Connections The property is adjacent to an unimproved portibBubbling Well Road. The
update to the Madison Community Plan, adoptedeaMhrch 22, 2007, Planning Commission Meeting, tified
the unimproved Bubbling Well Road as a requiredettconnection. This is to be constructed asqfdhte normal
subdivision process. The proposed subdivision agp® have been designed by the applicant to angacbving
this portion of Bubbling Well Road by giving all tfe proposed lots frontage onto Larkin SpringsdRoa

Variance to Section 3-4.2.f Section 1-11.1 of the Subdivision Regulations afidihe Planning Commission to
grant variances to the regulations if it finds teatraordinary hardships or practical difficultimgay result from
strict compliance with the regulations. The apgptichas identified the hardship for this request@hnce as
financial. This is not considered a hardship forpmses of granting a variance.

The applicant could take advantage of the ClusteiQption. The lot yield for the 2.62 acres wob&l13 units
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which may be sufficient to offset the cost of imyirg Bubbling Well Road.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval of this requestar reasons. First, the request for the
variance to Section 3-4.2.f (the 4:1 rule) doesmegt the requirements for a variance. Secondsuhdivision as
proposed limits the opportunity to provide for gest connection required by the Community Plan withbenefits
to the overall street system lost.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Submit roadway construction plans for the unbuilbhimproved
section of Bubbling Well Road. Roadway improversdntbe bonded with the recording of the final plat

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

CONDITIONS

1. Submit roadway construction plans for the unbuilbimproved section of Bubbling Well Road. Roadway
improvements to be bonded with the recording offitie plat.

2. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiputes, if this application receives conditional apal
from the Planning Commission, that approval shegtire unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpfiegtion for a final plat, and in no event moran30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsl@ional approval vote.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @weending disapproval.

Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the motiehich passed unanimously, to disapprove Firel Pl
20075-096G-04(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-166

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-096G-04 BISAPPROVED. (8-0)”

26. 2007S-100U-08
Salem Gardens
Map 081-08, Parcels 494, 495
Subarea 8 (2002)
Council District 19 - Ludye N. Wallace

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperties located at 1633 and 1635 6th AvernghiNat the
southwest corner of 6th Avenue North and Garfid¢tgé& (0.42 acres), zoned MUN and located withitJaman
Design Overlay, requested by Salem Gardens LLCCimbtina Ricks, owner, Dale & Associates, surveyo
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions, incl uding a variance to Section 2-1.2 of the Metro
Subdivision Regulations to allow the subdivision tdbe approved as a minor subdivision.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperties located at 1633 and 1635 Sixth Avéxugh, at the
southwest corner of Sixth Avenue North and Garfigticeet (0.42 acres), zoned Mixed Use Neighborl{tidN)
and located within an Urban Design Overlay.

ZONING
MUN District -Mixed Use Neighborhoois intended for a low intensity mixture of resitiah retail, and office
uses.

PLAN DETAILS - The final plat proposes three lots ranging i@ $rom 5,513 sq. ft. to 5,760 sq. ft. frontingmnt
Garfield Street. Two lots now front onto Sixth Axge North. The lots are being reconfigured to tfiamto
Garfield Street. With this reconfiguration, a galdewer extension will be required.

Minor/Major Subdivision (Section 2-1.2) -Sectiorl22 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations specifidgt shall
be considered a minor subdivision and what shatidmsidered a major subdivision, the differencafy¢hat a
minor subdivision is not required to have a deveiept plan. The section specifically lists whaa isiajor
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subdivision, including any plat that requires tleglidation for right-of-way or easements for thestaurction of a
public water or sewer distribution lines, and afgt pvhere dedications, reservations, improvements o
environmental conditions that, in the opinion af tixecutive Director with advice from reviewing agees, require
construction documents to be reviewed prior tolfipiat approval.

Since this plat request will require that publievee be extended and the adjacent alley improvedplét is a major
subdivision. While the request constitutes a majdrdivision under the new regulations, it is ifgdint to require
a simple three lot subdivision to go through thedhstep process due to an extension of a wateoraselver line.

When the regulations were adopted on March 9, 200@&s anticipated that minor corrections wouldneeessary
as a number of new concepts were introduced. Afteking with the regulations for the past yeanuanber of
issues have been identified, including the needuidher clarification of what constitutes a magwrminor
subdivision. Staff will be bringing amendmentghie Subdivision Regulations to the Planning Comimisthis
summer.

At this time, staff is recommending that a variafroen Section 2-1.2 be granted and that the recaeesbnsidered
a minor subdivision. While a sewer extension dfeyamprovement will be required with this plat| eonstruction
plans will be reviewed by the appropriate departmi@nd the plat will not be recorded until suchetithat all
departments have approved the plat and associatstiaction plans and bonds are posted, as required

Salem Gardens UDO -These properties are in thevSalerdens UDO. At the March 22, 2007, meeting, th
Planning Commission recommended approval of thealkation of this UDO. This matter is scheduledtfte
Council Public Hearing on May 1, 2007, and thirddimg on May 15, 2007. As a condition of approtta, final
plat cannot be recorded until the Salem Gardens ifancelled.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions, inclgdinvariance to Section 2-1.2 of the
Metro Subdivision Regulations to allow the subdivisto be approved as a minor subdivision.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Submit roadway construction plans for the unbuiliieproved
section of Alley #511. Roadway improvements tdbaded with the recording of the plat.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION - Prior to final plat recording, all sanitary sewdains need to be
approved and any necessary bonds posted.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - Approved.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the final plat recording, the Salem Gasi&dO must be cancelled by the Metro Council.
2. Prior to final plat recording, all Metro Water Sees requirements in regards to the sewer extersiah

be met with plans approved and bonded.

3. Prior to final plat recording, roadway/alley impesaent plans will be submitted to Public Works,
approved and bonded, if necessary.

Approved with conditions, including a variance tcfon 2-1.2 of the Metro Subdivision Regulatiomstiow the
subdivision to be approved as a minor subdivis{@r)) Consent Agenda.
Resolution No. RS2007-167

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-100U-08 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (7-0), including a variance to SectionR-1.2 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations to allovthe
subdivision to be approved as a minor subdivision.

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the final plat recording, the Salem Gasl&dO must be cancelled by the Metro Council.
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2. Prior to final plat recording, all Metro Water Sies requirements in regards to the sewer exterssiah
be met with plans approved and bonded.

3. Prior to final plat recording, roadway/alley impesaent plans will be submitted to Public Works,
approved and bonded, if necessary.”

27. 2007S-101U-08
Garfield Place
Map 081-08, Parcel 418
Subarea 8 (2002)
Council District 19 - Ludye N. Wallace

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperty located at 600 Garfield Street, atntwthwest corner of
Garfield Street and 6th Avenue North (0.43 acrasied MUN, requested by Tennessee Home BuildersWwhRer,
Dale & Associates, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions, incl uding a variance to Section 2-1.2 of the Metro
Subdivision Regulations to allow the subdivision tde approved as a minor subdivision.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperties located at 600 Garfield Street, anibrthwest corner
of Garfield Street and 6th Avenue North (0.43 agresned Mixed Use Neighborhood (MUN) and locatethiw an
Urban Design Overlay.

ZONING
MUN District -Mixed Use Neighborhoois intended for a low intensity mixture of resitiah retail, and office
uses.

PLAN DETAILS - The final plat proposes three lots ranging zedrom 5074 sq. ft. to 6,110 sq. ft. fronting onto
Garfield Street. Two lots now front onto Sixth AvenNorth. The lots are being reconfigured to fromtio Garfield
Street. With this reconfiguration, a public sewgtension will be required.

Minor/Major Subdivision (Section 2-1.2) -Sectiorl22 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations specifidgt shall
be considered a minor subdivision and what shatldmsidered a major subdivision, the differenceg¢hat a
minor subdivision is not required to have a develept plan. The section specifically lists whaa isiajor
subdivision, including any plat that requires tleelidation for right-of-way or easements for thestaurction of a
public water or sewer distribution lines, and afat pvhere dedications, reservations, improvements o
environmental conditions that, in the opinion o tixecutive Director with advice from reviewing ages, require
construction documents to be reviewed prior tolfipiat approval.

Since this plat request will require that publievee be extended and the adjacent alley improvedpldt is a major
subdivision. While the request constitutes a majdidivision under the new regulations, it is ifgdint to require
a simple three lot subdivision to go through the¢hstep process due to an extension of a wateoras@lver line.

When the regulations were adopted on March 9, 200@&s anticipated that minor corrections wouldneeessary
as a number of new concepts were introduced. Afteking with the regulations for the past yeanuanber of
issues have been identified, including the needuidher clarification of what constitutes a magwrminor
subdivision. Staff will be bringing amendmentghe Subdivision Regulations to the Planning Comimisthis
summer.

At this time, staff is recommending that a variafroen Section 2-1.2 be granted and that the redaesbnsidered
a minor subdivision. While a sewer extension dfeyamprovement will be required with this plat| @onstruction
plans will be reviewed by the appropriate departmand the plat will not be recorded until suchetithat all
departments have approved the plat and associatestiraction plans and bonds are posted, as required

Staff Recommendation-Staff recommends approval with conditions, inchgda variance to Section 2-1.2 of the
Metro Subdivision Regulations to allow the subdivisto be approved as a minor subdivision.
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION -Submit roadway construction plans for the unbwilthmproved
section of Alley #511. Roadway improvements tdobaded with the recording of the plat.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION -Approved

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION -Prior to final plat recording, all sanitary sevpdans need to be
submitted, approved and any necessary bonds posted.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION -Approved

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to final plat recording, all Metro Water Sies requirements in regards to the sewer extersiah
be met with plans submitted, approved and bonded.

2. Prior to final plat recording, roadway/alley impesaent plans will be submitted to Public Works,
approved and bonded.

Approved with conditions, including a variance tcton 2-1.2 of the Metro Subdivision Regulatiomstiow the
subdivision to be approved as a minor subdivis(@f() Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-168

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-101U-08 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (7-0), including a variance to Section 21L.2 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations to allovthe
subdivision to be approved as a minor subdivision.

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to final plat recording, all Metro Water Sies requirements in regards to the sewer exterssiah
be met with plans submitted, approved and bonded.

2. Prior to final plat recording, roadway/alley impesent plans will be submitted to Public Works,
approved and bonded.”

Xll.  REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

28. 2005SP-170U-05
Walden Phase 1a
Map 083-06, Part of Parcel 379
Subarea 5 (2006)
Council District 6 - Mike Jameson

A request for approval of a portion of a final gilan for a portion of property located at 1900ttas Avenue, at
the southeast corner of Eastland Avenue and N.38#et (1.64 acres), to permit the developmet285 square
feet of office space, 2,235 square feet of refmke, 3,465 square feet of restaurant space, emdtBfamily units,
requested by Civil Site Design Group LLC,

applicant for March Egerton, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for approval of a final site plan fop@rtion of property located with in a
Specific Plan located at 1900 Eastland Avenuehersbutheast corner of Eastland Avenue and N.38¢det (1.64
acres), to permit the development of 2,235 squeeedf office space, 2,235 square feet of retaitep3,465 square
feet of restaurant space, and 8 multi-family unigsjuested by Civil Site Design Group LLC, applictm March
Egerton owner.

Plan Details Site Plan-The plan is for Phase 1a of the Walden SpecléaPAs proposed, the plan calls for a
2,235 square feet of office space, 2,235 squatefeetail space, 3,465 square feet of restaigpate and 8
residential units to be located within one struetulhe new structure will be located along thettseast
intersection of Eastland Avenue and Chapel Avenue.
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Access and parking- The development will be accessed from Eastlanelndve by a private extension of Chapel
Avenue and from an alley along the east propertinary. A total of 49 parking spaces are beinyigex and are
adequate for this type development.

Preliminary Plan - While, the proposed final development plan dedgdtom the approved preliminary plan, the
deviations are minor and do not change the oveasitept of the plan. The minor changes are imatyeut of the
building and parking arrangement. As proposedchanges in the final site plan for this phase owuprthe overall
project. As proposed, the minor changes will egjuire any other changes in the overall plan, bobnthanges
are often needed once actual site engineeringdes dompleted.

Staff Recommendation-Staff recommends that the request be approvedaoeitditions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. The developer's construction drawings shall comyti the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may aaged on field conditions.

2. Show and dimension right of way along Eastland AvenLabel and show reserve strip for future rigfht
way 42 feet from centerline to property boundapnsistent with the approved major street plan (84'-
ROW).

3. Construct alley #751 per Standard Drawing ST-263.

4. Public sidewalk to be located within right of way.

5. Per the recommendations of the TIS, provide onerirgt and two exiting lanes from the site onto East
Avenue. Provide a dedicated left turn lane andasesd through-right lane.

6. Per the findings of the TIS, construct an eastbamiwestbound left turn lane on Eastland Avenue at

Chapel Avenue/site access with 50 feet of storageti@nsitions per AASHTO/MUTCD standards.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION -Approve with the following conditions:
1. Provide easement for detention pond and WQU (tludtecegress and ingress) on plans and submit
easement documentation and fees.

2. Complete the Inspection and Maintenance Agreéamathprovide appropriate recording fees.

3. Add WQU to facilities list in the long term méémance plan.

4. Provide a vicinity map on the plans.

5. Provide NPDES NOC letter and include the pemaihber on the plans.

6. Provide erosion and sediment control measuressaparate plan sheet.

7. Provide a plan sheet that shows existing s@tufes (buildings, pavement, gravel, etc.).

8. Provide erosion control matting for slopes J:&teeper with a civil detail.

9. Provide construction schedule for current priogeal include phasing information for entire site.

10. Provide drainage maps of existing conditiors gtoposed conditions, to include flow patternsaaCN,
and Tc in support of routing calculations. Incladeoffsite drainage that contributes to runoéar

11. Explain why the post developed curve numbéwi®r than the existing conditions curve number.

12. Label the emergency spillway for the pond anglans including the spillway elevation and wiypiet of
material is being used for the spillway.

13. Provide a minimum of 1.0’ of freeboard betwé®sn 100-yr water surface elevation and the topeofrbfor
the pond.

14. Provide a correct pond outlet control structletail. The detail provided has incorrect elevrai pipe
sizes, and weir information as compared to theimgutalculations.

15. Provide drainage map showing area to be trdategater quality.

16. Provide calculations for the 3 month water fqudllow to be treated by the water quality unihclude this
flow along with the 10 year flows on the detail fbe water quality unit.

17. Provide water quality unit (WQU) detail thatisaut site specific elevations. Orientation ofQV on site

plan (side invert) doesn’t match end invert showrdetail. Re-orient the water quality unit on giens
showing an “end to end” connection”.

18. It appears that there are details on shee®lGHhd C6.02 that are not for this project. Seaibtifor two
trapezoidal ditch sections and a retaining wall.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the issuance of any building permits ejhs and placement must be approved by Metro Rignni
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2. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@and/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations and requirements of the MUN zoningridist

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@&gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

5. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the Metriapoli
Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plaril require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

8. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haaen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

Approved with conditions,7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-169

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2005SP-170U-05A48PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the issuance of any building permits alhs and placement must be approved by Metro Rignni

2. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations and requirements of the MUN zoningridist

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

5. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatavill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the Metriapoli
Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes

Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission.
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8. If this final approval includes conditions whiclgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haeen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of
Deeds.”

29. 201-69-G-12
Starpointe, Ph. 1 & 2
Map 183-00, Parcels 009, 036
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request for final approval of a Planned Unit Diepenent located at 13105 Old Hickory Boulevard and
Hickory Boulevard (unnumbered), at the northeasteoof Old Hickory Boulevard and Muci Drive, clédgsd CS
(5.0 acres), to permit the development of a 100 hwtiel containing 74,250 square feet and 12,50@rsgfeet of
retail space, requested by Lukens Engineeringjeppl for Byron Bush, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final PUD

A request for final site plan approval for a Plashivnit Development located at 13105 Old Hickory Beard and
Old Hickory Boulevard (unnumbered), at the northeasner of Old Hickory Boulevard and Muci Drivdassified
Commercial Service (CS) (5.0 acres), to permittiiréelopment of a 100 unit hotel containing 74,280ese feet
and 12,500 square feet of retail space.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plan calls for a 100 unit, 74,2§0ase foot hotel, and a 12,500 square foot retaitling. The hotel
building will be five stories and the retail buitdj will be one story. As proposed the developmélhtbe
constructed in two separate phases, with Phasasistimg of the hotel and Phase 2 consisting oféke! building.
Phase 1 also includes a small walking area.

Access - Both buildings will be accessed from aaie drive off of Muci Drive, which has access tid Glickory
Boulevard to the west.

Parking - A total of 169 parking spaces are reglwéh 106 spaces required for the hotel, and &@ep required
for the retail use. The plan calls for a totall@® spaces with 87 parking spaces provided foré?haand 92
parking spaces provided for Phase 2. As propdbechumber of parking spaces being provided fosPla(87)
does not meet the minimum required number of spiacdke use (109). In order to meet the minimumber of
parking spaces required for Phase 1, the phasshimgld be modified to include more parking, or fioéel should
be reduced in size. Also, if the current ownenplt subdivide the property between the two ubes, adequate
parking will have to be provided on each lot an@ qarking agreement must be drawn up and must steeedards
for shared parking specified in Section 17.20.10the Metro Zoning Code.

Preliminary Plan - This PUD was originally approved.969 for approximately 14,300 square feet tditeand an
88,500 square foot motel with 100 units. Thereeappo have been numerous proposed changes tdJibénRthe
past, but limited records indicate that the origit269 plan is the only approved plan. A revis&tDplan was
approved by the Commission in January of 2007 ,aanproposed this final plan is consistent with tiah. As
proposed, there will be approximately 16,050 sqfeeeof unused development rights remaining ia BUD.

Staff Recommendation- Staff recommends that the request be approviédosnditions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. All Public Works’ design standards shall be mebptd any final approvals and permit issuance. Any
approval is subject to Public Works’ approval af ttonstruction plans. Final design and improvesent
may vary based on field conditions.

wn

Widen Old Hickory Boulevard to provide a left tueme with 100’ of storage and transition per
ASSHTO/MUTCD standards.

63



STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve with the following comments:

1. Provide NPDES NOC and include the permit numbesstiteeis covered under on the note on the plans.

2. Provide appropriate recording fees for stormwagteigtion maintenance agreements.

3. Provide easement documentation and appropriatddeesderground detention and drainage featuras th

route off-site drainage through/around site.

4. Provide letter from TDOT for grading in right-of-ya

5 Erosion control details need to reference Metratssion Control Manual. Provide the appropriate TGP-

number on the details.

6. Provide details of outlet structures 10S and 20S.

7. Phase 2 calculations are incomplete. Provide cbptegase 2 numbers.

8 15" pipe needs to be limited to 50’ segments as.leReduce the length of the pipe, add a junctmq br

increase the size to 18”".

9. On sheet C2-2, in TDOT row, the reference to “2Fadf 18" RCP” does not reference anything on plans.

10. Provide supporting calculations for the capacityhaf 12'x 6’ Box and design drawings/details.

11. Provide inlet and outlet calculations for culverts.

12. Tc for existing conditions of 5 min is inaccurate minutes would be only for completely paved stefa

Provide correct Tc and calculations for existingditions.

13. Provide approval from TDEC and Stormwater varigiocéuffer zone disturbance.

14. Advanced erosion control features and silt fencedgiired on slope in South corner of Phase 2.

15. May need Nationwide Permit from Army Corp of Emegrs for proposed 12'x 6’ box culvert installatian

blue line stream.

CONDITIONS

1. In order to meet the minimum number of parking sgaequired for Phase 1, the phase line shall be
modified to include more parking, or the hotel $balreduced in size. Also if the current ownemglto
subdivide the property between the two uses, tdexate parking shall be provided on each lot arad o
parking agreement must be drawn up and must meetaimdards specified in Section 17.20.100 of the
Metro Zoning Code for shared parking.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéufigision of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@®gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these planik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

8. If this final approval includes conditions whictgtére correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor

the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
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four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

Approved with conditions, (7-Cfonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-170

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 201-69-G-12 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. In order to meet the minimum number of parking ssaequired for Phase 1, the phase line shall be
modified to include more parking, or the hotel $balreduced in size. Also if the current ownemglto
subdivide the property between the two uses, then@ate parking shall be provided on each lot arad o
parking agreement must be drawn up and must meetamdards specified in Section 17.20.100 of the
Metro Zoning Code for shared parking.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwhgision of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in i®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plark require reapproval by the Planning Commission

8. If this final approval includes conditions whiclgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

30. 74-79-G-13
Nashboro Village (PUD Cancellation)
Map 135-00, Parcel 418
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 29 - Vivian Wilhoite

A request to cancel a portion of a Planned Unitéd@yment overlay district, that portion being |lazhat the
southwest corner of Nashboro Boulevard and FliktiGourt, zoned One and Two-Family Residential (RBX6
acres), approved for approximately 27,600 squaedkecommercial, requested by Councilmember Vivian
Wilhoite.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.
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The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planmed Unit Development 74-79-G-13 to May 24,
2007, atthe request of the applicant. 7¢0)

31. 300-84-U-04
Coventry Woods, Sec. 2
Map 052-01, Parcels 148, 149
Subarea 4 (1998)
Council District 9 -Jim Forkum

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faefiapproval of a Planned Unit Development Distiociated at
421 and 501 Forest Park Road, approximately 72nferth of Neeley's Bend Road, classified RS5 idist{4.05
acres), to remove a pool house and pool and p#meitonstruction of 47 multi-family units, requestey Dale and
Associates, appellant, for Hermosa Holdings, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove. If approved, staff recommends that it be considered an
amendment to the preliminary plan and that plan beredesigned to address the issues identified in thisaff
report.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval of a residential Planned Unit DeveleptiDistrict
located at 421 and 501 Forest Park Road, approgiyna20 feet north of Neeley's Bend Road, clag$iagle-
Family Residential (RS5), (4.05 acres), to remopea house and pool and permit the constructioh7omulti-
family units.

PUD PLAN DETAILS - The plan proposes 47 multi-family units on apprcadiety 4 acres for a density of
approximately 12 units per acre. As proposedjrts will be accessed from a private drive offésirPark Road as
well as through the existing Coventry Woods, PHadevelopment to the north. While the plan callsthe same
number of units previously approved, the layoudiggmificantly different. Also, the pool house goabl that were
included on the approved preliminary plan have taigninated. This proposed new plan is designealltov for

this phase to connect to future phases to the saittin this overlay.

History - In reviewing previous staff reports for this prdjatappears there has been some confusion ovar wh
was included in the original PUD overlay. Accoglitio the last recommendation written for this PW2004, the
original plan included the Coventry Woods, Phasi the north. Additional staff research has shelvat Coventry
Woods, Phase 1, was actually a separate PUD (86-84)} as adopted by Council Bill 84-218. Whilésiunclear
if the two properties were ever within the samertaye they clearly have been linked from the fiiste the project
was proposed.

The original preliminary plan for this PUD as adsgpby Council Bill 84-611, was for 90 units incladi10 flats
and 80 town homes. Since its approval, there baea several attempts to cancel the overlay, eashich has
failed. As stated previously, this PUD and the PidEhe north are linked and the properties weamder
common ownership. According to Planning Departimecords, the attempts to cancel this PUD appehate
failed because the residents of Coventry Woodss@hawere promised amenities, including a poolgoa house,
with the construction of Phase 2. In 2002, ttenRing Commission recommended approval of an amentjm
which requires Council approval, for 40 units witlh¢the pool and clubhouse. The plan was considaned
amendment because of the elimination of the podlcubhouse from the plan. While the Commission
recommended approval, Council never approved théRili 2002-957), and it was ultimately withdrawrin 2004
a revision of the PUD was approved by the Commis&io 47 multi-family units with a pool and pool tee.

The applicant has requested that this plan be deresi as a revision to the PUD overlay, but sedfdbmmends that
the proposed removal of the pool and pool housa e plan is an amendment that requires Counpilcaal.
Section 17.40.120 of the Metro Zoning Code spexifiee changes that require Council approval. Gaage that
requires Council approval is any modification oésial performance criteria, design standards, loerot
requirements specified by the enacting ordinaneet{& 17.40.120.F.1.b). Removal of the pool aoadl ouse
that were approved with the preliminary plan regsii€ouncil approval because these amenities weuéred with
the originally adopted plan. Furthermore, with faest request to remove the pool and pool houseérieg Council
approval the precedent has already been estahlished
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Since staff determined the application to be anretment, staff has requested that the applicantsidena
redesign. As proposed, lots 1 through 6 alongtiréhern property line will be double frontage latish the back
decks being within 5 feet of the private drive iov@ntry Woods, Phase 1. A new layout that doesnotiide units
backing so close to a private drive needs be dedignd submitted for consideration.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends that this request be disapprovédpproved, staff recommends that
it be considered an amendment to the preliminaay fhat must be approved by the Metro Council, thatithe
project be redesigned to address design issuetfidé by staff.

TRAFFIC ENGINEER RECOMMENDATION - All Public Works’ design standards shall be mebpto any
approvals and permit issuance. Any approval igestibo Public Works’ approval of the constructigans. Final
design and improvements may vary based on fielditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

CONDITIONS

1. A new layout shall be submitted and approved bymlag staff. The revised plan shall adequatelyesil
staff concerns as specified in this report. Tlyeuh shall be approved prior to this request beipgroved
by Council.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be

forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

4. Subsequent to enactment of this planned unit dpuedmt overlay district by the Metropolitan Council,
and prior to any consideration by the Metropoli®danning Commission for final site development plan
approval, a paper print of the final boundary ptatall property within the overlay district must b
submitted, complete with owner’s signatures, toRlenning Commission staff for review.

5. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

6. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgecify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

7. This preliminary plan approval for the residenpattion of the master plans is based upon thedstate
acreage. The actual number of dwelling units tedrestructed may be reduced upon approval of & fina
site development plan if a boundary survey confithese is less site acreage.

8. Prior to any additional development applicationstfos property, the applicant shall provide tharPling
Department with a final corrected copy of the PUéngor filing and recording with the Davidson Cdyn
Register of Deeds.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmetending approval with conditions as an amendreetite
preliminary plan and that the plan be redesigneaitiress the issues identified in the staff report.

Mr. Michael Garrigan, 516 Heather Place, spokeairof of the proposed development.
Mr. Greg Page, 5744 Murphywood Crossing, spokawoif of the proposed development.

Mr. Kevin Estes, 516 Heather Place, spoke in fafdhe proposed development.
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Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the specifien whether an action was considered an amendmentevision.

Mr. Swaggart explained these terms to the Commissio

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on staff's reamendation of approving this development as amentime

Mr. Swaggart explained staff's recommendation ®w@ommission. He mentioned several concerns thfitread
with the design, which would require Council apmbv

Mr. McLean requested further clarification on thesigin submitted by the applicant in relation toghevious
submittals in the past years.

Mr. Swaggart explained this information to the Coission.
Ms. Nielson confirmed that the concerns conveyedthif included the six units which backed up tamaad.

Mr. Swaggart explained that the staff concernsIk@around the layout of the proposal.

Ms. Nielson offered that the plan could possiblyaperoved as a revision, if the approval includexditions to
address staff's issues.

Mr. McLean requested clarification on the proceskt®e proposal was approved as is, by Council.

Mr. Swaggart explained this to the Commission.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that this planned unit depment was originally planned with a pool and @bbtlouse, and
constituents purchased units expecting these aieenitle further explained that staff believes uip to the
Council to remove these amenities from the devetgm

Mr. Bernhardt further explained that staff is reenemding the possibility of redesigning this devehamt.

Ms. Nielson moved to approve Planned Unit Developn380-84-U-04 as an amendment, with the conditiai
staff continue their work with the owner on theigaf the development.

The motion was not seconded.

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on whether these zoning would need to be changed if the plae sent to
Council as an amendment.

Mr. Swaggart explained this information to the Coission.

Mr. Clifton requested additional information regaigithe applicant’s submittal in relation to thetartontaining
decks.

Ms. Jones requested clarification of the plan idelliin the Commissioner’s packets in relation oglan that was
shown during the presentation.

It was confirmed that the plan included in the gakas the correct plan that was being submittethi®
Commission’s recommendation.

Ms. Beehan requested clarification on whether goemmendation to approve as a revision would ireigel
action.

Mr. Morrissey stated that the Commission shouldbaste their decisions on whether litigation woudddossible.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motim approve as a revision, Planned Unit Develapir860-
84-U-04 which was submitted April 7, 2007 and whiedis included in the staff report7-1) No Vote — Nielson

Resolution No. RS2007-171
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“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 300-84-U-04 iSPPROVED AS A
REVISION TO THE PUD. (7-1)"

32. 23-85-P-13
Forest View Park (PUD Cancellation)
Map 150-00, Parcel 237
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 29 - Vivian Wilhoite

A request to cancel the Planned Unit Developmestridt Overlay on property located at Forest VienvB
(unnumbered), approximately 400 feet east of Medboro Pike, that was previously approved for 2L&im
family units (7.84 acres), zoned R10, requeste@dmyncilmember Vivian.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planmed Unit Development 23-85-P-13 to May 24,
2007, at the request of the applicant. 7¢0)

33. 78-86-P-12
The Shoppes at Shadow Glen (Southmark Commerical)
Map 161-00, Parcel 258
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request for final approval for a portion of ther@mercial Planned Unit Development located at 58d&nsville
Pike, classified CL, (1.08 acres), to permit theadlepment of 11,170 square feet of retail and effipace in a two-
story building, requested by Civil Site Design, Ratricia Embree, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request for final approval for a portion of ther@mercial Planned Unit Development located at 58d&nsville
Pike, classified Commercial Limited (CL), (1.08 @g), to permit the development of 11,170 squaredieetail
and office space in a two-story building.

PLAN DETAILS

History In 2005, this PUD was amended to allow the devakaqt of a 2-story building with 5,100 square fefet o
retail uses on the first floor and 5,100 squaré dégeneral office uses on the second floor. WithPUD, square
footage may be increased 10% without being consilan amendment requiring Metro Council approvaé T
applicant is proposing 11,170 square feet, sliglethg than the maximum 10% additional square faotdigwed.
The currently proposed plan is essentially the sasniie amendment approved in 2005, except thahtains 970
additional square feet of building area.

Parking The parking requirement of one parking space ferg00 feet of retail use and one space for egéty
feet of general office use has been fulfilled. Bpplicant has complied with the required 47 parldpgces.

Access There is an existing entrance drive for the Sha@den townhomes, located in the residential pathef
PUD to the west. The proposed building would as¢kis entrance drive twice for two parking areas.

EnvironmentalThis property has floodway and floodplain, anddpelicant has shown both of these on the plans.
The applicant has labeled the required 50 footrsta@ter buffer, but has received a stormwater apjeaak 2005-
016) to encroach within it about 10-15 feet with rdge of the parking lot. This portion of thekirag lot will

consist of pervious material. The water qualitygdéion area is proposed just south of the proposkidl building.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - All Public Works' design standards shall be mebiptd any final
approvals and permit issuance. Any approval igestibo Public Works' approval of the constructmans. Final
design and improvements may vary based on fielditons.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve with conditions

1. Provide a signed stormwater detention maintemagceement with appropriate recording fees.

2. Provide easement documentation and locatioh@plan set for the pipe that carries offsite filbwough
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your property, WQ unit, and detention structureclude fees.

3. The erosion control blanket called out on tlenet should be Landlok S2 instead of Landlock 52.

4, Include a note on the plan set certifying thainsite is less than 1 acre and does not reqUN®@.

5. Sign and date the EPSC note.

6. Include a note on the plan set stating thati@nasontrol measures are not to be removed untl fite
stabilization is achieved.

7. Has the flow from the rooftop been includedhia storm system design? It is unclear from th@ndge
map. Indicate roof drainage on plans.

8. Include pipe calculations for the onsite stogstam including the actual flow in each pipe, HGawd
flow velocities ensuring than minimum and max véles are met.

9. The slope of the 12" pipe is very steep. Addiél riprap required. Show calculations on sizing.

10. Provide an existing conditions drainage mapéhg flow patterns and delineated area.

11. Include the delineated pond bypass area opriposed conditions drainage area map.

12. Include detail for pervious pavement. Prowdtent of pervious pavement on grading plan.

13. Is the 4" perf . pipe connected to the singliele basin? Where does the 15” pipe enter martteténtion
structure? Are 4” perf. pipe and 15" pipe in cantft Provide inverts of 4” pipe.

14. Include dimensions on underground detentiarcgire. Make sure calculations are correct in $eofn
detention size and the area of the site that etfierdetention. Underground detention needs tmdre
clearly defined. Details are also unclear. HoW water drain into detention area? What is roicke®
How was volume calculated? Voids?

15. Inflow and outflow elevations on the water djyadtructure are incorrect.

16. Include the as-built note on the plan setlierunderground detention structure and the watitgunit.

17. The capacity calculations provided for the boxfor a 5’ x 5" box. The structure shown in hen set is
a5 x 10 box.

18. The variance lists the minimum width of a swa@raining from the project site at 25’. The northewale
appears larger than this.

19. Include a note on the plans set requiring embdr to field stake the buffer as requested io#5he appeal.

20. Provide erosion control protection for the gngdaround the outlet pipes.

21. Does the entire east parking lot need to beignes pavement per the appeal? It is not currently

22. #10 on the variance letter states that thewma€ expires one year from the date of the lettdrtlae letter is
dated in 2005.

23. Grading is being shown in the floodplain. Gresctions and cut/fill calculations are required.

24. Include pipe calculations for the system cagyoffsite flow through the project site. Provid&L'’s,
velocities and how the actual flow was obtained.

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@&gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or

industrial planned unit developments must be aputday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
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Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgecify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

This final approval includes conditions which regutorrection/revision of the plans, authorizafionthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration unté
(5) copies of the corrected/revised plans have kabmitted to and approved by staff of the Metraganl
Planning Commission.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-172

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 78-86-P-12 BKPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igguance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plank require reapproval by the Planning Commission

This final approval includes conditions which regutorrection/revision of the plans, authorizationthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration unté
(5) copies of the corrected/revised plans have kabmitted to and approved by staff of the Metrdaol
Planning Commission.”
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34. 2004P-033G-06
Loveless Café
Map 169, Parcels 013, 014
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Charlie Tygard

A request to amend the preliminary plan for a Péahdnit Development district located at 8400 Higiia&0,
along the north side of Highway 100 and the wets sif Westhaven Drive, classified CL, (8.4 acrespdd 4 acres
of land located at 8960 McCrory Lane, revise therall site layout, and to increase the approveal sguare
footage from 22,475 square feet to 25,472 squatenith 12,612 square feet of retail, 4,860 squiegee of
restaurant, 8,000 square feet of banquet hall @8dbarking spaces, requested by Tuck Hinton Arctstdor
Loveless Properties LLC and P.E. Ventures LLC, aane

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend Preliminary PUD

A request to amend the preliminary plan for a Péahtdnit Development district located at 8400 HigiiQo,
along the north side of Highway 100 and the wett sif Westhaven Drive, classified Commercial Liti{€L),
(8.4 acres), to add 4 acres of land located at 8880rory Lane, revise the overall site layout, améhcrease the
approved total square footage from 22,475 squatetde25,472 square feet with 12,612 square feedtafl uses,
4,860 square feet of restaurant uses, a 8,000es¢petrof banquet hall, and an outdoor events lawn.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan The plan calls for 2,997 square feet of additiateatelopment rights within the existing PUD boundary
and on adjacent property proposed to be addednntitiei PUD overlay. Currently, the total land angthin the

PUD is 4.43 acres. If this amendment is approved?dD boundary will contain approximately 8.4 acrés
proposed, the majority of the additional uses l&lin the form of commercial retail. CurrentlyetRUD includes a
restaurant and various commercial retail uses.

The additional uses will be located behind thetegsbuildings with the exception of one small retait that will

be located along Highway 100. All the proposeditemits, banquet hall and 8,000 square feet esviemtn will be
within the current PUD boundary. The adjacent propproposed to be included in the PUD overlay gl used

for surface parking. The property to be addedh#oRUD overlay is to the west and abuts McCroryelLan

Access and Parking - Currently, the PUD is accefsad Highway 100, but as proposed, there will ddigonal
access at two points on McCrory Lane with one apeit identified as “future access”. As propqdbd overall
PUD will require 192 parking spaces. The planschlf a total of 320 parking spaces with 219 spacegided and
101 deferred parking spaces. The 219 exceededthéred parking and will be provided on paved sgflots and
the 101 deferred parking spaces will be on a gaeess and will be used as an overflow parking area.

Buffering - The development is adjoined by a siAgleily residential district (RS40) to the northdagast and an
agricultural and residential district (AR2a) to tlest and requires a “C” class buffer yard alorgpbrimeter of the
property boundary. The plan proposes to use a@0wide C-4 buffer yard. Also, McCrory Lane isssified as a
Scenic Arterial, and the required Scenic Arteriahtlscape Easement is identified on the plan.

The proposed events lawn will be located to the oé¢he property and will be within 60 feet ofiagle-family
residential district to the north. In additiontte required “C” buffer yard, the plan proposesdditional area of
screening and buffering between the events lawrtlandingle-family residential district to the rart

History - The preliminary PUD was approved for B &quare feet of floor area by the Metro Councilanuary
2005. The last revision to the plan was approwethb Planning Commission on November 11, 2005an@hs
from the last approved plan includes the rearramgeof the layout, a decrease in the size of timgjbet hall,
additional commercial retail space, an 8,000 sqf@tevents lawn, and additional parking.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends that the request be approvedowitditions.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. All Public Works' design standards shall be mediptd any final approvals and permit issuance. Any
approval is subject to Public Works' approval & tdonstruction plans. Final design and improvement
may vary based on field conditions.

2. Update the previously approved access study toeaddhe new driveway connection onto McCrory Lane.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved
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CONDITIONS:

1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

3. Subsequent to enactment of this planned unit dpuedmt overlay district by the Metropolitan Council,
and prior to any consideration by the Metropoli®danning Commission for final site development plan
approval, a paper print of the final boundary fidatall property within the overlay district must b
submitted, complete with owner’s signatures, toRlenning Commission staff for review.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdayy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgecify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

6. This preliminary plan approval for the residenpattion of the master plans is based upon thedstate
acreage. The actual number of dwelling units todrestructed may be reduced upon approval of & fina
site development plan if a boundary survey confithese is less site acreage.

7. Prior to any additional development applicationstfas property, the applicant shall provide tharPling
Department with a final corrected copy of the PUéngor filing and recording with the Davidson Cdyn
Register of Deeds.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-173

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2004P-033G-06 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortewilanagement division of Water Services.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Trafigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

3. Subsequent to enactment of this planned unit dpwedmt overlay district by the Metropolitan Council,
and prior to any consideration by the Metropoli®dlanning Commission for final site development plan
approval, a paper print of the final boundary [ideitall property within the overlay district must b
submitted, complete with owner’s signatures, toRlenning Commission staff for review.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits. If anjtaersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

6. This preliminary plan approval for the residenpattion of the master plans is based upon thedstate
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acreage. The actual number of dwelling units tedrestructed may be reduced upon approval of & fina
site development plan if a boundary survey confithese is less site acreage.

7. Prior to any additional development applicationstfos property, the applicant shall provide tharPling
Department with a final corrected copy of the PU&ngdor filing and recording with the Davidson Cdyn
Register of Deeds.

The proposed PUD plan is consistent with the intentf the originally approved plan and the Bellevue
Community Plan’s Neighborhood Center policy, whichis intended to provide centrally located convenieres
for area residents.”

35. 2006P-007G-12

Cane Ridge Estates

Map 174, Parcel 075

Subarea 12 (2004)

Council District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval of a Planned Unit Development locatast of Cane
Ridge Road, at the terminus of Bison Court, clé&ss$iRS10, (10.00 acres), to permit the developroe9 single-
family lots, requested by Dale and AssociatesRfdr Rentals, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval of a Planned Unit Development loc&ast of Cane
Ridge Road, at the terminus of Bison Court, clé&siSingle-Family Residential (RS10), (10 acrespérmit the
development of 29 single-family lots.

PLAN DETAILS - The development is accessed through the existimg ®idge Farms development’s Bison
Court and proposes future connections to the Wést.plan proposes 29 single-family lots that austelred down
to a minimum lot size of 6,250 square feet. Ther@dwapproved Master Plan included 30 single-fantolyg, but
one lot was lost in satisfying a condition to mhet open space cluster lot requirements.

The original plan included a stub street to theawedbped property to the south, crossing a streéaan awkward
angle. Since that plan was approved, Metro Storemaid the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation have become concerned with presewittgr quality buffers along Metro's community watand
would prefer this stream crossing be removed dinege are two connections in the adjacent CaneeRidg
Subdivision that connect to the developing Evengtdiéis SP on the south. There are two connectmonposed to
the west from the Evergreen Hills SP, so overatingativity in the area would not be impaired by osing the
stub street. The applicant estimates that the drgsahat would be disturbed by the stub streeteamain in a
natural state if the stub street is not requiregedestrian bridge is proposed to maintain pedstonnectivity
around the stream.

Open Space - There is 17.1% open space proposeadcatated by the applicant, which would meetsri@mum
15% requirement for cluster lot option policy. ThEsnore than the 15.8% proposed in the originah @nd it is
more contiguous than was proposed previously.

Infrastructure Deficiency Area - This propertydgated within an infrastructure deficiency areatfansportation
established by the Planning Commission in the SsghCommunity Plan. The applicant’s obligationtfea
transportation network is 130 feet of roadway. @pplicant shall coordinate with Public Works toatatine how
to meet this requirement prior to final plat apm@bv

Staff Recommendation - Staff recommends approvidl @inditions of the revised plan.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve the revised plan removing the stream cngss$tream
crossings destroy buffer segments, which reducevttter quality benefits buffers provide. Thesedfies include
stream bank stabilization, pollutant removal, flgwdtection, temperature moderation, and the iopuoody
debris and carbon to support the base of the fbathc The benefits of buffers are maximized wHeaytare in
unbroken corridors. Buffer disruptions provideigect path of stormwater to the stream withouttteatment
provided by sheet flow through vegetation. Theaar&djacent to crossings are also more prone sioerdue to the
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removal of the root systems that help hold theisqgilace. Stream crossings, even the less ingagans, usually
result in a disturbance to the stream bottom anilérworse case result in fractured bedrock.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Any approval is subject to Public Works approvaltbé
construction plans. Final design and improvemerayg wary based on field conditions.

CONDITIONS

1. The sidewalk connection to the Metro School proptrthe north and the pedestrian connection to the
south will be included in the bond for street aitbwalk construction.

2. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the senig¢o
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Conduit for street lighting is requiréadthe General Services District.

3. This application’s infrastructure deficiency arddigation is 130 feet of roadway. The applicantlsha
coordinate with Public Works to determine how tcetimgy this requirement prior to final plat appraval

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwfigision of Water Services.

5. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@&gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

6. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem lthetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

7. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

8. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until five (5) additional copies tife approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

9. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

10. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrare correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

Approved with conditions, (7-CFonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-174

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2006P-007G-12 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. The sidewalk connection to the Metro School proptrthe north and the pedestrian connection to the
south will be included in the bond for street aitbwalk construction.

2. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the senigo
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Conduit for street lighting is requirégdthe General Services District.

3. This application’s infrastructure deficiency arddigation is 130 feet of roadway. The applicantlisha
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coordinate with Public Works to determine how tcetimgy this requirement prior to final plat appraval

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

5. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

6. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

7. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtbdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

8. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until five (5) additional copies tife approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

9. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plank require reapproval by the Planning Commission

10. If this final approval includes conditions whiclgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haeen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of
Deeds.”

36. 2003UD-003U-13

Ridgeview UDO, Ph. 1

Map 163-0Q Parcell122
Subared 3 (2003)

Council District33 -Robert Duvall

A request to revise the preliminary and for finppeoval for a portion of the mixed-use Ridgevievbbn Design
Overlay district located on the east side of Balh® (unnumbered), zoned RM9 and MUL (29.5 acreg)etmit
the construction of 150 units consisting of 09@atked townhouses, 22 attached patio units, 5 Btwifle, and 24
lots 50" wide, replacing 99 attached townhousedo®735' wide, and 24 lots 50" wide, requested®ble and
Associates, applicant for Ridgeview Heights, LL@ner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST-Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary and for finppeoval for a portion of the mixed-use Ridgevievbbn Design
Overlay district located on the east side of Balh® (unnumbered), zoned Multi-Family Residentid¥i@} and
Mixed Use Limited (MUL) (29.5 acres), to permit tbenstruction of 150 residential units.

URBAN DESIGN OVERLAY

Zoning Ordinance Section 17.36.27dThe purpose of the urban design overlay disisitd allow for the
application and implementation of special desigmdards with the intent of achieving a sense afeplay fostering
a scale and form of development that emphasizestisétly to the pedestrian environment, minimizhs tntrusion
of the automobile into the urban setting, and plesifor the sensitive placement of open spacedation to
building masses, street furniture, and landscafg@atures in a manner otherwise not insured by pipdiation of
the conventional bulk, landscaping, and parkingadads of the Zoning Ordinance.
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The urban design overlay enables the creationnaikad-use, mixed-income, walkable neighborhoodubtoa
mixture of building types and an interconnected paot form. The overlay is different than a typipEnned unit
development because it allows for the better imtgn of different uses, building types, and sseetich work
together to form a cohesive environment. Furtheemgdesign standards for streets, buildings, opanes
landscape, and streetscape components are sgedtiie site and intent of the overlay, thereforetdbuting to the
desired end result.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan- The plan proposes a total of 150 residentiaisunith 99 attached town homes, 22 attached paiis,.b
detached single-family units on 35’ wide lots addd2tached single-family units on 50’ wide lotson& lots will
be front loaded from public streets, while somd é rear loaded from public alleys. The plan id&rs
approximately 11 acres of open space. While sqmea space will be passive, some will be active,witicallow
for new outdoor recreational opportunities withie area.

This plan proposes very few changes from the lggtaved final plan. Major changes include propaseitl types,
but do not propose any significant change to thieda

Previous approved unit count:
99 rear loaded town homes units (town homes coobsimix of 18’, 22" and 24’ wide lots),
24 front loaded single family lots — 50" wide,
27 front or rear loaded single family lots — 35dei
Proposed unit count:
99 rear loaded town homes units (town homes coobsimix of 18’, 22" and 24’ wide lots),
24 front loaded single family lots — 50’ wide,
5 front or rear loaded single family lots — 35’ wilbts,
18 rear loaded patio units (each lot is 35’ wide),
4 front loaded patio units.

Also minor layout deviations from the last approydahn include shifts in the location of open spatée changes
in open space are an improvement from the lastoapprplan because they provide for more centraimegss to
larger areas of active open space, as well asefutevelopment phases.

History - The preliminary UDO was approved by thariding Commission in 2003. The approved prelimingas
for a mixture of building types with the total nuertof units not to exceed 936. Final approval granited by the
Planning Commission for this phase in 2006.

As the overall unit count within the entire UDO rhbe consistent with the approved UDO plan, theppsed shift
in unit types in this phase will subsequently reguihifts in unit types in future phases.

Staff Recommendation Since the proposed plan is consistent with thentraé&the preliminary UDO, staff
recommends that the request be approved with dondlit
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMENDATION

1. Public Works' design standards, including crossi@es, geometry, and off-site improvements, shall b
met prior to approval of roadway or site constiarcplans. Final design and improvements may vary
based on field conditions.

In accordance with the recommendations of the TIS:

a. Construct project access drive at Bell Road with entering and two exiting lanes (LT and RT) eaith w
350 ft of storage and transitions per AASHTO/MUT&fandards.

b. Construct northbound right turn lane on Bell Roadraject access drive with 150 ft of storage and
transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD standards.

C. As a part of future project phases, update TISdwigde further traffic analysis and make additional
recommendations to mitigate the impact of traffani this development at the following intersectiovith
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Bell Road: project access, Bell Forge Lane, and\iw Road.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approve
CONDITIONS

1.

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, and pgodimal plat approval, a revised final UDO plara$ be
submitted including revised alley layouts at stiatgrsections.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatdfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweadcdo the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemaegidn of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatdfinal approval of this proposal shall be forded to the
Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineering &ecbf the Metropolitan Department of Public Works
for improvements within public rights of way.

This approval does not include any signs. All aigg must be approved by the Planning Commission.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lfice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to thguance of any building permits. If any cul-de-ss
required to be larger than the dimensions speciiiethe Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations, saahde-
sac must include a landscaped median in the mafdige turn-around, including trees. The required
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

If this final approval includes conditions whiclgtere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr
(4) copies of the corrected/revised plans have sabmitted to and approved by staff of the Metrapnol
Planning Commission.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatawvill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the ietitan
Planning Commission.

These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igguance of permits for construction and fielgattion.
Significant deviation from these plans will requisapproval by the Planning Commission.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-175

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2003UD-003U-13 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, and gadimal plat approval, a revised final UDO pldrafl be
submitted including revised alley layouts at stiatdrsections.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatdfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweaddo the
Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managemetigidn of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forded to the
Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineering &ecbf the Metropolitan Department of Public Works
for improvements within public rights of way.

This approval does not include any signs. All aigg must be approved by the Planning Commission.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to teguance of any building permits. If any cul-de-g&
required to be larger than the dimensions specifiethe Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations, saohde-
sac must include a landscaped median in the mafdige turn-around, including trees. The required
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

If this final approval includes conditions whictgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor the
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr
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(4) copies of the corrected/revised plans have kabmitted to and approved by staff of the Metripol
Planning Commission.

7. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawvill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four (4) additional copies thfe approved plans have been submitted to the kiatitan
Planning Commission.

8. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igguance of permits for construction and fielgettion.
Significant deviation from these plans will requisapproval by the Planning Commission.”

Xlll. OQTHER BUSINESS

37. Executive Director Reports

38. Legislative Update

XIV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

(./ The Planning Department does not discriminate @nldasis of age, race, sex, color, national orig
religion or disability in access to, or operatidnits programs, services, activities or in its hgfior employment
practices.ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department ADA Compliarfce
Coordinator, 800 Second Avenue Soutff. Floor, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-7150itle VI inquiries
should be forwarded to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 THirAvenue North, Suite 200
Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-617CQontact Department of Human Resources for alemployment related
inquiries at (615)862-6640.
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