METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Metro Office Building

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37:

Minutes
Of the

Metropolitan Planning Commission
April 26, 2007
4:00 PM
Howard School Auditorium, 700 Second Ave., South

PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:

Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Stewart Clifton Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel

Judy Cummings David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il

Tonya Jones Kathryn Withers, Planner Il|

Ann Nielson Jason Swaggart, Planner |

Victor Tyler Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs. Officer 3
James McLean Carrie Logan, Planner |

Councilmember J.B. Loring Dennis Corrieri, Planning Tech |

Eileen Beehan, representing Mayor Bill Purcell Craig Owensby, Communications Officer

Brenda Bernards, Planner Il
Nedra Jones, Planner Il
Brian Sexton, Planner |

Commission Members Absent:
Eileen Beehan, representing Mayor Bill Purcell

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:01 p.m.

Chairman Ponder announced the resignation of Jwsba. He explained that Mr. Lawson was appointed b
Council to the Parks and Recreation Board and wdenger serving on the Planning Commission. He
complimented Mr. Lawson for his outstanding sent@éhe City as well as the Planning Commission.

Mr. Kleinfelter announced the following: “As infimiation for our audience, if you are not satisfigthva decision
made by the Planning Commission today, you mayapgjpe decision by petitioning for a writ of cerithwthe
Davidson County Chancery or Circuit Court. Youpeal 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 advisegahahould contact independent legal counsel.”

. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Loring moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously to adopt the agenda as
presented(7-0)

.  APPROVAL OF APRIL 12, 2007, MINUTES
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Mr. McLean moved and Mr. Loring seconded the mqtishich passed unanimously to approve the April2Q)7
minutes as presented7-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS
Councilmember Greer spoke regarding Items # 131dn@007Z-066T and 2007Z-067T. He expressed issiibs
the language of the text amendments and suggastbeif review on them.

Councilmember Gotto spoke in favor of Item #2, 28@71G-14 which was on the Consent Agenda for ajgbro
He stated that he would address the Commissioteams|#17 (2007S-082G-14) and 18 (2007S-083G-14) tidey
were presented.

Councilmember Evans spoke in favor of ltem #19,72088U-07, which was on the Consent Agenda foraya.
She spoke in favor of Item #21, 2005P-005U-07, teyé&lace Condominiums, which was also on the Qanse
Agenda for approval with conditions. CouncilmemBgans submitted a letter (for the record) writbgrthe
developer for the Harding Place Condominiums. &tpained that the letter stated the developer evoahtinue
working with his immediate neighbors surrounding {harcel as the development process begins. nclmember
Evans then spoke of Item #14, 2007Z-067T, Speciatption Uses and Neighborhood Landmark Overlayridts
She explained that she would remove the conditetaming to Neighborhood Landmarks prior to itprgval so
that she could review it further with Metro Legal.

Ms. Jones arrived at 4:08 p.m.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR
WITHDRAWN

9. 2007Z-060U-05 A request to expand the Urban @Zg@verlay District - deferred to June 14,
to various properties located on Riverside Drive, 2007, at the request of the
Rosebank Avenue, Greenwood Avenue, Essex Avenuapplicant
McGavock Pike, Creighton Avenue, Oakhurst Drive,
McKennell Drive, Carter Avenue, Porter Road, Shenkl
Avenue, Dorchester Avenue, Evelyn Avenue, Litton
Avenue, Piedmont Avenue, Marden Avenue, and
Hanover Road (108.99 acres)

10. 2007Z-062U-05 Request to change from RS10 to MUN zoning propertie-- deferred until July 26,
located at 2213 and 2215 Riverside Drive and Rigers 2007, at the request of the
Drive (unnumbered), applicant

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motidhich passed unanimously, to approve the Defeansl
Withdrawn items as presente(-0)

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC HEARI NG

2. 2007S-071G-14 Lakeside Meadows, Ph. 4 - Request for concept plan- Approve
approval to create 8 lots at 4618 Hessey Road.

3. 90P-019U-13 Vale Ridge (Townhouses) - Request to revise the - Approve w/conditions.
preliminary plan and for final approval for a residial
Planned Unit Development, located at Shiaway Drive
(unnumbered), to permit the development of 48 multi
family units.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2006SP-112G-12  Carter Property - Request for final SP site plan - Approve w/conditions
approval for a portion of property located at 6419
Pettus Road, to permit the development of 69 single
family homes and 64 townhouse units.



13. 2007Z-066T Prohibit Historic Home Events in Residential Areads - Approve w/amendments
council bill to prohibit historic home events in
residential areas.

14.  2007Z-067T Special Exception Uses and the Nweidiood - Approve w/amendments
Landmark Overlay District - A council bill to
strengthen the special exception (SE) review and
enforcement provisions and to clarify the roletaf t
Historic Commission in the review and approval of a
Neighborhood Landmark (NL) overlay district to
permit a historic home event.

15. 2007z-068T Height of Single-Family & Two-Family Dwellings - - Approve
Request to amend Section 17.12.060 of the Metro
Zoning Code regarding the height of single-famitgla
two-family dwellings within the Urban Zoning
Overlay.
CONCEPT PLANS
16. 2007S-077U-07 Greenway Glen - Request for concept plan approval Approve w/conditions
to create 12 lots on properties located at 5500155
and 5505 Knob Road and Knob Road (unnumbered).

17. 2007S-082G-14 Cooks Landing - A request forcephplan approval - Approve w/conditions
to create 42 lots on property located at Stewaatsy-
Pike (unnumbered), approximately 1,880 feet east of
Old Hickory Boulevard (17.13 acres), zoned RS15

FINAL PLATS

19. 2007S-088U-07 West Meade Farms, Resub. Lot 67 - Request for final Approve w/ conditions,
plat approval to create 2 lots on property located  including the applicant will pay
135 Keyway Drive. the in-lieu fee rather than

construct sidewalks.
REVISIONS AND FINAL SITE PLANS
20. 58-85-P-12 Brighton Village - Request to revise the prelimipar - Approve w/ conditions.
plan and for final approval for a Residential Plaghn
Unit Development located at 5442 and 5444
Edmondson Pike, to permit the development of 124
multi-family units.

21.  2005P-005U-07 Harding Place Condominiums - Rsgfor final - Approve w/conditions
approval for a Residential Planned Unit Development
located at 112 Harding Place, to permit the
development of 14 condominium units.

22.  2005P-031G-03 Daniel Boone Log Hom&equest for final approval - Approve w/conditions
for a portion of property located at 5134 AshlarityC
Highway, to permit the development of a 4,116 squar
foot sales/leasing office building, and a 1,080asqu
foot office building for a total of 5,196 squarete

23. 2001UD-001G-12 Lenox Village Lifestyle Center, Ph. 1 - Request for  Approve with conditions,
final approval for a portion of the Lenox Villagehan including Public Works revised
Design, Phase 1 located at 6900 Lenox Village Drive conditions of approval:
to permit the development of a Lifestyle Centdthw 1.  The developer's

40,206 square feet of restaurant, retail and offees, construction drawings
273 residential units, and 617 parking spaces\&hle shall comply with the
502 space garage and 115 surface spaces) foll aftota design regulations
635,432 square feet. established by the

Department of Public
Works. Final design may
vary based on field



conditions.

2. Identify sidewalk
requirements along
Nolensville Pike.

3. Anupdated TIS may be
required with the submittal

of Phase 2 of the Lenox
Village Lifestyle Center.

2002UD-001U-10 Green Hills UDO (Boundary AmendmeriRequest - Approve
to amend the existing Urban Design Overlay District
to add property located at 3821 Green Hills Village
Drive to the Green Hills UDO, , to require all
provisions of the UDO to apply to this property.
OTHER BUSINESS
25. Recommended Capital Improvements Budget 2008-202012-2013 - Approve

26. Employee contract renewals for Cynthia Wood lagglie Thompson and a new- Approve
employee contract for Gregory M. Johnson

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motidhich passed unanimously to approve the Consent
Agenda as present¢8-0)

Vil. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON

PUBLIC HEARING
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

1. 2007Z-052U-14
Map 096-09, Part of Parcel 074
Map 096-09, Part of Parcel 073
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request to change from OR20 to OL and R10 to Griray on a portion of properties located at 408 41d
Donelson Pike, at the northwest corner of DoneRitie and Lakeland Drive (3.73 acres), requestelrapk
Batson Homes Inc., applicant, for Harold Fostaneand Van Buford Grizzard, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Office/Residential @0Rto Office Limited (OL) and One
and Two-Family Residential (R10) to Office Limité@dL) zoning on a portion of properties located @8 4nd 410
Donelson Pike, at the northwest corner of DoneRitie and Lakeland Drive (3.73 acres).

The original request included the western portibAGB Donelson Pike, requested to be changed ta0ORBe
amended request contains only the eastern portibatb properties, requested to be changed to OL.

Existing Zoning
OR20 District -Office/Residentia$ intended for office and/or multi-family reside units at up to 20 dwelling
units per acre.

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

OR20 District - Office/Residentias intended for office and/or multi-family residex units at up to 20 dwelling
units per acre.




DONELSON/HERMITAGE COMMUNITY PLAN

Office Transition (OT) - OT policy is intended for small offices intendedserve as a transition between lower and
higher intensity uses where there are no suitadieral features that can be used as buffers. Ggndransitional
offices are used between residential and commeaogas. The predominant land use in OT areas isif@ylow
intensity offices.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residérievelopment 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? -No. The Community Plan for this area was ameraddie direction of the Planning
Commission and approved on November 14, 2006 hattime, it was determined that the area was pnatately
low medium and medium density residential with saerches and nonresidential uses along Doneldan Pi
Because the area is between two commercial coratiemts, staff recommended that small office develept was
appropriate along Donelson Pike, but the residedésignation should be retained along the sideetdr

This is a request to rezone the eastern portidwoparcels to OL. The northern parcel and thetevagortion of
the southern parcel are currently zoned R10. Esteen portion of the southern parcel was rezon€2R20 before
the plan amendment. The depth of the rezonedgooigimore than twice the depth of the Office Titams policy.
Therefore, staff recommends disapproval of the@etjto rezone that deep of a portion on the narntparcel.

Additionally, staff recommends disapproval of tkeaning from OR20 to OL. The reason for the rezgis to
allow parking in front of the building, an arrangem which is not permitted in OR20 districts. Besaof the
similarities of uses permitted in OR20 and OL, thguest to change the zoning is not based on thEoped use of
the property. The main difference is that in Oarking may be placed in front of the building. $tides not
recommend approval of OL zoning solely to permikpay in front of the building. Parking in the fibof the
building and at the entrance of a residential neéghood would not be a desirable situation.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval because the requigstdissistent with policy.

RECENT REZONINGS -A request to rezone the southern parcel from RIOR20 was approved by the Planning
Commission on August 10, 2006.

A request to rezone a parcel one block north afltfgtation from R10 to OL was approved by the Blagn
Commission on April 12, 2007 (2007Z-050U-14).

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

Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: R10

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e D) Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 191 3.85 7 67 6 8
Maximum Uses in Existing Zoning District: OR20
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office (710) 2.24 .8 78,059 1,103 154 167
Maximum Uses in Proposed Zoning District: OL
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office (710) 4.15 75 135,580 1,687 240 231
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Change in Traffic Between Maximum Uses in Existingand Proposed Zoning District

Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 517 80 56

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

Mr. Clifton acknowledged that the developer adjdgtés proposal so that it would no longer exteadtfseneca
Drive. He also noted that the Commission had rstguakthis adjustment at the last Public Hearinghamnitem.

Mr. Loring stated he has spoken to those residentswould be affected by this proposal and theyevgatisfied
with the development.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. McLean seconded the matishich passed unanimously to approve Zone Change
2007Z-052U-14. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-123

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-052U-14 BPPROVED. (7-0)

The property is within the Donelson Hermitage Commuity and is encumbered with Office Transition polic/
which is up front along Donelson Pike and Resider#l Low Medium policy which towards the rear and alag
Lakeland Drive. Residential Low Medium policy is htended for residential development with a densityf
between 2 and 4 units per acre, and Office Transih policy is intended for small office uses intendkto
provide a transition between lower and higher densies. While the request OL district is not consistnt with
the Donelson Hermitage Community Plan’s Residentidlow Medium policy, the precedent has already been
set with the previous OR20 zoning adjacent this ragest. No other zoning districts other than residetial
districts that meet current policy should take plae further down Lakeland Drive.”

CONCEPT PLANS

2. 2007S-071G-14
Lakeside Meadows, Ph. 4
Map 110-00, Parcel 181
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 12 - Jim Gotto

A request for concept plan approval to create 841618 Hessey Road at the southeast cornerloiE&®Road and
Hessey Road, zoned RS15, (4.88 acres), Karl antheiNelson, owners, Weatherford and Associates LLC,
surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Office/Residential (OR®200ffice Limited (OL) and One
and Two-Family Residential (R10) to Office Limité@dL) zoning on a portion of properties located @8 4nd 410
Donelson Pike, at the northwest corner of DoneRitie and Lakeland Drive (3.73 acres).

The original request included the western portibAGB Donelson Pike, requested to be changed tcOORBe
amended request contains only the eastern portibatb properties, requested to be changed to OL.

Existing Zoning
OR20 District - Office/Residentias intended for office and/or multi-family residex units at up to 20 dwelling
units per acre.

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

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

OR20 District -Office/Residentias intended for office and/or multi-family reside units at up to 20 dwelling
units per acre.

DONELSON/HERMITAGE COMMUNITY PLAN

Office Transition (OT) OT policy is intended for small offices intendeds&rve as a transition between lower and
higher intensity uses where there are no suitadtieral features that can be used as buffers. Ggndransitional
offices are used between residential and commeangas. The predominant land use in OT areas isif®ylow
intensity offices.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is inteed to accommodate residential development 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? No. The Community Plan for this area was amendéaeadirection of the Planning
Commission and approved on November 14, 2006 hattime, it was determined that the area was pnatiely
low medium and medium density residential with saerches and nonresidential uses along Doneldan Pi
Because the area is between two commercial coratimts, staff recommended that small office develept was
appropriate along Donelson Pike, but the residedésaignation should be retained along the sideetdr

This is a request to rezone the eastern portidtwoparcels to OL. The northern parcel and thetevagortion of
the southern parcel are currently zoned R10. Hiséeen portion of the southern parcel was rezon&R20 before
the plan amendment. The depth of the rezonedgpoitimore than twice the depth of the Office Titams policy.
Therefore, staff recommends disapproval of the@stjto rezone that deep of a portion on the narntparcel.

Additionally, staff recommends disapproval of tkeaning from OR20 to OL. The reason for the rezgiis to
allow parking in front of the building, an arrangemh which is not permitted in OR20 districts. Besa of the
similarities of uses permitted in OR20 and OL, thguest to change the zoning is not based on tEoped use of
the property. The main difference is that in Oarking may be placed in front of the building. $tides not
recommend approval of OL zoning solely to permikpay in front of the building. Parking in the fibof the
building and at the entrance of a residential nedghood would not be a desirable situation.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval because the requigstassistent with policy.

RECENT REZONINGS - A request to rezone the southern parcel from RIDR@0 was approved by the
Planning Commission on August 10, 2006.

A request to rezone a parcel one block north afltteation from R10 to OL was approved by the Flagn
Commission on April 12, 2007 (2007Z-050U-14).

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

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R10

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABIES Rl ECL)Jtrgber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 1.91 3.85 7 67 6 8




Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District OR20

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

Office (710) 2.24 .8 78,059 1,103 154 167

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District OL

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General 4.15 75 135,580 1,687 240 231

Office (710)

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 517 80 56

Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-124

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-071G-14 A°PROVED WITH
REVISED PLAN. (8-0)”

REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

3. 90P-019U-13
Vale Ridge (Townhouses)
Map 149-00, Part of Parcel 025
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 28 - Jason Alexander

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faaefiapproval for a residential Planned Unit Deveiept, located
at Shiaway Drive (unnumbered), approximately 1,f6&0 southwest of the intersection of Una-AntiodgkeRand
Murfreesboro Pike (10.27 acres), classified RMbSdrmit the development of 48 multi-family unitequested by
Gerald G. Bucy, applicant, for Fischer & Ford Grdug, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove unless Stormwater approves stormwater plans prior to the
meeting. If stormwater plans are approved prior tothe meeting, then staff recommends approval with
conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval for a residential Planned Unit Develept, located
at Shiaway Drive (unnumbered), approximately 1,/6&0 southwest of the intersection of Una-AntiodgkeRand
Murfreesboro Pike (10.27 acres), classified Muliirily Residential (RM15), to permit the developmef#8
multi-family units.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plan calls for 48 town homes orraximately 5.46 acres with an overall density af 8welling
units per acre. All units front along a small ptevaing shaped road. All units will be accessednfiprivate drive
that accesses onto Shiaway Drive.

Preliminary Plan - The original preliminary plarr this PUD was approved for 63,450 square feeffafeoand
retail space by the Metro Planning Commission otoer 15, 1990. In 2005, the PUD was amended ¢ovelr
48 town homes.




The plan as submitted is generally consistent thighlast approved preliminary PUD with the exceptid some
minor building shifts. A significant differencetise removal of the sidewalk along the outside petémof the
private drive, the removal of the sidewalk from ttevelopment to Una Antioch Pike, and the remof#he access
easement from the development to the detentiorsjusth of the PUD boundary. Staff does not recontmen
approval of the removal of these sidewalks or twesas easement.

Staff Recommendation -Since Stormwater has not approved the plans asiget, staff recommends that the
request be disapproved. If plans are approved tmyrtater prior to the meeting, then staff recomnsathét the
request be approved with conditions, including g sidewalks as originally approved in the prefiary PUD
plan.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - All Public Works’ design standards shall be mebpto any final
approvals and permit issuance. Final design andawements may vary based on field conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Proposed plan is not consistent with the approteunsvater plan.
New plan and calculations must be submitted foiengv

CONDITIONS
1. A sidewalk shall be shown along the outside permmet the private drive as approved with the
preliminary PUD plan.

2. A sidewalk connection shall be required from thead@oment to Una Antioch as approved with the
preliminary PUD plan.

3. An access easement from the development to thaetaetearea south of the PUD shall be required as
approved with the preliminary PUD plan.

4. A sidewalk shall be required along the entire fagat of Una Antioch Pike. The applicant may also erak
financial contribution to Metro in lieu of constitian of the required sidewalk as stipulated in B&c8-8.3
of the Metro Subdivision Regulations.

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. 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.

7. 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.

8. 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 any-deisac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttdle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

9. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill 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.

10. 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 plarils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.



11.

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 (8-0;onsent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-125

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 90P-019U-13 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

10.

11.

A sidewalk shall be shown along the outside permmef the private drive as approved with the
preliminary PUD plan.

A sidewalk connection shall be required from thead@oment to Una Antioch as approved with the
preliminary PUD plan.

An access easement from the development to thaetdetearea south of the PUD shall be required as
approved with the preliminary PUD plan.

A sidewalk shall be required along the entire fagat of Una Antioch Pike. The applicant may also erak
financial contribution to Metro in lieu of constitian of the required sidewalk as stipulated in B&c8-8.3
of the Metro Subdivision Regulations.

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.

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 apgtdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
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 any-deisac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttidle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill 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.

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

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 Administratiofil 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.”
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VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING:
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2006SP-112G-12
Carter Property
Map181-00, Part of Parcel of 052
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request for final SP site plan approval for atjpor of property located at 6419 Pettus Road, @etid of Autumn
Crossing Way (28.89 acres), to permit the develogrog69 single-family homes and 64 townhouse units
requested by LandDesign Inc., applicant for Jamesvilliam Carter, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A-request for final SP site plan approval foraatipn of property located at 6419
Pettus Road, at the end of Autumn Crossing WayB@8cres), to permit the development of 69 singhaily
homes and 64 townhouse units.

PLAN DETAILS - The plan proposes 69 single-family lots from arsemg stub street in the adjacent Autumn
Oaks subdivision (Autumn Crossing Way). Sixty-fooulti-family units are proposed off an existingvdnivay
approved in the Hills of Concord Place development.

A minor modification has been proposed that slighticonfigures internal lots, increases connegtidhd makes
for a larger centrally located active open space.

Although an SP, the plan is consistent with thateulot provisions of the Zoning Code for the &afamily
portion. These lots are consistent with the RSIbnzpdistrict and are clustered down two base apdistricts.
The lots range in size from 6,365 square feet t8dBsquare feet. There is 23.83% open space mwwehich
exceeds the typical open space requirement of 1Us#able open space is also centrally located witi@n
subdivision.

Landscape buffer yards are proposed around thenptai of the site and between the single-family rauoidti-
family units. The existing trees will be used foe tandscape buffer yard requirement. Additioredsrwill be
planted along internal streets.

Design Standards - There were conditions from thenCil Bill that approved the SP. These conditiaresbeing

carried through on this final SP site plan:

1. All buildings shall have a finished floor elevatiaha minimum of 1.5 ft. from the top of curb measuat
the mid point of the lot.

2. Building walls shall be finished in brick, stonédr cement siding, shingles, stucco, or vinylrsidi

3. Brick shall be used on 100% of the front facadthefbuildings, excluding non-structural architeatur
features such as dormers, porch gables, etc.

4, Building walls at all side elevations shall be kran the first floor.

5. Homes built on transition lots, as identified or 8ite plan, shall have 100% brick fronts excludiong-

structural architectural features such as dornmengh gables, etc. Building walls at all side etewss that
are greater than one story shall have brick tddgpeof the second floor excluding gables.

Infrastructure Deficiency Area -This property isdted within an infrastructure deficiency areatfansportation

established by the Planning Commission in the SsmghCommunity Plan. Therefore, staff recommengsosgal

with the condition that the infrastructure defigigrarea requirements be applied at this stage.daiblic Works
has determined that the required IDA improvememtset constructed on Pettus Road.

A portion of this property is located within the $t@ential Low Medium (RLM) policy and would requit@ linear
feet per acre of roadway improvements. A portioal$® within the Residential Medium (RM) policy, iwh would
require 27 linear feet per acre of roadway improests. There is approximately 24.30 acres within Ridlicy and
approximately 4.69 acres in RM policy. A total @f3Alinear feet of roadway improvements is requaad must be
bonded or completed with the final plat.

11



Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions.

FIRE MARSHAL ECOMMENDATION - Approve.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

1.

2.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.

Provide NPDES NOC letter and include a note orptha set indicating the permit number the site is
covered under.

Provide Long Term Maintenance Plan, Operationsdaspns, and Maintenance Agreement with
appropriate recording fees. (Use new agreement fd%8’s website.)

Indicate easement on plans for WQ units, pondsaagdublic water flowing across private property.
Sheet C-2.0 references Erosion control detailst@et2.3 when they are actually on Sheet 2.2. Pleas
revise.

Indicate minimum width of construction entrance28geet on the detail.

Indicate temporary pipe information underneathtémporary construction entrance/exit shown on Brosi
Control Sheet (size, type, inverts).

Provide outlet protection for all headwalls intalayut of detention ponds.

Place advanced slope protection on all slopesr&ilgeeater. Indicate location of such slopes ongpénd
design advanced erosion control measures for glepes. Include detail for such measures.

Indicate sinkhole clearly on plans. Place erosimmtrol measures around sinkhole. Since entire rgath
of site now drains into sinkhole, provide TDEC pinm use sinkhole to receive drainage and provide
outlet from sinkhole to safely discharge flowsiiflidole becomes clogged.

Provide construction schedule dates.

Provide “Tc” used for each area which was usednfignsity development.

“Rainfall Intensity” and “Design Storm” lines in @inage tables on Sheets C-4.6 and C-4.7 need to be
modified to include correct values.

Provide Hydraulic grade line information for alppis to compare with Top of Casting elevations.
Provide spread calculations for roadway inlet desig

Specify in table that “RCP” pipe to be used witR®W and that 18” is minimum when crossing roads.
Modify table to include what type of pipe is to b&ed throughout development. Plastic should bedadoi
in ROW.

Provide an existing conditions drainage area mab delineated drainage basins supporting the rgutin
calculations.

Provide emergency spillway for ponds and includmodeling. Be sure to have minimum of 1’ of
freeboard of pond banks above 100-Year max WSEL.

Provide a detail showing what type of baffling it used in the North pond to prevent short ciiregiof
water quality treatment as indicated in the Tempo&ediment Basin Notes on Sheet C-2.3.

South pond has incorrect outlet pipe informatiomiodel. Length of pipe needs to be revised.

The detail for the South pond shows a 4” pipe eagion 604.00’ but the routing calculations us® a
pipe. Please revise.

Pre-developed South Model should only include draining to pond in pre-developed condition. Itsllo
be the post-conditions model from Hills @ Concolace (13.44 acres). In pre-conditions, South basin
does not drain to pond and should not be inclubiede 2 on C4.4 say that pond outflow will not extee
current pond outflow.

Water quality calculations are incorrect. Theyla@sed on the old regulations. New calculations lshioe
used to correctly size WQ volume as shown in PTR{G6e revised Volume 4 manual.

Some of the area of development appears to drady &em the site without treatment. Quantify what
receives treatment and what receives no treatrBenth drainage basin map indicates area alongreaste
boundary drains to pond when it actually flowstte east away from the development.

Provide calculations determining the 2 year angddr flows for the WQ units. Include details of WQ
units in plans showing the 3-month flow, 2-yeamfld 0-year flow, and capacity of the units.

Provide information on next 2 downstream structuireduding size, inverts, capacity, and actuahflo
Provide note on plans on what FEMA Community Magn@& Number, and date in which site is located.
Provide what zone site can be found (A, AE, X, etc)

Provide approval from TVA for work within easement.

The South detention pond is not on the properthefsite. Provide approval from property owner to
modify existing detention pond to accommodate newetbpment.

Provide a geotechnical evaluation stating the Npaihd is stable with 2:1 side slopes per Steve Wssh
sufficiency review comments.
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PUBLIC WORKS ECOMMENDATION
. The developer's construction drawings shall comytii the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagddl on field conditions.

. Required IDA improvements to be constructed onuBdRoad. Construct two (2) each - twelve (12) foot
travel lanes with four (4) foot shoulders on eade sIDA improvements to begin at the intersectién
Nolensville Pike and Pettus Road, meeting the lifi@atage as stipulated by the Planning staff (B0&0
1286).

. With the submittal of construction plans, evaluatersection alignment and sight distance. The
improvements are to be included and approved astapthe final construction plans.

CONDITIONS
1. A total of 443 linear feet of roadway improvemeoisPettus Road is required for the infrastructure
deficiency policy. The requirements must be bonolecompleted prior to the recording of the finkdtp

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 stedgla
regulations and requirements of the R3afing district for the single family portion and/R district for
the multi-family portion, which must be shown o thian.

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 thetropolitan 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 any-delsac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttidle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

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

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

8. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

9. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrare correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Hasen 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 (8-0Zonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-126

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2006SP-112G-12A#PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)
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Conditions of Approval:

1.

A total of 443 linear feet of roadway improvemeoisPettus Road is required for the infrastructure
deficiency policy. The requirements must be bonolecompleted prior to the recording of the finkdtp

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 staigla
regulations and requirements of the R2aAing district for the single family portion and/R district for
the multi-family portion, which must be shown ot thlan.

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. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgtdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
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 ptimthe issuance of any building permits. If any-detsac
is required to be larger than the dimensions siggkcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttidle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

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.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of thpproved plans have been submitted to the Metriaooli
Planning Commission.

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 plaril require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

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 Administratiofil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Hasen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of
Deeds.”

2007Z-054U-10

White Oak Drive and Compton Road
Map 104-14, Various Parcels

Map 117-02, Various Parcels

Map 117-03, Various Parcels

Map 117-07, Various Parcels
Subarea 10 (2005)

Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request to rezone various properties from R1IR$d0 along Compton Road, Woodlawn Drive, Sharondale
Drive, Marlin Avenue, and White Oak Drive (22.6Tes), requested by Councilmember Jim Shulman.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone various properties from OneTamo-Family Residential (R10) to
Single-Family Residential (RS10) along Compton R&&dodlawn Drive, Sharondale Drive, Marlin Avenaed
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White Oak Drive (22.61 acres).

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

RS10 District -RS10equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anithiended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Low Medium (RLM)-RLM policy is intended accommodate residential development withinresite
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thedominant development type is single-family honad¢thiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached housagbe appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? ¥es.The request to downzone the property from R10 th(RS consistent with the RLM
policy.

Application Fee-There are 58 properties in thisies, and the total fee would be $1,730. If eacip@ity owner
was to file a Zone Change application individuathg total fee would be $69,600.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval of the zone change réfeesause it is consistent with policy.
Residential Low Medium policy is applied to arelaattare predominantly single family residentialeTRS10 is
intended for single family dwelling and would bepagpriate at this location. Existing duplexes Wi permitted to
remain as legal non-conforming uses under Secfiof01650 E. of the Zoning Code.

RECENT REZONINGS - A request to rezone various properties (R8 to RS¥#&h of this location is on this
agenda as case 2007Z-058U-10.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No exception taken.
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generation-As this request to change to single family distrigpresents a down zoning, the
number of expected students to be generated weulesls than could be generated under current zoning

Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that stafésnmending approval.

Mr. Randy Miles 2909 Woodlawn Drive, spoke in opifion to the proposed zone change.

Dr. Emma Flowers, 2907 Woodlawn Drive, spoke inagition to the proposed zone change.

Mr. Andrew Adams, 2817 White Oak Drive, spoke iposition to the proposed zone change.

Ms. Delilah Cohn, 2913 Compton Road, spoke in fasfdhe proposed zone change.

Mr. David Estrin, 2805 White Oak Drive, spoke iwda of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information regargthe current zoning for the surrounding parcels.

Ms. Nedra Jones briefly explained the zoning hisfor this area.

Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the rebogdequirements for RS zoning.

Ms. Nedra Jones stated there was a one-year liageg on the rebuilding of duplexes in RS zonitfghe building

was not rebuilt within a year, the owners wouldé&y comply with RS10 zoning which requires sinfgiaily
homes.
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Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification dmetzoning of surrounding parcels, as well as tonykeny,
changes were made to these parcels.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained the current zoning, adlvas any recent changes that took place on thewsuading
parcels.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether Councilmember Shuimsuld exempt those property owners who did nattwa
their parcel rezoned to RS10.

Mr. Bernhardt stated he had not heard whether hddaallow exemptions.

Mr. McLean expressed issues with the time allovardhfoperty owners to rebuild. He stated the caer yimit was
an undue burden to owners. He stated he was oiféywor of approving this request, if property ovsweere
granted the right to “opt out” of the rezoning. $leygested the Commission adopt a policy regaittiese mass
rezonings.

Mr. Bernhardt briefly explained the recommendatioade by staff in relation to policy. He also spokethe issue
of addressing diversified housing in these typesadhborhoods.

Ms. Nielson questioned if there were size limitsgeld on duplexes.
Mr. Kleinfelter explained the size limits to the @mission.

Ms. Tonya Jones acknowledged the sensitivity otthestituents. She was in favor of placing a miovi on the
request to allow home owners to “opt out” if theguested to do so.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the request only ietle was a provision in place to allow the residemt®pt out” if
they wished to do so. He also suggested thaitrtieegrovision for rebuilding in RS zoning be mowvedhree years
as opposed to one year.

Ms. Tonya Jones moved and Mr. McLean seconded ti®mmto disapprove this request.

Mr. Ponder questioned staff on whether the Commmissould recommend changing the time provisionsgaan
rebuilding duplexes in RS zoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that an amendment wouldehabe made to the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Clifton clarified that the Commission would h&to amend the zoning code in order to changeetigth of
time for rebuilding in RS zoning and stated thaoitild not be accomplished through this recommémalat

Mr. Clifton requested additional information on thgecial techniques that could be used to accomitis same
end result, as a mass rezoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained these concepts to the Casion.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether the rezoning coutddeferred one meeting to allow additional timethar
Commission to hear from the Councilmember.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Public Hearingtfos item was scheduled for May 1, 2007.

Mr. Kleinfelter further explained the issues thatilcl be associated with the bill if the Commissiere to defer.
Mr. Clifton then suggested that the Commission neoend that Council re-refer this bill back to then@nission.
Mr. McLean requested that the originator of theiprgtchange it to say, that the bill would be reawended for

approval only if there was a provision includedt tvauld allow those who wished to “opt out” of thezoning be
granted that right.
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Ms. Jones briefly explained the reasons for nohgheg her motion.

Ms. Jones moved and Mr. McLean seconded the matibith passed unanimously to disapprove Zone Change
2007Z-054U-10.(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-127

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2007Z-054U-10 BISAPPROVED. (8-0)

While the proposed RS10 zoning district is consisté with the Green Hill Community Plan’s Residential Low
Medium policy, which is for residential developmenwith a density of between 2 and 4 units per acréé
request would limit the availability of diverse hotsing within an urban neighborhood.”

6. 2007SP-057G-12
Christiansted Park
Map 172-00, Parcel 032
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to change from AR2a to SP zoning profdedgted at 5940 Mt. Pisgah Road, approximatelyf@@0east
of Edmondson Pike (10.2 acres), to permit the agraknt of 30 single-family lots, requested by AsdarDelk
Epps and Associates, applicant, for Charles Whitaer.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Agricultural/Residdn{feR2a) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning
property located at 5940 Mt. Pisgah Road, approema00 east of Edmondson Pike (10.2 acres), tmip¢he
development of 30 single-family lots

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 impleméstriatural conservation or interim non-urban lasel policies of
the general plan.

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

L] The SP District is a new base zoning district,aobverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S
. The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteabanr

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 thguations/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 POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intend¢o accommodate residential development withiemsidy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thedominant development type is single-family honad¢thiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached hous@gbe appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The requested rezoning is for a single-fahiglling unit development at a density
of 2.94 units per acre.
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PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan- The plan calls for 30 single-family latsh a minimum lot size of 4,400 square feet. Bhdding
materials will be brick, stone and Hardie sidinghaaluminum trim and gutters and asphalt shindless 1 and 30
will have the side of the houses facing onto Msgah Road. The applicant has proposed that eables# lots will
have a house with wraparound porches with onetsitét Pisgah Road. The applicant will need to pdevi
drawings of the architectural features they ar@psing.

Access-The applicant has proposed a system oftprsteeets and alleys with one outlet onto Mt. &isBoad. The
property to the west of this site is undevelopesia’condition of approval, this street must belaipstreet with a
stub to the west allowing for a future connectiBidewalks are required on both sides of the nesettr
Parking-Each lot will have two parking spaces. Asc® the parking will be via a rear alley.

Infrastructure Deficiency Area -The Planning Consiaa has adopted an “Infrastructure Deficiency A¢2A)

as part of the Southeast Community Plan. The Iilghiifies an area where the Commission has detechihat
infrastructure is insufficient to accommodate expdmew development in the area.

The site for the Christiansted Park SP has bearmeted to be in the IDA. The applicant will be uged to
provide 132.6 linear feet of roadway improvemenithiw the IDA.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions.

RECENT REZONINGS - Property located at 5961 and 5975 Mt. Pisgah Rozé approved for RS15 by the
Metro Council on July 20, 2004.

Property located at 6125 was passed by the Metum€iloon January 18, 2005, for RS10.

Property located at 6140 Mt. Pisgah Road was pasgéue Metro Council on January 18, 2005, for RS10
URBAN FORESTER RECOMMENDATIONS - Identify the tree species and sizes.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

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

. Show professional seal.

. Construct roadway section per ST-252 from centeiinproperty boundary along Mt. Pisgah Road
property frontage.

. Prior to the preparation of construction plans,ufoent adequate sight distance at project accatisatn
the available and required sight distance at tbgpt entrance for the posted speed limit per AASHT
standards

. Include a section in the master deed that docunaesstsciation’s obligation for solid waste collentand
disposal.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Total . :

Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) e D) E:tr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour

Single-family

detached(210) 10.5 1 du/2 acres 5 48 4 6
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Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABES Rl Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 10.2 n/a 30 288 23 31

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 240 19 25

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

. Fire hydrants shall flow a minimum of 1,000 GPMt228 psi residual flow at the most remote hydrant.

. Fire Hydrants shall be in-service and tested bedogecombustible material is brought on site.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _3Elementary _3Middle 3 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Granbery Elementary Schdale©OMiddle School, or
Overton High School. Oliver Middle School and OeerHigh School have been identified as being oapacity
by the Metro School Board. Another middle schodhia cluster and a high school in a neighboringteluhave
capacity. This information is based upon data ftbenschool board last updated August 2006.

CONDITIONS

1. The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant anddalpted
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 condgiof approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmmepliance in the review of the final site plainaf
plat, and issuance of permits for construction fi&ld inspection. Deviation from these plans wébuire
review by the Planning Commission and approvaheyMetropolitan Council.

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 RS3.75 zodisigict for the Residential District at the effieet date
of this ordinance, which must be shown on the plan.

3. 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.

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

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.

6. 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 Gbtivatt increase the permitted density or intensity
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add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate spectfhditions or requirements contained in the plsin
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditutgr access points not currently present or aygao

7. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thiggarty, including submission of a final SP sitenplthe
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP dian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Régisof 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.

8. Prior to recording of the final plat, the IDA regaiinents must be completed or bonded.

9. Construct roadway section per ST-252 from centeiinproperty boundary along Mt. Pisgah Road
property frontage.

10. Provide a public street, stubbed to the propeniy, lin order to permit a future connection to thestw
Include sidewalks on both sides of the proposexktr

11. NES comments must be addressed prior to final @pkn approval.

12. Provide side elevations for the single-family diveglunits proposed for lots 1 and 30, includingcsiie
architectural features (such as a door, side ot frorch, and or dormers) that address Mt. PisgedR

13. Provide a list of tree species and sizes as retdjbyehe Urban Forester.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @mewending approval with conditions.

Ms. Mary Moewe, 5508 Brookshire Drive, expressadiés with this request.

Ms. Kim Fredrickson, 5637 Cedar Rock Drive, expeesissues with this request.

Mr. Mike Anderson, Anderson Delk Associates, spiwkiavor of the proposed zone change.
Mr. David McGowan, 5647 Granny White Pike, spokéawvor of the proposed zone change.
A resident of Christiansted expressed issues Wétptoposed zone change.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information regargthe infrastructure deficiency area and how it & addressed
in relation to this proposal.

Mr. Jonathan Honeycutt, Public Works, explaineslghocess that would be followed to address thrastiucture
deficiency area as it pertains to this proposal.

Ms. Cummings questioned whether the ingress/egmssMt. Pisgah would have sight limitations.

The Commission mentioned that the request wasjashe change and did not address ingress/egsessiat this
time.

Mr. Clifton spoke on the issue of new subdivisiom$y requiring major road improvements directlyfriont of the
development.

Mr. McLean moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theanpthich passed unanimously to approve Zone Change
2007SP-057G-12(8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-128

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-057G-12APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), including that the elevations sulmitted by the applicant shall be the building types
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developed for this SP, and construction techniqueshall be employed to preserve the trees along thas,
north, and west property lines to the greatest extd possible.

The proposed SP district is consistent with Southsa Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium policy,
which is for residential development with a densityof between 2 and 4 units per acre.”

7. 2007Z-058U-10
Hillsboro-West End
Map 104-06, Various Parcels
Map 104-07, Various Parcels
Map 104-09, Various Parcels
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 18 - Ginger Hausser Pepper
Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request to rezone various properties from R8%d B along 26th Avenue South, 25th Avenue Southmdd
Avenue, 24th Avenue South, Blair Boulevard, Westtand Drive, 30th Avenue South, 29th Avenue Soltbst
Linden Avenue, Ashwood Avenue, Sunset Place, Wesdwiovenue, Woodlawn Drive, 27th Avenue South,
Natchez Trace, Belcourt Avenue, Acklen Avenue Baihvenue, Chesterfield Avenue, Marlborough Aver88¥d
Avenue South, 32nd Avenue South, Overlook Drivéisidie Drive, Barton Avenue and Essex Place (282at@s),
requested by Councilmember’s Ginger Hausser-Peppkdim Shulman.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to rezone various properties from OneTamol-Family Residential (R8) to
Single-Family Residential (RS7.5) along 26th Aveaeith, 25th Avenue South, Bernard Avenue, 24thniee
South, Blair Boulevard, Westmoreland Drive, 30treAue South, 29th Avenue South, West Linden Avenue,
Ashwood Avenue, Sunset Place, Westwood Avenue, VdaodDrive, 27th Avenue South, Natchez Trace, Baito
Avenue, Acklen Avenue, Fairfax Avenue, Chesterfidlénue, Marlborough Avenue, 33rd Avenue South,d32n
Avenue South, Overlook Drive, Hillside Drive, Bantévenue and Essex Place (282.76 acres).

Existing Zoning
R8 District -R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 5.41 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

Proposed 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.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Open Space (OS) - OS policy is intended to encospaklic, private not-for-profit, and membershipséd open
space and recreational activities. The OS desigmatidicates that recreational activity has beeussl for an open
space use.

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intendéo accommodate residential development withiemsiy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thmedgominant development type is single-family honadthiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached hous@gbe appropriate.

Residential Medium (RM) - RM policy is intendeddocommodate residential development within a dgmarge
of four to nine dwelling units per acre. A varigtfiyhousing types are appropriate. The most comiypastinclude
compact, single-family detached units, town-honaes, walk-up apartments.

Neighborhood General (NG) -NG is intended to megtectrum of housing needs with a variety of hayigivat is
carefully arranged, not randomly located.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. There is no significant change in density.
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Application Fee - There are 1171 properties in tbggest, and the total fee would be $4,455. Ihgaoperty
owner was to file a Zone Change application indiaitl, the total fee would be $1,405,200.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval because the requeshssstent with the applicable land use
policies in this area. Existing duplexes will bermitted to remain as legal non-conforming usesu&ction
17.40.650 E. of the Zoning Code.

RECENT REZONINGS - A request to rezone various properties (R10 to RSa0th of this location is on this
agenda as case 2007Z-054U-10.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generation As this request to change to single family distrigtpresents a down zoning, the
number of expected students to be generated weulesls than could be generated under current zoning

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

Ms. Mary ONiel, 2103 Natchez Trace, spoke in opjimsito the proposed zone change.

Mr. Adam Epstein, 3704 Hobbs Road, spoke in opjmwstb the proposed zone change. He submittednretion
the Commission for the record.

Mr. Ray Friedman, 2510 Barton Avenue, spoke in faxfdhe proposed zone change.

Mr. Robert Caldwell, 102 Hampton Place, spoke ipasgition to the proposed zone change.

Mr. Jeremy Conlan, 2916 Essex Place, spoke in djio$o the proposed zone change.

Mr. Tom Cash, 3401 Acklen Avenue, spoke in favothef proposed zone change.

Ms. Elizabeth Gilbreath, 2601 Barton Avenue, spiokiavor of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Tom Grooms, 2605 Barton Avenue, spoke in faadfothe proposed zone change.

Mr. John TeSelle, 405 Fairfax Avenue, spoke in faaxfdhe proposed zone change.

Ms. JoAnn Doster, 2802 Westwood Avenue, spokevorfaf the proposed zone change.

Councilmember Hausser Pepper spoke in favor optbposed zone change. She spoke of issues assbwiih
duplexes as well as affordable housing and howdis#rict has been affected by each. She spokeegbositive
growth and how the community will benefit from tR& zoning. She requested is approval.

Mr. Dennis Corrieri, 2121 Ashwood, spoke in opposito the proposal.

Mr. Loring stated he was only in favor of approvifithe constituents were allowed to “opt out” amelalso
suggested including a text change which would asiditee length of time allotted for rebuilding austure in RS
zoning — from one year to three years.

Ms. Jones requested clarification on tear downat&stin a historic overlay.

Mr. Bernhardt explained there were provisions &artdowns located within a historic overlay.

Ms. Jones spoke of the uniqueness of this areafainé economics that sometimes drive changes.Jbfses spoke
of the alternative solutions which would ultimatelgcomplish diversity in housing, conducive to tisstrict.

Ms. Nielson spoke of the balance of this particakighborhood and that she would like to see inta@ed. She
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mentioned that the alternative solutions mentigoeéal to this case may not assist in the goaldHisrarea.

Mr. McLean was not in favor of approving the zomawge if residents were not given the opportumitgt out.
He also stated that the provision regarding reinglih RS zoning should be increased to at leasttljears.

Mr. Clifton briefly spoke of the history of thisstrict and its current make up of urban housing. rétjuested
clarification from staff on the types of housingédted in this area.

Ms. Logan explained this information to the Comnaigs

Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification ortdiled neighborhood design plans and moratoriurdswhether
they could be utilized to accomplish the same tesad RS zoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this information to the Guission.

Mr. Clifton summarized his views on this requelde spoke of detailed neighborhood design planspéneentage
of current duplexes in the district; alternativéusions, strong neighborhood association suppod; @nservation
overlays.

Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the dupégulation.

Mr. Bernhardt explained this to the Commission.

Mr. Tyler acknowledged the concerns mentioned byr@dmember Hausser Pepper. He agreed with hentiohs
to preserve the area.

Mr. Clifton requested the Commission’s views ontfog out” in relation to this proposal.
Mr. Bernhardt explained the staff’s views of the@ishing to opt out of a rezoning.

Mr. Clifton then asked Mr. Morrissey if it was lddar residents to opt out of a rezoning.
Mr. Morrissey offered his advice on the provisidosopting out of a rezoning.

Ms. Jones agreed with the rights of individual homeers, however, she stated that opting out woatgrovide
the requested end result.

Mr. McLean requested that Councilmember Haussep&dpe given additional time to address the Comiomniss
The Commission agreed to this request.

Councilmember Hausser Pepper addressed the altersatution ideas that were discussed by the Casion.
She reiterated the importance of approving theeegas it would maintain and preserve her district.

Mr. Loring spoke on the issue of tear downs thatiltdn monster homes. He also reiterated the Cission
suggest changing the text that would allow the itdimg period in RS zoning be lengthened to threarg as
opposed to one year.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the owmtio approve Zone Change 2007Z-058U-(&2) No
Votes — Loring, Jones

Resolution No. RS2007-129

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-058U-10 BPPROVED. (6-2)

The proposed RS7.5 district is consistent with athe Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan’s policies which
include Open Space, Residential Low Medium, Residéal Medium, and Neighborhood General policies.
Each policy calls for residential development witlthe exception of the open space policy.”
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8. 20072-059U-10
Belmont-Hillsboro Conservation Overlay
Map 104-16, Various Parcels
Map 117-04, Various Parcels
Map 118-01, Various Parcels
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 18 - Ginger Hausser Pepper

A request to amend the adopted Belmont-Hillsborahlgorhood Conservation Overlay to include various
properties located along Ashwood Avenue, Wildwoog®ue, Brightwood Avenue, Dallas Avenue, Paris Aren
Cedar Lane, and Clayton Avenue, requested by Clmaciber Ginger Hausser, applicant, for various asmne
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve, subject to approval of the proposed overlay by the Metro Historic
Zoning Commission prior to the Planning Commissiormeeting.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the adopted Belmont-Hillsboetgghborhood Conservation
Overlay to include various properties located aléspwood Avenue, Wildwood Avenue, Brightwood Avenue
Dallas Avenue, Paris Avenue, Cedar Lane, and Qtefi@nue.

Existing Zoning
R8 District -R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 5.41 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

PROPOSED OVERLAY DISTRICT - Section 17.36.120 of the Metro Zoning Ordinancegaizes
Neighborhood Conservation Districts, along withtbliic Preservation Districts and Historic Landmaiks
Historic districts. These are defined as geographical areas whidepss significant concentration, linkage or
continuity of sites, buildings, structures or olgewhich are united by past events or aesthetitallylan or
physical development, and that meet one or motkeofollowing criteria:

1. The district is associated with an event that hadara significant contribution to local, state ational
history; or

2. It includes structures associated with the livepakons significant in local, state or nationatdny; or

3. It contains structures or groups of structures émalbody the distinctive characteristics of a typexjod or

method of construction, or that represent the vadrk master, or that possess high artistic valoethat
represent a significant and distinguishable entityse components may lack individual distinction; o

4, It has yielded or may be likely to yield archaedbadjinformation important in history or prehistor
5. Itis listed or is eligible for listing in the Naftnal Register of Historic Places.

Portions of the Belmont-Hillsboro neighborhood emerently within a previously adopted Neighborhood
Conservation Zoning Overlay District and part af tieighborhood is listed on the National Registéfistoric
Places. The Metro Historic Zoning Commission wéiview any new construction including additions, détions,
or relocation of structures.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intendéo accommodate residential development withiemsidy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thmedgominant development type is single-family honadthiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached housagbe appropriate.

Neighborhood General (NG) -NG is intended to megtectrum of housing needs with a variety of hayidivat 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 theotype
development conforms with the intent of the policy.
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Additionally, the Green Hills/Midtown Community Pladentifies Historically Significant Sites and &® The
Belmont-Hillsboro Conservation Overlay is listedhastorically significant.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood&&mvation Overlay does not
change the base zoning. Further, the proposedbgweill serve to preserve the distinctive charactethe
Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission Recommendation ©n April 23, 2007 the Metro Historic Zoning
Commission approved the proposed expansion of gh@@t-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation Zoning
District as being a historically significant geogihéc area as per the criteria of Metro Code 17 3®.1The majority
of the proposed properties are located within teer®nt-Hillsboro National Register District. Additially, the
commission approved design guidelines for the psed@xpansion area.

Application Fee- There are 195 properties in thpuest, and the total fee would be $5,958. If gaoperty owner
was to file a Zone Change application individuathg total fee would be $312,000.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval because the requeshssstent with the applicable land use
policies and the intent of Section 17.36.120.

RECENT REZONINGS -None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generation As this request to apply a historic preservatioertay does not change the
underlying zone district, the number of expectedshts to be generated is zero.

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

Ms. Karen Stephenson, 1508 Dallas Avenue, spokavior of the proposed zone change.

Ms. Lisa Meister, 1511 Paris Avenue, spoke in faafdhe proposed zone change.

Ms. Sandra Shelton, 1830 Wildwood Avenue, spokawor of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Glen Swann, 1302 Clayton Avenue, spoke in fadfdhe proposed zone change

Mr. Will Welborn, 1826 Wildwood Avenue, spoke invta of the proposed zone change.

Ms. Susan Tyler, 1504 Cedar Lane, spoke in favoéh@proposed zone change.

Mr. Gary Binham, 1704 Sweetbriar Avenue, spokeairof of the proposed zone change.

Ms. Athene Fearheiley, 1912 Ashwood Avenue, spoKavor of the proposed zone change.

Ms. Ann Brawn, 521 Fairfax Avenue, spoke in favbthe proposed zone change.

Mr. Eugene TeSelle, 1925 "1@wvenue South, spoke in favor of the proposed zhemge.

Mr. Manuel Zeitlin, 1919 Linden Avenue, spoke inda of the proposed zone change.

Mr. Aubrey Harwell, Jr., 150 Fourth Avenue, Norspoke in opposition to the proposed zone change.
Mr. Eric Scott, 2008 Beachwood Avenue, spoke irofaxf the proposed zone change

Mr. Joseph Johnston, 2815 Belmont Blvd., spokepjmosition to the proposed zone change. He sulinitte
information to the Commission for the record.
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Councilmember Hausser Pepper spoke in favor gptbposed zone change. She mentioned the community
support and briefly explained their requests t@edtthe overlay.

Ms. Cummings requested clarification on two partieds were exempted from the rezoning.
Ms. Logan explained this to the Commission.
Mr. Loring stated he was in favor of allowing cahgtnts to opt out of the rezoning.

Ms. Nielson spoke of the community involvementequesting the overlay. She stated it will prothet
neighborhood and was in favor of approving.

Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification orparticular resident affected by the overlay. hientmentioned
that the overlay would assist in the feel of thexowinity, as well as with the building and aesttetitthe
community.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. McLean seconded the motidhich passed to approve Zone Change 2007Z-0%0U-1
(7-1) No Vote - Loring

Resolution No. RS2007-130

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-059U-10 BPPROVED. (7-1).

The proposed overlay does not change the base zara will help preserve the distinctive character othe
Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood.”

The Commission recessed at 6:30 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 6:40 p.m.

9. 2007Z-060U-05
Expansion of The Urban Zoning Overlay Boundary
Map 072-07, Various Parcels
Map 072-10, Various Parcels
Map 072-11, Various Parcels
Map 072-14, Various Parcels
Map 072-15, Various Parcels
Map 083-03, Various Parcels
Subarea 5 (2006)
Council District 7 - Erik Cole

A request to expand the Urban Zoning Overlay Oisto various properties located on Riverside DrResebank
Avenue, Greenwood Avenue, Essex Avenue, McGavaog, Rireighton Avenue, Oakhurst Drive, McKennell
Drive, Carter Avenue, Porter Road, Shinkle Averdaichester Avenue, Evelyn Avenue, Litton Avenuedpiont
Avenue, Marden Avenue, and Hanover Road (108.98sacelassified CN, CL, CS, OR20, MUL, R10 and RS10
requested by Councilmember Eric Cole.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

Mr. Kleinfelter announced that Councilmember Cads hequested that this zone change be deferreshéol,
2007.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the matiavhich passed unanimously, to defer Zone Chafg&2-
060U-05 to June 14, 2007 as requested by the ajppli(3-0)

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007Z-060U-05 to June 14, 2007, at the
request of the applicant. (8-0)
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10. 2007Z-062U-05
Map 072-07, Parcels 294, 295, 296
Subarea 5 (2006)
Council District 7 - Erik Cole

A request to change from RS10 to MUN zoning prapsitocated at 2213 and 2215 Riverside Drive anv@iRide
Drive (unnumbered), approximately 200 feet soutMoGavock Pike (0.54 acres), requested by Dan Hatid
Dog Park Investments LLC, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007Z-062U-05 to July 26, 2007, at the
request of the applicant. (8-0)

11. 2007SP-063U-10
New Natchez Trace
Map 117-02, Parcels 060, 061
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request to change from R10 to SP zoning propeltieated at 3017A and 3019A New Natchez Trace,
approximately 290 feet north of Sterling Road (0a68s), requested by New Natchez Trace Partnexrsa@hNew
Natchez Trace Partners Two, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-Family ResidiefR10) to Specific Plan
(SP) zoning to allow three single-family lots faoperties located at 3017A and 3019A New Natchexdyr
approximately 290 feet north of Sterling Road (Ca68es).

Existing Zoning
R10 District- R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtsrided 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 fodiidnal 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 new base zoning district,aobverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S
= The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteabanr

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

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

L] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intendéo accommodate residential development withiemsiy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thmedgominant development type is single-family honadthiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached hous@gbe appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? No. The proposed density of 4.34 dwelling units peeaotceeds the maximum dwelling
units per acre under the RLM policy. RLM policy aseare intended for residential development attoafour
dwelling units per acre.
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PLAN DETAILS - The applicant has submitted a site plan in the fofia preliminary plat that proposes
subdividing two lots into three, with each lot lte1l to construction of a single family home. Tharmplhowever,
does not provide detail relative to the height acale of each unit, nor does it address the cobifigtiof the
proposed units with the neighboring properties.tHatis proposed to have an area of 10,132 sdfeateand 53
feet of linear frontage.

Lot Comparability- As noted above, the SP disttioes not relieve the applicant of the requiremébmplying
with the Metro Subdivision Regulations. Sectioh 8f the Subdivision Regulations states that ndwilbareas
that are predominantly developed are to be geyarakeeping with the lot frontage and lot sizelo existing
surrounding lots.

A lot comparability analysis was performed anddesl the following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis

Street Requirements

Minimum lot | Minimum lot
size (sq. ft.) | frontage
(linear ft.)

New Natchez Trace 11,543.4 77

As proposed, the three new lots have the folloveireas and street frontages:

Lot 1: 10,132.70 Sq. Ft. with 53.33 ft. of frontage
Lot 2: 10,132.70 Sq. Ft. with 53.33 ft. of frontage
Lot 3: 10,132.70 Sq. Ft. with 53.33 ft. of frontage

Lot Comparability Exception - A lot comparability@eption can be granted if the lot does not meztimimum
requirements of the lot comparability analysis.(isenaller in lot frontage and/or size) if the niets are consistent
with the General Plan. The Planning Commissiondisaretion whether or not to grant a lot compargpbil
exception.

The proposed lots meet none of the qualifying et be granted an exception to lot comparability

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval of the zone changeestdpecause it is inconsistent with
the community plan land use policy and the subuihitti@n is insufficient for review. The applicangsoposal of
single family homes on each lot is appropriatéhin Residential Low Medium policy area, but the josgd density
of 4.34 units per acre exceeds the maximum recordatedensity of four dwelling units per acre. Iniéidd, the
lots, when platted would fail to meet the lot comamlity standards of the subdivision regulationsd aould be
inconsistent with the pattern of surrounding lot$He neighborhood.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - Traffic Study may be required at the time of depabent.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R10

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES Rl E:tl;nber € (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached (210) 0.68 3.71 2 20 2 3
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Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) AETES Rl E(;Jtl;nber € (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached (210) 0.68 4.94 3 29 3 4

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 9 1 1
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary  QMiddle 0 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Julia Green Elementarp@&ciMoore Middle School, and
Hillsboro High School. All three schools are idéetl as overcrowded by the Metro School Board. @/ttie
schools are overcrowded, the projections showrtbatdditional students would be generated by thie zhange

request.

CONDITIONS

1.

For any development standards, regulations andreagents 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 RS10 zoningictiffective at the date of the building pernihis
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 requirementdisbelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and condgio approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to deteriwdmepliance, both in the review of final site plans
final plats, and issuance of permits for constarcand field inspection. Deviation from these plails
require review by the Planning Commission and apgirby the Metropolitan Council.

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, 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.

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 apprdmethe 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 objectivestw# tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perditte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gguhat increase the permitted density or intensit
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate spectfhditions or requirements contained in the plsin
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or aypgito

Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thiggarty, including submission of a final SP sitenplthe
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP fian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Régisof 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.
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Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that staffégsnmending disapproval.

Mr. Mike Zinser, 3025 New Natchez Trace, expresssdes with the proposed zone change.

Mr. Bill Sherman, 2407 Sterling Road, spoke in fagbdisapproving the requested zone change.

Mr. David Slierman, 3015 New Natchez Trace, spokiavor of disapproving the proposed zone change.
Mr. Adam Epstein, 3704 Hobbs Road, spoke in faypmraving the proposed zone change.

Mr. McLean left the meeting at 6:50 p.m.

Mr. Nielson requested clarification on the stafésommendation on this zone change request.

Ms. Nedra Jones stated that the plans were limigdrding heights, scales and elevations.

Ms. Nielson requested whether a deferral was aompd allow additional time for this request.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained the reason a deferral wasan option.

Ms. Cummings acknowledged that the proposal dichmext lot comparability and questioned whether wava
could be considered.

Mr. Kleinfelter stated that there were no excemiorcluded in the proposal that would allow a waive

Ms. Tonya Jones acknowledged the concerns mentiopndte community members as well as the intentadrike
developer. She offered that the Commission be @wagthe ultimate goal of all involved.

Ms. Nielson mentioned the possible precedent thaldcpossibly be set, if approved.

Mr. Clifton spoke on the issue of the developerprotviding enough information for the SP zoningr. Kalifton
qguestioned whether the developer was still presetite meeting.

Ms. Nedra Jones stated he had already left theimgeet

Mr. Kleinfelter offered that staff had additionairoversations with the developer and he was awatteeassuggested
disapproval. He further stated that the develderalready worked out most of the issues witmtiighborhood,
as well as the Councilmember, and that even witfi'srecommendation to disapprove, it could beraped at the
Council level.

Mr. Clifton stated that it was not right for theaRhing Commission to approve with waivers, if theswers were not
justifiable or present to do so.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theiomotwhich passed unanimously, to disapprove Zone
Change 2007SP-063U-1(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-131

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007SP-063U-10SAPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed SP to have three single-family lots eseds the density called for in the Green Hills/Migbwn
Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium policy, whtch is for residential development with a density of
between 2 and 4 units per acre.”
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12. 2007SP-064U-14
Price's Collision Center
Map 096-01, Parcel 010
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request to change the zoning from CS to SP opeitg located at 2730 Lebanon Pike, approximatéty f2et
west of Old Lebanon Pike, to permit an "automol®jgair" use and all other uses permitted by the@fing
district and for final SP approval of same (1.48ea}, requested by Johnny Harwell of Harwell Md&Emmpany
Inc., owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve Preliminary Specific Plan with Conditions, Disapprove. the request
to waive the requirement to submit a final site pla.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change the zoning from Commeragaliise (CS) to Specific Plan (SP) on
property located at 2730 Lebanon Pike, approxima60 feet west of Old Lebanon Pike, to permit antdmobile
repair" use and all other uses permitted by the@fng district and for final SP approval of sarhet9 acres).

Existing Zoning
CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahewstaurant, office, self-storage,
light manufacturing, and small warehouse uses.

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

L] The SP District is a new base zoning district,aobverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S
= The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteabanr

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 thguations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reguiator guidelines control.

L] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

DONELSON/OLD HICKORY COMMUNITY PLAN

Mixed Use (MxU) in Community Center (CC) -MU is intended for buildings that are mixed horitadly and
vertically. The latter is preferable in creatinghare pedestrian-oriented streetscape. This catedionys residential
as well as commercial uses. Vertically mixed-usiédings are encouraged to have shopping activitedreet level
and/or residential above.

CC is intended for dense, predominantly commemri@as at the edge of a neighborhood, which efiterat the
intersection of two major thoroughfares or exteald®g a major thoroughfare. This area tends toamtire
commercial edge of another neighborhood formingsargiing as a “town center” of activity for a groop
neighborhoods. Appropriate uses within CC aredsidtecsingle- and multi-family residential, officemymmercial
retail and services, and public benefit uses. AlpadrDesign or Planned Unit Development overlayridisbr site
plan should accompany proposals in these policgsate assure appropriate design and that theotype
development conforms with the intent of the policy.

Consistent with Policy? The proposed zone change to SP will allow for o aepair use, now located across
Donelson Pike, to relocate to this property. Trepprty is currently used for new and used autessalhe
proposed use will retain the existing buildings @ndot substantially different in nature from #edsting use.

PLAN DETAILS
Site Plan - The property is currently used for raas used auto sales. The proposed use is for ameqdir
business which is relocating from across Leban&n.Fihe intention is to use the existing buildinighwninor
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modifications to the east side. The doors will &glaced with overhead, roll-up doors to allow fotcaentry. A six
foot wooden fence is proposed to extend along &lsé groperty line for the length of the existinglding.

The proposed uses include automobile sales, leasingl and repairs; wheel and tire sales; andsas permitted
in the CS zoning district. The bulk standards élthe same as those permitted in the CS zonitctis

Access- The property is accessed from both Olciheb Pike via a driveway and Lebanon Pike via adicoous
curb cut along the front of the property. The camtius curb cut allows for direct access to theipgrktalls in front
of the building to allow easy display of cars aahie for sale. The plan proposes no changes teutient access.
As a condition of approval, a consolidated accéems peeds to be provided identifying driveway lomas and
eliminating the direct access to the parking sfalfsont of the building.

Sidewalks- Sidewalks are required along Lebanoer Bdcause this property is located in an area vthere
Sidewalk Priority Index score is over 20.

Parking -27 parking spaces are proposed. Theitocaf the spaces have not been included on the pla

Concurrent Approval of the Preliminary and Final $Re applicant has requested that this SP be apgror both
a preliminary and a final plan. Section 17.40.106f@e Zoning Code allows for concurrent appraahe
preliminary and final SP where the preliminary pégpproved by the Council is of such detail for acsfic land use,
phase, or area of development that the submittalffal site plan would essentially duplicate #pgplicable portion
of the approved development plan. In these casegxecutive director of the planning department maive the
submittal of a final site plan.

The SP, as submitted, does not have sufficientldie&d the submittal of a final site plan wouldsestially duplicate
the applicable portion of the approved developmdam. The missing details relate to access managieme
sidewalks, and the reserve strip along Lebanon ikiuture right-of-way that have been requestedhe Planning
Department and the Public Works Department.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends approval with conditions of theliminary SP butlisapproval of the
request to waive the requirement to submit a fiital plan.

RECENT REZONINGS - None.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
. The developer's construction drawings shall comytii the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagddl on field conditions.

. Along Lebanon Pike, label and show reserve sthigifture right of way, 54 feet from centerline to
property boundary, consistent with the approvedmstreet plan (U6 - 108’ ROW).

. Provide standard site plan / boundary information.

. Provide_ consolidated access plan / driveway lonatfor this property and other affected adjoining
properties.

. No direct access to parking stalls from LebanorePik

. Identify sidewalk requirements.

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District CS

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

Office(710) 1.49 .198 12,851 275 37 94
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Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Automobile 1.49 26 17,127 NA 51 55
Repair()
Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- - 14 -39
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District CS
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) 1.49 .6 38,942 646 89 123
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Automobile |y ,q 26 17,127 NA 51 55
Repair ()
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- - -38 -68

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATIONS- A licensed Fire sprinkler Contractor shall subntétns for review.

CONDITIONS

1.

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

For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councpirawal, the property shall be subject to the staigla
regulations, and requirements of the CS zoningidisit the effective date of this ordinance, whigtst

be shown on the plan.

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, 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.

The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access, adequaterwat
supply for fire protection, and fire sprinkler ptamust be met prior to the issuance of any builgiegnits.
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6. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdmethe 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 objectivesttd ipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be pertitte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbtivatt increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate smecifnditions or requirements contained in the plan
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or apgito

7. 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 fian
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. Sidewatksraquired on Lebanon Pike.

8. There shall be no direct access from Lebanon Bilded parking stalls in front of the building; asseshall
be from a driveway.

9. Provide details showing access and changes tarexistnditions to control the access from Lebanite.P

10. Along Lebanon Pike, label and show reserve stigifture right of way, 54 feet from centerline to
property boundary, consistent with the approvecomstreet plan.

11. Identify the location of the parking spaces ongite plan.
Mr. Kleinfelter presented and stated that stafeisommending approval with conditions.
Mr. Johnny Harwell, 5341 Weber Road, spoke in faafdhe proposed zone change.

Mr. Luke Barker, 2730 Lebanon Pike, spoke in fasbthe proposed zone change as well as the retprest
sidewalk variance.

Mr. Clifton summarized the Commission’s role orstrequest. He then spoke of sidewalk varianceslation to
this proposal. He requested clarification fronffsta when sidewalks are required.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that sidewalks are requwbénever there is new construction or redevelopmee
continued by stating that sidewalks are also reguivhen the renovation increases the set valugegfrioperty by
25%.

Mr. Clifton spoke on whether the issues at handlvaarrant the sidewalk.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information regiaugl SP zoning and sidewalks.

Ms. Cummings commented that sidewalks are necefmatlyis proposal.

Mr. Tyler questioned whether the sidewalks wereessary due to safety issues.

Mr. Kleinfelter explained staff’'s recommendatiom fbe sidewalks.

Mr. Loring spoke in favor of approving the propoaalwell as granting the variance for the sidew#lk. went on
to explain at length, the reasons sidewalks wete@cessary for this development.

Mr. Clifton stated he did not agree that sidewallese not necessary for this location in the futudawever, he did
state, that he did agree that sidewalks were rossary for this particular development.

Ms. Cummings stated she would vote in favor of alating the sidewalks due to the circumstanceosuding
this development.
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Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theionotwhich passed unanimously to approve Zone Giang
2007SP-064U-14(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-132

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that2007SP-064U-14 is APPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (7-0), including the only fencing permited shall be as shown on the SP plan, the curb shbk
built to Public Works standards, and sidewalks arenot required.

The proposed SP district is not inconsistent withite Donelson/Old Hickory Community Plan’s Mixed Usén
Community Center which is intended to promote a miture of uses that are concentrated within a smallr@a
that creates a center of activity. The proposed esexists on the other side of the street and repests a move
from one side of the street to the other and doeohpropose any additional auto service oriented busess.”

13. 2007Z-066T
Prohibit Historic Home Events in Residential Areas

A council bill to prohibit historic home eventsiiesidential areas, requested by Councilmember Sohmmers.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with amendments .

APPLICANT REQUEST- A council bill to prohibit historic home eventsiiesidential areas.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law -A historic home event is defined iecBon 17.04.060 as the hosting of parties, wedsjiagd similar
kinds of functions in a private home for a fee. hoene must be judged to be historically signifidaythe
Historical Commission. Section 17.16.160 of the idgrCode regulates historic home events and regjaigpecial
exception (SE) permit be approved by the Boardafizg Appeals.

Proposed Bill -The proposed bill would delete tleéimtion of historic home event and prohibit itall residential
areas where a special exception permit is curreatjyired (i.e. One and Two-Family Residential &hgle-
Family Residential (RS), Multi-Family Residenti&N!1), Mobile Home Park (MHP)). It would retain hisitbhome
event as a SE in the agricultural (AG and AR2a) @ffice Neighborhood (ON) districts. It would alsontinue to
permit historic home events in various mixed-uséce commercial, and shopping center districts.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with two amendments.prbposed bill removes a quasi-
commercial enterprise, historic home events, fregidential neighborhoods. This supports the Geideal goals
of further reducing commercial intrusions into desitial neighborhoods. If adopted by Metro Courtbibse
desiring such a historic home event in resideatiahs would be required to rezone the propertgtmip the use. A
property owner could apply for either Specific P(&®) district or a Neighborhood Landmark (NL) dagrdistrict
through submittal of an application for review aadommendation by the Metro Planning Commissictiéo
Metro Council, the final approval body.

As drafted, the current bill needs the following:

1) The definition of an historic home event sliordmain in the Zoning Code. The proposed bill du#s
propose to prohibit them by right in the mixed-usifice, commercial, and shopping center zoningridis where
they are currently allowed. If the definition weteleted, the Zoning Administrator would have toimefon a case-
by-case basis, such uses at the time they wer@gedy a property owner. Retaining the definiBasures
consistency in their review and approval.

2) The SE standards should remain in the ZoningeCote proposed bill does not prohibit them inAla
AR2a, and ON zoning districts where they are culyaillowed by SE. If the SE standards were to bleted
altogether, there would be no standards by whiaveduate a historic home event proposed in the A&a, or
ON districts. Retaining the SE standards ensurasistncy in their review and approval.

35



Approved with amendments (8-@onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-133

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-066T iSPPROVED WITH
AMENDMENTS. (8-0)”

14. 2007Z-067T
Special Exception Uses and the Neighborhood Lanki@aerlay District

A council bill to strengthen the special except{8i) review and enforcement provisions and to fgldhie role of
the Historic Commission in the review and apprafad Neighborhood Landmark (NL) overlay districtgermit a
historic home event, requested by CouncilmembetERvans.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with amendments.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A council bill to strengthen the special except{8ik) review and enforcement
provisions and to clarify the role of the HistoBommission in the review and approval of a Neighbod
Landmark (NL) overlay district to permit a histoiome event.

ANALYSIS
Existing Law

Special Exceptions: Section 17.16.150 of the Zoning Code identifies“Berden of Proof” an applicant
for a special exception (SE) permit must demorstiathe Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA). The code
contains no explicit provisions concerning enforeatmor plan/project compatibility with the adopted
General Plan.

Neighborhood Landmark: Section 17.40.160 identifies the process by Whiproperty is determined
eligibility for consideration as a Neighborhood damark (NL). It does not identify how the historic
properties are to comply with the U.S. Secretarintdrior standards for the treatment of historic
properties.

Proposed Bill

Special Exception: The proposed bill strengthens the special excegiovisions by not only allowing,
but also requiring, the BZA to consider any andzatliing and codes enforcement actions taken against
applicant orany property within Davidson County. In so doing, thk proposes to permit the board to
disapprove an application based on that recortleapplicant’s failure to abide by conditions impod by
the board under a previously issued permit. Furiieapplicant’s representations, commitments, and
guarantees made to the board and public, at agolubdiring, may be used by the board in its re-atialo
of a special exception permit, whether or not sstatements were made part of the board’s offigid¢én
The bill proposes to codify into law the public expation that an applicant will be held accountdbtenis
or her promises related to approval of a Speciakition. The bill provides for a show cause heptin

ensure such statements are upheld through Metnfosement procedures. The show cause hearing would

be a public hearing and held within 30 days ofZbaing Administrator learning that an applicant was
failing to abide by the SE conditions or the apglits own statements made to the BZA. At such drggar
the board could consider revoking the SE permihodifying the permit’s conditions. Lastly, the bill
would prohibit the board from granting any variasmte the general or specific standards of a special
exception permit contained in the Zoning Code.

Neighborhood Landmark: The bill clarifies how the Secretary of Interstandards apply to the treatment

of historic properties. Further, it identifies tteview and recommendation role of the Metro Histori
Zoning Commission (MHZC) in reviewing proposed rdigrhood landmark properties that are within an
historic overlay district.

Staff Recommendation- Staff recommends approval with one amendmetiteémeighborhood landmark portion
of the bill. The proposed bill seeks to rectifffidiencies in the current special exception revaawd approval
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process. The proposed bill identifies a clear pged®y which a special exception permit and theiegm
requesting such a permit will be evaluated by tE& Booth before and after the individual was grardespecial
exception permit.

In relation to neighborhood landmarks, the bilfifias how historic properties are to be evaluatataff
recommends one amendment to the bill, to expanMthEC'’s review and recommendation of NL properties
those not located within an historic overlay digtriThe MHZC should review all properties that deemed worthy
of conservation, listed on or eligible for listiog the National Register of Historic Properties.

Approved with amendments (8-@onsent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-134

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-067T i8SPPROVED WITH
AMENDMENTS. (8-0)”

15. 2007Z-068T
Height of Single-Family and Two-Family Dwellings

A request to amend Section 17.12.060 of the Metnoirzy Code regarding the height of single-family &wo-
family dwellings within the Urban Zoning Overlagquested by Councilmember David Briley.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST -A request to amend Section 17.12.060 of the M&tnoing Code regarding the height
of single-family and two-family dwellings within ¢hUrban Zoning Overlay.

APPLICATION DETAILS - Section 17.12.060 C.1. of the Zoning Code provitias single-family and two-
family homes within the Urban Zoning Overlay Distr{UZO) “shall not exceed three stories.” Neitttex Code
nor any applicable building codes enforced in DaeidCounty limit the height of each “story” of aidential
building. The end result is that there is no absoheight limit on single-family and two-family idences.

This ordinance would place an absolute height lanisingle-family and two-family residences of @gtf The
Zoning Code does not include any regulations on th@aheight of a building is to be measured. Theig
Administrator, who is authorized to interpret pgns in the Zoning Code, has directed Codes Adtnation
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 measuretieqtak of the roof, not the bottom of the eaveangrother
portion of the structure.

Staff notes that amendments to the Code to statestroctures with specific height limits should ibeasured
would provide more clarity as to the effect of tledght limits. The proposed 35-foot height limitlave the
intended effect of preventing infill developmerarin towering over existing residences, but it map dimit the
architectural styles of homes that will can be ¢atted on a specific lot. In addition, the Coumay want to
consider amending this section of the Code to telboththe current three-story limit and a maximum heightt.

This proposal does not change the height limit igioxs for single-family and two-family homes tlzae located
outside the UZO. The height limits for such struetuwould remain “three stories.”

Staff Recommendation- Staff recommends approval of the proposed ontiealnfill development in the UZO
often occurs on smaller lots. On such lots, thghtedf new structures should be in keeping withdbetext of
existing development. Adoption of a specific heilymit is better suited to ensuring that new depehent does not
overwhelm existing homes in existing residentiaghborhoods.

Approved (8-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-135

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-068T i8SPPROVED. (8-0)”
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IX. CONCEPT PLANS

16. 2007S-077U-07
Greenway Glen
Map 103-07, Parcels 058, 059, 060, 061
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 24 - John Summers

A request for concept plan approval to create 12da properties located at 5500, 5501 and 550%Kwad and
Knob Road (unnumbered), approximately 1,400 feett wEWhite Bridge Pike (4.52 acres), zoned R@juested
by Mary Lee Proctor O'Neil Trustee, owner, Dale &sAciates, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create 12dao properties located at 5500, 5501 and 550%Kwad and
Knob Road (unnumbered), approximately 1,400 feet wEWhite Bridge Pike (4.52 acres), zoned Oneand-
Family Residential (R6).

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 peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS

. The plan proposes 12 lots on a cul-de-sac. Thegptps zoned R6, which allows duplexes, but the
concept plan labels the proposed units as singidyfa

. There are no stub streets provided. The propestighe north and west sides are already developedhe
property to the south is owned by the State of €ssee. Richland Creek is to the east.

. Over two acres of this property is in a Dedicateshg&rvation Greenway Public Access Trail Easement
Area, which has been reviewed and accepted by Mrarks.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - The developer's construction drawings shall compti the design
regulations established by the Department of PiWlicks. Final design may vary based on field ctiods.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved Except as Noted

1. The current concept plat (received 4/17/208&cceptable; however, there are some depicteadrésahat will
require variances from the SWMC prior to approvahe final plat. A variance must be granted fog following
three (3) conditions: 1) Disturbance of buffen@s 1 and 2, as a result of the sanitary sewerg)if@isturbance of
buffer zone 2 resulting from grading, and 3) Dibaince of buffer zone 2 as a means to access titegra water
quality device. Ostensibly, buffer zone 2 is tindyaccess route to the water quality featurese fidted 3rd
requirement would be obviated by an alternativeeasseneans to the pond.

CONDITIONS

1. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipie, if this application receives conditional apal
from the Planning Commission, that approval shgtire 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.

2. Add the acreage for the Greenway Conservation Eaiseamd label “Dedicated Conservation Greenway
Public Access Trail Easement Area.”
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3. Remove the Stormwater Detention & Water Qualityrfrihe Dedicated Conservation Greenway Public
Access Trail Easement Area.

4. Prior to approval of the final plat, all necessaeayiances must be obtained from the Stormwater
Management Committee.

5. Remove parcel numbers.

Approved with conditions (8-0;onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-136

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-077U-07 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retinea, if this application receives conditional apgl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shalire 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 morani30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsl@ional approval vote.

2. Add the acreage for the Greenway Conservation Eaiseamd label “Dedicated Conservation Greenway
Public Access Trail Easement Area.”

3. Remove the Stormwater Detention & Water Qualityrfrihe Dedicated Conservation Greenway Public
Access Trail Easement Area.

4, Prior to approval of the final plat, all necessaayiances must be obtained from the Stormwater
Management Committee.

5. Remove parcel numbers.”

17. 2007S-082G-14
Cooks Landing
Map 109-00, Parcel 176
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 12 - Jim Gotto

A request for concept plan approval to create #2da property located at Stewarts Ferry Pike (ummered),
approximately 1,880 feet east of Old Hickory Bowalel/(17.13 acres), zoned RS15, requested by Qauolding
GP, owner, Joseph G. Petrosky and Associates,\snve

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan
A request for concept plan approval to create #2da property located at Stewarts Ferry Pike (umyered),
approximately 1,880 feet east of Old Hickory Bowael/(17.13 acres), zoned Single-Family Reside(f&i15).

ZONING
RS15 District - RS15equires a minimum lot size of 15,000 square &&ek intended for single-family dwellings at
an overall density of 2.47 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - The concept plan proposes 42 single family lotgjiramin size from 8,772 sq. ft. to 16,930 sq.
ft. This application is proposing to use the clugie option which allows lots to be reduced inesizy two base zone
districts. Since the zoning is RS15, lots can lokeiced to 7,500 sq. ft. if the plan meets all rezmients of the
cluster lot option policy. Several lots are destgdaas Critical Lots due to steep topography.
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This proposed subdivision was approved as a pradirgiplat by the Planning Commission at its July 2004,
meeting. The preliminary plat expired on July 220& and the applicant has resubmitted the propsgedivision
for concept plan approval.

Site Access - The proposed street layout is theesesrihe original request. One stub-street is gealvito the large
tract of land to the south. Staff had consideregiireng more connectivity in the original requdstif determined
that no additional stub-streets were necessaryadllimitations on future development in this ar€he limitations
were mainly the steep topography and the proximoityercy Priest Lake to the south, which limitsralle
connectivity in the future. Staff had also cons@tkrequiring a stub-street to the west that woielihto Old
Hickory Boulevard, but because Old Hickory Boulel/dead-ends into the lake, it was deemed unnegeSsaare
are no changes to the original staff position omneativity.

Sidewalks are proposed along the frontage of Stevirarry Pike, as well as along both sides of Caalwling
Drive and all of the new internal streets.

Since the original request for preliminary plat M@l in 2004, the Fire Marshal requirements far ¢ize of turn-
arounds for dead end streets has increased. Thieaaphas filed an appeal with the Board of Builgland Fire
Appeals to permit a reduction in the size of th@tarounds. The appeal is scheduled to be heahe aflay 8,
2007, Board meeting.

Open Space - There is 17.30% open space providsgand enjoyment” proposed that meets the 154inemgent
for cluster lot option policy. The Commission’s sfer ot policy requires common open space to hase and
enjoyment” value to the residents including redoeel value, scenic value, or passive use valusidRal land with
no “use or enjoyment” value, including requiredfeug and stormwater facilities, has not been calitdevards the
open space requirements.

Landscape buffer yards (Standard “B”- 10 feet)rampiired and proposed along the west, south amdtip of the
east perimeters of the property since the lotaiader the base zoning and the adjacent zoning1$RS

Staff Recommendation the concept plan meets the requirements of aeelicgtt subdivision and connectivity has
been provided, staff recommends approval with doors.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
. The developer's construction drawings shall comytii the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagdd on field conditions.

. Prior to the preparation of construction plans,unent adequate sight distance at project acceasdac
Indicate the available and required sight distaatdbe project entrance for the posted speed fignit
AASHTO standards.

. Permanent cul-de-sacs per standard drawing ST-331.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

. All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requif®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes temppora
turnarounds, Temporary T-type turnarounds thatlasnore than one year shall be approved by thee Fi
Marshal’s Office.

. Fire hydrants shall flow a minimum of 1000 GPM'8tpsi residual flow at the most remote hydrant.
CONDITIONS

1. Identify in Note 1 on the Concept Plan that thisdiuision is a cluster lot subdivision

2. If the appeal to the Board of Building and Fire &pfs to permit a reduction in the size of the cHsdc

turn-arounds is not successful, submit a revisad plith cul-de-sacs that meet the requirementsefire
Marshal and Public Works Department.

Mr. Bernhardt announced that Item #17, Cooks Lageias originally pulled from the Consent Agenda tlua
40



letter that staff received asking that it be puliexn the agenda. He stated there was no onerirasthe meeting
who was opposed to this proposal.

Ms. Nielson moved, and Mr. Loring seconded the amtivhich passed unanimously, to place Item #1807 30
082G-14 back on the Consent Agenda and approvecwittitions. (8-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-137

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-082G-14 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Identify in Note 1 on the Concept Plan that thisdiuision is a cluster lot subdivision

2. If the appeal to the Board of Building and Fire Apfs to permit a reduction in the size of the a#sdc
turn-arounds is not successful, submit a revisad plith cul-de-sacs that meet the requirementsefire
Marshal and Public Works Department.”

18. 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 23da 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.
Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding disapproval.
Mr. Roy Dale, Dale & Associates, spoke in favothed proposed development.
Councilmember Gotto spoke in favor of the propodedelopment. He stated he held a community meeting
regarding the proposal and after some discussigarding traffic and water retention issues; the icnmity was in
favor of the development. He expressed concern stiff's recommendation to disapprove due to dofrointage
lots that were included in the plan. He brieflpkined his concern and requested that the Conwnisgiprove the
proposal.
Mr. Loring spoke in favor of the proposal and movtsdapproval.
This motion was not seconded.
Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification onuble frontage lots.
Ms. Logan explained the term double frontage lots their uses in developments.

Ms. Logan stated that staff would recommend regoméition of the lots in order to eliminate the dieuibpontage
lots.

Ms. Nielson requested additional information regagdhe driveways included in the proposal.
Ms. Logan explained the location of the driveways.
Ms. Nielson requested clarification on certain @®df roads included in the proposal.

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the width alfeys included in the proposal.
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Mr. Honeycutt offered the information regardinges and their requirements within subdivisions.

Ms. Logan stated that private access easementd beulised in place of the alleys, which have smalle
requirements.

Ms. Jones questioned whether staff could continweark with the applicant on this application.

Ms. Cummings suggested deferring the proposalderaio allow additional time for the staff to woskth the
applicant on this development.

Mr. Loring was not in favor of deferring the prophs

A brief discussion ensued among the Commissiomgyarding their recommendation and whether to censid
deferring the application.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on whether a mgfoguration on the proposal would reduce the nunaféots.

Ms. Logan explained staff’s intention to work witie developer to maintain the number of lots agiaily
proposed.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information on tbedgraphical grades included in the proposal.
Ms. Logan explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton offered that the proposal be deferrecaiow additional time for the staff members torkvaiith the
developer to see if the same number of lots cavbleened.

Mr. Loring stated he was not in favor of deferrthgs proposal.

Mr. Kleinfelter offered additional information thé Commission regarding staff's recommendationvambus
alternatives that the Commission could take if theye inclined to approve the development.

Mr. Clifton move, and Ms. Cummings seconded theiomptto defer Concept Plan 2007S-083G-14 to May200,7
to allow additional time for the staff to continuerking with the developer to possibly eliminate thouble
frontage lots from the developmen(#-3) No Votes — Loring, Jones, Tyler

Resolution No. RS2007-138

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-083G-14 BEFERRED TO THE
MAY 10, 2007, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. (4-3)"

X. FINAL PLATS

19. 2007S-088U-07
West Meade Farms, Resub. Lot 67
Map 129-04, Parcel 062
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 23 - Emily Evans

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 135 Keyway Drive, approxeha®00 feet
west of Old Harding Pike (1.05 acres), zoned RS2Quested by Lauren and Jackson Ross and Rob€tikbn
lll, owners, Cherry Land Surveying, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.
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APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create &lon property located at 135 Keyway
Drive, approximately 900 feet west of Old HardingeP(1.05 acres), zoned Single-Family Residenk8Z0).

ZONING
RS20 District - RS2@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 1.85 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - This subdivision proposes to create 2 lots.

Lot Comparability -Section 3-5 of the SubdivisiordRilations states that new lots in areas thatraeopminantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with titdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduts.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltiee following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:

Minimum [ Minimum
lot size |lot frontage
(sq.ft): (linear ft.):

Keyway Drive 25,265 90.0

As proposed, the two new lots have the followingparand street frontages:

. Lot 1: 20,346 Sq. Ft., (.46 Acres), with 101.5oftfrontage
. Lot 2: 20,303 Sq. Ft., (.46 Acres), with 101.5oftfrontage

Lot Comparability Exception -A lot comparability @ption can be granted by the Commission if thgpsed lots
do not meet the minimum requirements of the lot jgarability analysis (smaller in lot frontage andéae) if the
lots would be consistent with the General Plan. Plaeining Commission has discretion whether otmgtrant a
lot comparability exception.

The proposed lots meetse of the qualifying criteria of the exception to amparability:

. If the proposed subdivision is within a one-quantle radium of any area designated as a “Mixed,'Use
“Office,” “Commercial,” or “Retail” land use policgategories. The proposed subdivision is less timzA
guarter mile from a Retail Concentration Commu@R{ZC) policy area.

No other lots on Keway Drive or the other streatthe immediate area appear to be eligible forlttis
comparability exception because they are more hamile from the RCC policy area. All other lotsthih ¥ mile
of the RCC policy area do not appear to have safficarea to be subdivided and meet the Zoning Code
requirement of 20,000 square feet per lot.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends the granting of an exceptiontadonparability since the proposed
subdivision is less than one-quarter mile fromtair@olicy area.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Surveyor sign and date.

CONDITIONS - Prior to recording the final plat, the followinguisions need to be made:
1. Surveyor sign and date.

Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda
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Resolution No. RS2007-139

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2007S-088U-07 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), including the applicant will pay the in-lieu fee rather than construct sidewalks.

Conditions of Approval:
Prior to recording the final plat, the followingvisions need to be made:

1. Surveyor sign and date.”

Xl.  REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

20. 58-85-P-12
Brighton Village
Map 161-00, Parcels 071, 254
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 27 - Randy Foster

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faafiapproval for a Residential Planned Unit Deveiept located
at 5442 and 5444 Edmondson Pike, classified RB)y{lacres), to permit the development of 124 riattiily
units, requested by Sandhu Consultants Interndfiapplicant, for Regent Investments |, Inc., owner

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove. unless Stormwater approves stormwater plans prior to the
meeting. If stormwater plans are approved prior tothe meeting then staff recommends approval with
conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faaefiapproval for a residential Planned Unit Develept located at
5442 and 5444 Edmondson Pike, classified One armHamily Residential (R10), (15.71 acres), to péthe
development of 124 multi-family units.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plan calls for 124 units on appr@ately 15 acres with a density of approximately@its per acre.
The units will consist of 90 single-family attachidvn homes and 34 multi-family homes. The sirfgiaily units
which make up a majority of the housing type wal dispersed throughout the site. The multi-famitjts will be
located in three separate structures. All unitsbei accessed from private drives from Edmonds&a.PThe units
along Edmondson Pike will front onto Edmondson Pike

Preliminary Plan - This plan which was formerlyokwm as Rucker Landing and Brentwood Midlands was
originally approved for 124 multi-family units. R004 the plan was revised to 102 town homes. réggsed, the
density of this plan is consistent with the oridiypapproved plan. The layout is slightly diffetehan what was
originally approved, but the overall concept hasaim@anged.

Staff Recommendation -Since Stormwater has not approved the plans asigatnstaff recommends that the
request be disapproved. If plans are approveddryrvater prior to the meeting, then staff recomdsetiat the
request be approved.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. The developer's construction drawings shall comytii the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may Jaaged on field conditions.
2. Show and dimension right of way along Edmondsorm Rikproperty corners. Label and show reserve stri

for future right of way (42 feet from centerlinegooperty boundary), consistent with the approvegom
street plan (U4 - 84' ROW).
3. Update development / site table. Include numbdreafrooms for all units. Exhibit zoning code
requirements.
Identify plans for solid waste disposal and regyglicollection.
Sheet C1.1: Verify scale bar.
Identify retaining wall locations / elevations, inding top and base of wall elevations. Submit
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7.

8.
9.

10.
11.

12.

geotechnical report prior to final approval andmi¢issuance. Include retaining wall detail: Atddhle
with dimension requirements relating to: wall Hejgase length, thickness of base, batter decrefifien
required), etc. ldentify protective barrier.

Roadway per ST-252/ST-251. Construct ST-252 fraim&ndson Pike intersection to Town Center
Homes access.

Construct turnarounds at the terminus of dead 8egsaor connect to proposed roadways.

All roadways to accommodate SU-30 turning movements

Sheet C1.3: Identify grading along Brighton VikaDrive west of street buffer.

Along the northern most portion of Bevendean Dfivertheast property corner), locate sidewalk on
opposite side of roadway.

Include a detail sheet.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Proposed plan is not consistent with the approteunsvater plan.
New plan and calculations must be submitted foiergv

CONDITIONS

1.

10.

11.

A sidewalk connection shall be provided from thdtiFfamily units to the sidewalk proposed along the
internal private drive.

Sidewalk shall be provided in front of all unitsttiront onto a private drive.
A sidewalk shall be provided along Edmondson Pike.

A landscape plan shall be submitted and approvaadnning staff and the urban forester prior to the
issuance of any permits.

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.

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.

This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgatday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
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.

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.

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

This final approval includes conditions which ragutorrection/revision of the plans. Authorization

the issuance of permit applications will not beMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four copies of the corrected/revised plans haenseibmitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds
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Approved with conditions (8-0;onsent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2007-140

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 58-85-P-12 KPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

10.

11.

A sidewalk connection shall be provided from thdtrfamily units to the sidewalk proposed along the
internal private drive.

Sidewalk shall be provided in front of all unitsttiront onto a private drive.
A sidewalk shall be provided along Edmondson Pike.

A landscape plan shall be submitted and approvaadnning staff and the urban forester prior to the
issuance of any permits.

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.

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.

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.

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 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.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill 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.

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

This final approval includes conditions which ragutorrection/revision of the plans. Authorizatfon
the issuance of permit applications will not berMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four copies of the corrected/revised plans hawensibmitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of
Deeds.”

21.

2005P-005U-07

Harding Place Condominiums
Map 130-01, Parcel 053
Subarea 7 (2000)

Council District 23 - Emily Evans

A request for final approval for a Residential Plad Unit Development located at 112 Harding Platsssified
RM40 (0.83 acres), to permit the development oédddominium units, requested by Civil Site Desigo@,
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applicant, for Coda Development LLC, owners.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final PUD
A request for final approval for a residential Rlad Unit Development located at 112 Harding Plalassified
Multi-Family Residential (RM40) (0.83 acres), tapdt the development of 14 condominium units.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan- The proposal is for a five-story stroetto be constructed on piers. The first floor Wil an elevated
parking deck with no fill placed under the buildiimgorder to address floodway issues. The floodatlen for the
site is 505 feet above sea level, while the parigiagage is proposed at 505.8.

Building elevations are not a requirement of sutahibut the applicant has indicated they will cdynpith the
height restriction of 45 feet at the building setbéines, as required by the Zoning Code. The lngjavill then
increase in height away from the setbacks as atldwethe slope/height control plane of 2 to 1.

Preliminary PUD Plan -On January 13, 2005, the ilapnCommission recommended that the Council apptbg
preliminary PUD overlay. Council approved the prétiary PUD overlay in 2006 (BL2005-542). As propbsleis
plan is consistent with the plan approved by Cdunci

Staff Recommendation Since this final PUD plan is consistent with thelpninary plan approved by Council,
staff recommends that the request be approvedositlitions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. The developer's construction drawings shall comytii the design regulations established by the
Department of Public Works. Final design may vaagdd on field conditions.
2. Along Harding Place, label and dedicate 5’ ROW &8 from centerline), consistent with the approved

major street plan (U2-60° ROW).
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION -No Comment as of 4/13/07

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, 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.

3. 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.

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 any-deisac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttdle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill 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.

6. 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 plavils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.
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7. 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 (8-0;onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-141

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2005P-005U-07 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

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 Managéwfigision of Water Services.

2. 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.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesgssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgtdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

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 any-deisac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttidle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill 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.

6. 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 plarils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

7. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiofil 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.”

22. 2005P-031G-03
Daniel Boone Log Homes
Map 056-00, Part of Parcel 062
Subarea 3 (2003)
Council District 1 - Brenda Gilmore

A request for final approval for a portion of progydocated at 5134 Ashland City Highway, approxiema 800 feet
west of Old Hickory Boulevard (20.41 acres), zobdL, to permit the development of a 4,116 squar fo
sales/leasing office building, and a 1,080 squaot dffice building for a total of 5,196 squaretfeequested by
Dale & Associates, applicant, for Roger D. Garlamaner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final PUD

A request for final approval for a commercial Pledriunit Development located at 5134 Ashland Citgttdvay,
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approximately 800 feet west of Old Hickory Bouled20.41 acres), zoned Mixed Use Limited (MUL) p&rmit
the development of a 4,116 square foot sales/Igasiice building, and a 1,080 square foot offieglding for a
total of 5,196 square feet.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The plans calls for a 4,116-square $atits/leasing office building for Daniel Boone Lldgmes, which
is set back approximately 295 feet from Ashlang Elighway. There is also an additional office biusilgl proposed
to the rear of this principal building, of 1,08Qusge feet.

One private ingress/egress driveway provides thie awess to the office building from Ashland Gitighway.
There is a 5’ sidewalk proposed along Ashland Eiighway. There are 17 parking spaces proposecdetoeir and
9 spaces proposed to the side of the office bugldivhich complies with the code requirements.

The applicant has also complied with the requirerteprovide cross access to the rear northern pitdperty line,
as well as a cross access easement to the adpasent to the east.

Preliminary PUD Plan - On November 10, 2005, thenRing Commission recommended that Council appttosre
preliminary PUD overlay. Council approved the prétiary PUD overlay in 2006 (BL2005-900). As propbsleis
plan is consistent with the plan approved by Cdunci

Staff Recommendation -Since this final PUD plan is consistent with thelpninary plan approved by Council,
staff recommends that the request be approvedositlitions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - The developer's construction drawings shall conaptis the design
regulations established by the Department of Pilicks. Final design may vary based on field cooas.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - No Comments as of 4/13/07

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

2. 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.

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

4. 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 any-detsac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imttdle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiezg
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. 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.

6. 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 plarils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

7. 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
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Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

Approved with conditions (8-0;onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-142

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2005P-031G-03APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (8-0)

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 Managéwfigision 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 apgutday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

4. 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 any-detsac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitldle of the turn-around, including trees. Theuiesd
turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

5. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill 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.

6. 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 plarils require reapproval by the Planning Commission.

7. If this final approval includes conditions whicltgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiofil 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.”

23. 2001UD-001G-12
Lenox Village Lifestyle Center, Ph. 1
Map 172-00, Parcel 243
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request for final approval for a portion of therlox Village Urban Design, Phase 1 located at 620mx Village
Drive, at the southeast corner of Lenox Villagev@rand Nolensville Pike, classified MUL, to pernfié
development of a Lifestyle Center with 40,206as@ueet of restaurant, retail and office uses, ”2sRlential units,
and 617 parking spaces (5-level, 502 space garatj@ b surface spaces) for a total of 635,432 scfiget,
requested by Batson and Associates, applicantefoox Village 11l LLC, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final UDO
Request for final approval for a portion of the bgrVillage Urban Design, Phase 1 located at 690tbkeVillage
Drive, at the southeast corner of Lenox Villageverand Nolensville Pike, classified MUL, to pertie
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development of a Lifestyle Center with 40,206a@ueet of restaurant, retail and office uses, ”2sRlential units,
and 617 parking spaces (5-level, 502 space garatj@ b surface spaces) for a total of 635,432 scfigst.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan- The plan calls for a single mixed use building theaps a parking structure. The parking structsire
175,500 square feet, and contains 502 spacesedbce the mass and scale, the building has be@ndddo
appear as two separate buildings; one that is misedand one that is residential. The residentigtign of the
building faces Althorpe Way and is four storieh@ight, with interior courtyards. This portion dtbuilding
contains 168 residential units and 4,000 squareoferetail. The mixed use portion of the buildisgalso four
stories in height and contains 36,000 square festtail, and 105 residential units. Alternativesjpay materials
border the mixed use development and help minithieevisual impact of surface parking. In additiaript lot and
neighborhood green has been provided to serve amanity to the community.

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

2. Show and dimension right of way along public roagisvat property corners.

3. Dedicate right of way for the extension of Porterude Drive to Nolensville Pike.

4, Identify sidewalk requirements along Nolensvill&di

5. Identify plans for solid waste collection and dispb

6. Driveways onto Lenox Village Drive, Porter Houseu@r and Persia Way Drive should be a minimum of

100ft from the Nolensville Road right-of-way.

7. An updated TIS may is required. The following imf@tion should be provided: detailed information
regarding the proposed development figures (sffadfey sf of retail, number of dwelling units, éfc.
development figures that have currently been amgaidor construction within the Lenox Village
development; and a copy of the most current TIS.

8. Loading space should be provided for the office emtimercial portion of the development.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION
1. Revise the Map and Parcel number for this siteithsliown on all of the design plan sheets to M&p 1

Parcel 243.

Provide NOC letter for this project.

Sign the EPSC note on the plans.

Show the construction entrance location on sheét C-

Include a note on the Erosion Control Plan reqgithre contractor to provide an area for concretehwa

down and equipment fueling in accordance with M&R310 and CP-13, respectively.

Provide previously approved plans and calculatithres, support that the current proposed work was

included in design of storm structures, water dquand detention pond(s).

7. Provide contours or spot elevations for interiorkpay that clarifies direction of runoff.

8. Provide inlet calculations that include spread degith.

9. Provide a stormwater structure drainage map thawslturrent proposed system. Submitted drainage ma
differs from structure layout and grading shownsbeet C-4.

10. Revise the inlet numbers in calculations. Numigéren do not match inlet numbers on site plan.

11. Provide flow velocities with the pipe calculations.

12. Revise the invert elevations for structures 4 add Biverts given in calculations and on the drgsa
structure table don’t match contours on plans.

13. Provide calculations and detail for proposed ditithin ROW, along Nolensville Pike.

14. Proposed TC and inverts given on site plan forcstines on Althorp aren’t the same as the TC andriav
given on attached site plan for Lenox Village llai@y that plans provided for Lenox Village | anet as-
builts and the proposed elevations have changed.

arwN

o

51



15. Provide drainage map for next two downstream atrestbelow discharge from structure 36. Incluge pi
sizes, material, inverts, actual flows and capegitif the structures.
16. Provide 3 sets of revised plans.

CONDITIONS
1. The sidewalk paving around the mixed use buildimgjl®extend into the first row parking spaces
immediately to the west and into the parking aridedaisle to the south along the tot lot pockekpar

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall bewarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mansege division of Water Services and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan Departn@Rublic Works.

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

4. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequaterw
supply for fire protection must be met prior to theuance of any building permits. If any cul-de-ga
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.

5. This final approval includes conditions which regutorrection/revision of the plans. Authorizatfonthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemisigldl to and approved by staff of the Metropolitan
Planning Commission.

Approved with conditions, including Public Works/iged conditions of approval (8-0ypnsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-143

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2001UD-001G-10 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS (8-0), including that the developer’s castruction drawings shall comply with Public Works
standards, identify sidewalks along Nolensville P& and an updated TIS may be required with the subittal
of Phase 2 of the Lenox Village Lifestyle Center.

Conditions of Approval:
1. The sidewalk paving around the mixed use buildimgjl®extend into the first row parking spaces
immediately to the west and into the parking aridedaisle to the south along the tot lot pockekpar

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiépreliminary approval of this proposal shall beWarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mansege division of Water Services and the Traffic
Engineering Sections of the Metropolitan Departn@Rublic Works.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Busiaesessory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgutdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whea ketropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan fitiang
Commission to approve such signs.

4, 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-&a
required to be larger than the dimensions speciiiethe Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations, saahde-
sac must include a landscaped median in the mafdiee turn-around, including trees.

5. This final approval includes conditions which regutorrection/revision of the plans. Authorizatfonthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotiir
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglol to and approved by staff of the Metropolitan
Planning Commission.”
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24, 2002UD-001U-10
Green Hills UDO (Boundary Amendment)
Map 117-14, Parcel 173
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request to amend the existing Urban Design Oyeblistrict to add property located at 3821 GreeltsHiillage
Drive to the Green Hills UDO, located along thetessde of Cleghorn Avenue, south of Crestmoor Ré2ad4
acres) classified SCR, to require all provisionthef UDO to apply to this property, requested byi@amember
Shulman.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Amend UDO

A request to amend the existing Urban Design Oyeblistrict to add property located at 3821 GreeltsHiillage
Drive to the Green Hills UDO, along the east sifi€leghorn Avenue, south of Crestmoor Road, (2649
classified Shopping Center Regional (SCR), ana@tuire that all provisions of the UDO apply to thisperty.

BASE ZONING
SCR District-Shopping Center Regionil intended for high intensity retail, office, aodnsumer service uses for a
regional market area.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Regional Activity Center (RAC) -RAC policy is intdad for concentrated mixed-use areas anchoredéyienal
mall. Other uses common in RAC policy are all typégetail activities, offices, public uses, andlreér density
residential areas. An accompanying Urban Desighlamned Unit Development overlay district or sikenpshould
accompany proposals in these policy areas, to @sqpropriate design and that the type of developeanforms
to the intent of the policy.

UDO History -The Green Hills UDO is a zoning overlay intendegitomote a compact multi-level urban village
that is visually coherent and pedestrian orierded, is a center of commerce that includes entenizer,
employment and living activities. The overlay irbhs$ pedestrian, bicycle and transit linkages withncenter, as
well between the surrounding areas. The UDO wagptaddy the Metro Council in 2002 and amended 320

In February 2007, the Planning Commission voteadu parcel 159 (directly to the south) into thermtary of the
UDO and to make the sign guidelines mandatory figsraperties in the UDO. This parcel was inadvetieleft
out of that earlier request.

Utilization of the guidelines thus far has beereimive based and at the choice of the property ovilrree
development guidelines of the UDO become applicalilen a proposed development utilizes any of theritive
provisions of the UDO. For example, in exchangepfmviding structured parking instead of surfacekivey, or
mixed-use buildings instead of single-use buildjrss/elopments become eligible for “bonuses” sichaking
reductions, increased building height, and additidloor area for residential development. The omsi#l has the
option to develop under the base zoning standarasincentives are desired and the UDO standaelthan
encouraged but not mandatory.

The guidelines of the UDO include standards for:

. Streetscape

. Building placement, height and massing
. Architectural Treatment

. Parking

. Signage and Awnings

Proposed ChangeAdd the property located at 3821 Green Hills Vidagpnsisting of 2.54 acres into the boundary
of the Green Hills UDGnd require that all provisions of the UDO to aptolyhis property. This property currently
contains the Regal Cinema.
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Staff Recommendation The addition of the subject property into the Greldis UDO is consistent with the goal
of guiding developing in the area into a visualbherent urban village. Staff recommends approval.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - N/A
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - N/A
FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - N/A

Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-144

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2002UD-001U-10 SPPROVED. (8-0)

The addition of the subject property into the GreenHills UDO is consistent with the goals of guiding
development in the area into a visually coherent uran village.”

Xll.  OTHER BUSINESS

25. Recommended Capital Improvements Budget 2007-20@812-2013
Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda

26. Employee contract renewals for Cynthia Wood anglieerhompson and a new employee contract for
Gregory M. Johnson

Approved (8-0) Consent Agenda
27. Executive Director Reports

28. Legislative Update

X, ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

Coordinator, 800 Second Avenue Soutff. Zloor, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-7150itle VI inquiries

Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-617CQontact Department of Human Resources for alemployment related
inquiries at (615)862-6640.

(./ The Planning Department does not discriminate @nltasis of age, race, sex, color, national orig
religion or disability in access to, or operatidnite programs, services, activities or in its hgrior employment
practices.ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department ADA Compliarfce

should be forwarded to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 TdirAvenue North, Suite 200
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