
 

    
 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission met in regular session on May 8, 2014 at 1:30 p.m. 
in the Main Assembly Room, City/County Building, and Knoxville, Tennessee.  Members: 
 

 Ms. Rebecca Longmire, Chair  Mr. Michael Kane 
 Mr. Herb Anders  Mr. Charles F. Lomax, Jr 
 Mr. Bart Carey, Vice Chair  Mr. Brian Pierce 
 Ms. Laura Cole  Mr. Jeff Roth 
 Mr. Art Clancy  Mr. Jack Sharp 
 Ms. Elizabeth Eason A Mr. Wes Stowers 
 Mr. Mac Goodwin  Ms. Janice Tocher 
 Mr. Len Johnson   

 
     *   Arrived late to the meeting. 
    **  Left early in the meeting.                               A – Absent from the meeting 

 
1. ROLL CALL, INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

* 2. APPROVAL OF MAY 8, 2014 AGENDA. 
 

THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT. 
 

* 3. APPROVAL OF APRIL 10, 2014 MINUTES 
 

THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT.p 
 
4. REQUEST FOR POSTPONEMENTS, WITHDRAWALS, TABLINGS AND 

CONSENT ITEMS. 
 

Automatic postponements read 
 
 POSTPONEMENTS TO BE VOTED ON READ 
 
  I would like to ask if number 28 Volunteer Development could be 

postponed for 30 days so that we could organize and speak with the 
developer. 

 
  Becky Longmire: Does the applicant agree with the postponement? 

Is the applicant present? Are you willing to postpone for 30 days sir? 

Minutes  

 MAY 8, 2014 
 

  1:30 P.M. Φ Main Assembly Room  Φ City County Building 
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Would you come and give your name for the record is the only 
thing.  

 
  Eric Moseley, 405 Montbrook Lane. 37919 That postponement is 

fine. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE POSTPONEMENTS AS READ 30 DAYS UNTIL 
JUNE 12, 2014 INCLUDING ITEM NO. 28 VOLUNTEER 
DEVELOPMENT. MOTION CARRIED 14-0. POSTPONEMENTS 
APPROVED. 

 
Automatic Withdrawals Read 
  None 
 
WITHDRAWALS REQUIRING MPC ACTION 
 

  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (PIERCE) WERE MADE TO 
WITHDRAW ITEM # 9 THE LEGENDS OF WESTLAND. MOTION 
CARRIED 14-0. WITHDRAWN. 

 
  REVIEW OF TABLED ITEMS 

 
  WILSON RITCHIE  3-F-10-SC 
  Request closure of Lecil Rd between Asheville Highway and N. 

Ruggles Ferry Pike, Council District 4. 
 
  METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION 6-A-10-SAP 
  Ft. Sanders Neighborhood District Long Range Planning 

Implementation Strategy. Council District 1. 
 
  METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION  7-C-10-SP 
  Central City Sector Plan Amendment as recommended by the Ft. 

Sanders Neighborhood District Long Range Planning Implementation 
Strategy. Council District 1. 

 
  WILLOW FORK - GRAHAM CORPORATION 
  a.  Concept Subdivision Plan 11-SJ-08-C 
  Southeast side of Maynardville Hwy., southwest side of Quarry Rd., 

Commission District 7. 
  b.  Use on Review 11-H-08-UR 
  Proposed use: Retail subdivision in PC (Planned Commercial) & F 

(Floodway) District. 
 
  HARRISON SPRINGS - EAGLE BEND DEVELOPMENT 
  a.  Concept Subdivision Plan 4-SC-09-C 
  Southeast side of Harrison Springs Ln., northeast of Schaeffer Rd., 

Commission District 6. 
  b.  Use On Review 4-D-09-UR 
  Proposed use: Detached dwellings in PR (Planned Residential) 

District. 
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  LONGMIRE SUBDIVISION 1-SA-11-C 
  West side of Tazewell Pk., north of E. Emory Rd., Commission 

District 8. 
 
  BEN H. MCMAHAN FARM RESUBDIVISION OF PART OF TRACT 1 2-SO-09-F 
  Intersection of I-40 and McMillan Rd., Commission District 8. 
 
  RESUBDIVISION OF GEORGE HOSKINS PROPERTY 4-SE-14-F 
  North side of N. Ruggles Ferry Pike, on a private right of way 

known as Rugby Lane, Commission District 8. 
 
  CITY OF KNOXVILLE  7-D-10-RZ 
  South side Joe Lewis Rd., east of Maryville Pike, Council District 1. 

Rezoning from I-3 (General Industrial) to R-1 (Low Density 
Residential). 

 
  BUFFAT MILL ESTATES - CLAYTON BANK & TRUST 4-B-10-UR 
  South side of Buffat Mill Rd., north side of McIntyre Rd., Council 

District 4.  Proposed use: Detached dwellings in RP-1 (Planned 
Residential) District (part pending). 

 
 ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE UNTABLED OR TABLED 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE TO 

TABLE ITEM 10 HARDIGREE-HERRON ADDITION 
RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 9 AND NUMBER 35 SOUTHLAND 
ENGINEERING. MOTION CARRIED 14-0 . TABLED. 

 
 CONSENT ITEMS 
 
  Items recommended for approval on consent are marked (*). They will 

be considered under one motion to approve. 
 
COMMISSIONER BRIAN PIERCE RECUSED FROM VOTING ON THE CONSENT 

LIST. 
 
  Aaron Lett, 7413 Tazewell Pike. I would like to have number 23. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO HEAR THE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ EXCLUDING ITEM 
NO. 23. MOTION CARRIED 13-0-1. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ EXCLUDING ITEM 
NO. 23. MOTION CARRIED 13-0-1. APPROVED. 

 
Ordinance Amendments: 
 
P 5. METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION  10-B-13-OA 
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  Amendments to the City of Knoxville zoning ordinance at Article 
II, definitions, and Article V, Section 10, regarding sign 
regulations. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Alley or Street Closures: 
  None 
 
Street or Subdivision Name Changes: 
 
* 6. LEISURE POOLS  5-A-14-SNC 
  Change Federal Road and Sea Ray Drive to 'Leisure Island Way' 

between Federal Road (end of public right-of-way) and 
Terminus (approx. 1900 feet), Commission District 8. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Plans, Studies, Reports: 
  None 
 
Concepts/Uses on Review: 
 
* 7. MONTEREY OAKS 1-SB-14-C 
  Northwest end of Monterey Rd., northwest of Globe Dr., Council 

District 3. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve variances 1 & 2 and the  

Concept Plan subject to 10 conditions.  
 
  MOTION () AND SECOND () WERE MADE TO APPROVE 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION CARRIED -0. 
APPROVED. 

 
* 8. CENTURY PARK AT PELLISSIPPI 2-SB-14-C 
  Southeast side of Dutchtown Rd., northeast side of Sherrill Blvd., 

Council District 2. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE the Concept Plan subject 

to 9 conditions. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
W 9. THE LEGENDS OF WESTLAND 3-SD-14-C 
  North side of Westland Dr., east side of Morrell Rd., Council 

District 2. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
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Final Subdivisions: 
 
T 10. HARDIGREE - HERRON ADDITION RESUBDIVISION OF 

LOT 9 12-SJ-13-F 
  North side of West Gallaher Ferry Dr, west of Hardin Valley Rd, 

Commission District 6. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 11. FINAL PLAT OF THE JALAL BOURDARGA PROPERTY 4-SG-14-F 
  Southeast intersection of W. Woodland Ave and Davanna St, 

Council District 4. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 12. JOHNSTONE PROPERTY 5-SA-14-F 
  South side of Keller Bend Rd, on the east side of Allee De Papillon 

a private JPE, Commission District 4. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deny variance and deny final plat. 
 
  Tom Brechko: This request… staff’s recommendation for denial is 

based on the recommended denial of the variances on this site. 
Currently there are two homes that are served by the access drive 
and joint permanent easement. Anytime there is a subdivision on 
an existing joint permanent easement it requires review by the 
Planning Commission. The main issue that staff has with this use 
of this existing JP in its existing conditions is the width of the 
pavement. There is a requirement for joint permanent easements 
that there be at a minimum a twenty foot wide gravel driveway 
and in areas that exceed 8% it requires some form of pavement. 
The driveway that serves the property at this point has 
approximately about a 12 foot wide paved driveway. Staff’s main 
concern is the not having adequate pavement width to serve the 
additional lots because of the larger tracts out here there is the 
potential for even further subdivision in the future although that 
would have to come back before the Planning Commission is 
allowing the existing narrow drive to be utilized for the number of 
potential homes sites out there. We put a… there is a general 
variance request on the minimum standards because a lot of 
information we don’t have is to what standards aren’t fully met. 
We know that paving is an issue but there are also sections of the 
driveway that exceed the maximum grade. They have provided a 
revised survey that is proposing a turnaround at the end of the 
joint permanent easement which we are final with that inclusion 
on it. It is still basically the pavement width is the issue. 
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  Longmire: Okay I do want to be clear on this. Rather than deny a 
variance it should be deny variances plural. Is that correct? 

 
  Brechko: Correct. There are two variances. 
 
  Longmire: Okay. Just wanted to be clear on that. 
 
  Brechko: Even on the variances if they met some of the other 

standards for the joint permanent easement for access, one of 
the variance listed is the radius at the JPE where it meets the 
main road. They don’t have control of the other property so it is a 
situation they couldn’t provide that unless they required other 
property for that. 

 
  Jeff Miller. I am the surveyor of this plat. My address is 905 

Tusculum Boulevard, Greeneville, TN. I guess as Mr. Brechko 
presented the information to you yes we had some concern with 
denial of the plat. We have talked with Knox County to try to 
meet several of these issues that they have given the existing 
condition. This was platted in 1987 and at the time I guess the 
variances you know people couldn’t look forward. So we are now 
trying to work with everybody on this. We again like I said met 
with Mr. Irwin and agreed on some of the things that we know 
we have control of that we can actually meet. So there were 
some of the other items as Mr. Brechko presented that we don’t 
have control because of adjoining land owners. 

 
  Longmire: The two variances that are listed to reduce all of the 

requirements so you are saying you don’t mind meeting some of 
the requirements. You are able to meet some of the requirements 
right now. 

 
  Miller: Yes mame. Originally one of the questions was the turn 

around. We had that. There was a question about a fire access a 
key we have that. That is in place. There is a minimum 
requirement width of I believe 40 feet but there is a property 
owner that we don’t have access to so we can’t make the width 
40 feet on the right of way. So therefore we were able to install a 
turnaround. We talked to the owners they are in agreement to 
create a turnaround for fire and other use. So we tried to meet as 
much as we can with the existing conditions as is possible. 

 
  Longmire: And expanding the driveway from 8 to 12 feet. Is that 

what you said? 
 
  Miller: No mame. Tom do you want to… 
 
  Brechko: The existing driveway is approximately 12 feet in width 

and the requirement is 20 so there is an additional 8 feet. 
 
  Longmire: Are you going to be able to meet that at some… 
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  Miller: Yes mame. I talked to the clients. We can try to meet that. 
Yes we will meet that. 

 
  Longmire: If a motion is made that it is going to be met it is going 

to be met. Right. 
 
  Bart Carey: Maybe now that you have gone forward what you are 

saying you feel like you can comply with the request to widen 
that? It is a 12 foot paved surface now. The requirement is a 20 
foot gravel. I guess you wouldn’t put a 4 foot strip of gravel on 
either side you would be paving the whole thing to 20 feet. Would 
that be the plan? 

 
  Terrell Fielden: 8952 Shallowford Road, Knoxville, TN. I think it 

would be our original place would probably be two gravel both 
sides. It is likely the property is going to go to family anyway. The 
property most likely the lots will be divided up within the family 
anyway.  

 
  Carey: We don’t see it on the map on our screens but on our final 

plat in our packet it shows the joint permanent easement that the 
big flag pole that goes to this. But it also shows actual road 
overlays I guess from an aerial map that are in place. It shows a 
secondary road. It shows another driveway paralleling what is 
existing now and going to this subject property. Is that… You are 
not going to see it up here unless something changes but on our 
map it shows a driveway going right to the property, the 
triangular shaped lot that is our subject property today. 

 
  Brechko: If I may. That actually… that driveway that shows there 

is actually on the adjoining property and goes and serves the 
tennis court on the adjoining property. It is not an access to 
although it comes very close it is not an access to this. With the 
proposed subdivision the JPE that is out there and the driveway 
that is out there divides direct frontage for the lot that is being 
proposed. 

 
  Michael Kane: I guess my concern is I am not too sure what we 

are… The specifics of the variances aren’t listed. So I don’t know 
what I am going to really approve a variance for or not. It seems 
to me like the application needs to be revised to specify exactly 
what variances we are being requested to review and approve.  

 
  Brechko: The plat that we had before the Planning Commission is 

based on variances for allowing the existing conditions and it 
shows the proposed turnaround at the end. We don’t have 
anything that identifies on the plat itself about including the 
widening of the roadway. I guess it may be a request for Steve is 
to. I know that usually when we approve a plat that has a joint 
permanent easement that identifies of the requirements of what it 
has to meet there is a bond stamp on there that… there is a 
stamp on there from County Engineering that until they have 
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completed those improvements they will not sign off on the plat 
for it to be recorded. That is the way we have dealt with joint 
permanent easements in the past. The fact that we don’t have 
that may be an issue. 

 
  Kane: That still doesn’t satisfy I am not too sure what I am 

approve… The only thing I know now is I have a drawing that 
says there is going to be a turnaround. I don’t know, it doesn’t 
specify width requirement is 20 and we are approving it to 12. I 
don’t have grade. Nothing. I don’t see how I can approve that 
when I don’t know what variance. Otherwise I am just saying I 
am approving with whatever they want to put in. I doesn’t make 
sense to me.  

 
  Art Clancy: Question. So Tom are you saying there is a stamp 

that is required before they will permit it or before City 
Engineering will approve it there is a bond stamp that has to be 
one it. So technically if the only issue is that they have not 
widened the JPE to this 20 foot standard that is the only issue in 
question right now. Is it reasonable to assume we can approve 
the final plat and they won’t get… they can’t do anything with it 
until they get the stamp. 

 
  Brechko: If this were coming forward with a positive 

recommendation from staff the plat would identify on that about 
improvement of the joint permanent easement to a width of and 
it would including the turnaround that is identified on the plan 
and the way we deal with the improvements being put in place 
cause in the past there used to be situations somebody would put 
on there about gravel drive and they go to record the plat and it 
would never get put in. So what the County requires is that they 
either would bond it and that happens I think occasionally or they 
actually would have to complete those improvements and 
engineering would certify that before they sign off on the plat. 
The fact that their agreement to widen the road is not identified 
on there I think there would be a problem of approving it at this 
point without that information since we can’t make it conditional. 
If the plat included the information of what those improvements 
would be I think we would be okay. There are a couple of areas 
where it doesn’t meet the 40 foot minimum requirement. They 
don’t have full control to do that the entire way. There is a 
section I think there may be some grade issues but we don’t have 
at least from the information I have seen there is not the data to 
identify what those grades are for this one section where it is a 
little bit steeper. 

 
  Clancy: I hate to but I agree with Michael that it needs to be a 

little bit more specific if we are going to approve. I would like to 
make a motion to deny the final plat.  
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  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (LOMAX) WERE MADE 
TO DENY FINAL PLAT. MOTION CARRIED 11-3 (PIERCE, 
ROTH, ANDERS). DENIED. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (LOMAX) WERE MADE 

TO DENY THE VARIANCES. MOTION CARRIED 11-3 
(PIERCE, ROTH, ANDERS). DENIED. 

 
  Longmire: So Mr. Brechko if they redo the plat with the 

information we need and like that. 
 
  Brechko: We could. There is still time to do the legal 

advertisement requirements if they resubmitted the plat with that 
information for the June meeting we could advertise for it. There 
is a fee for resubmittal of a denied plat. It could be brought back 
possibly at the June meeting. 

 
  Longmire: I made a mistake. I forgot to say that Commission 

Pierce recused from the consent list. I wanted to get that on 
record that you did recuse. 

 
* 13. SAVA PROPERTY 5-SB-14-F 
  Northeast side of Mill Rd, northwest of Old Millertown Pike, 

Commission District 8. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 14. BOJANGLES - WESTERN AVENUE 5-SC-14-F 
  North side of Western Ave, east of Sanderson Rd, Council District 

3. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P 15. BROOME & KEHNE SUBDIVISION 5-SD-14-F 
  Southwest side of Williams Rd, northwest of Hardin Valley Rd, 

Commission District 6. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 16. GORDON AND SHANNON TREECE PROPERTY 5-SE-14-F 
  Northwest side of Griffith Rd, west of Hill Rd, Commission District 

7. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P 17. FINAL PLAT FOR KELLY MILAM 5-SF-14-F 
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  South side of Osprey Point Lane, east of S. Northshore Dr, 
Commission District 4. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Rezonings and Plan Amendment/Rezonings: 
 
 18. AMERICAN CAMPUS COMMUNITIVE  
  South side Forest Ave., east and west sides S. Twenty First St. 

Council District 1.   
  a.  Central City Sector Plan Amendment 4-B-14-SP 
  From MDR (Medium Density Residential) and O (Office) to HDR 

(High Density Residential). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION # 4-B-14-SP, 

amending the Central City Sector Plan to HDR (High Density 
Residential) and recommend that City Council also adopt the 
amendment. 

 
  Arthur Seymour Jr. I am here on behalf of the applicant. We 

would ask that this be approved pursuant to staff 
recommendation on the sector plan, one year plan and the 
zoning. You may recall there was a gentleman from Dowell 
Chemical here last time. I have had some discussions with their 
attorney. We think this will be worked out so that it is in their 
benefit as well as in our benefit to have the proposed use go 
through. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION 
CARRIED 13-1 (KANE). APPROVED. 

 
  b.  One Year Plan Amendment 4-B-14-PA 
  From O (Office) to HDR (High Density Residential). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve HDR (High Density 

Residential) 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (PIERCE) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION 
CARRIED 13-1 (KANE). APPROVED. 

 
  c.  Rezoning 4-F-14-RZ 
  From C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial), O-2 (Civic and 

Institutional) & I-2 (Restricted Manufacturing and Warehousing) 
to RP-3 (Planned Residential). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve RP-3 (Planned Residential) 

at a density up to 24-60 du/ac. 
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  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 
MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION 
CARRIED 13-1 (KANE). APPROVED. 

 
P 19. TANASI GIRL SCOUT COUNCIL, INC.  4-J-14-RZ 
  Southeast side Merchant Dr., east of Wilkerson Rd., Council 

District 5. Rezoning from A-1 (General Agricultural) to RP-1 
(Planned Residential). 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 20. J. ALLEN MORGAN  5-A-14-RZ 
  Northeast side Shipetown Rd., southeast side Rutledge Pike, 

Commission District 8.  Rezoning from A (Agricultural) to CN 
(Neighborhood Commercial). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. CN (Neighborhood 

Commercial). 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 21. BRIGHTLAND, LLC  
  Southwest side Middlebrook Pike, southeast of Lovell Rd., 

Commission District 6. 
  a.  Northwest County Sector Plan Amendment 5-A-14-SP 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) & STPA (Stream Protection 

Area) to O (Office) & STPA (Stream Protection Area). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION #5-A-14-SP, 

amending the Northwest County Sector Plan to O (Office) and 
STPA (Stream Protection) and recommend the Knox County 
Commission also approve the sector plan amendment, to make 
it operative. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
*  b.  Rezoning 5-B-14-RZ 
  From RA (Low Density Residential) to OB (Office, Medical, and 

Related Services). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve OB (Office, Medical & 

Related Services) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 22. PHILIP GARRETT  5-C-14-RZ 
  East side Schaeffer Rd., south of Hardin Valley Rd., west of 

Thompson Rd., Commission District 6.  Rezoning from BP 
(Business and Technology) / TO (Technology Overlay) to PR 
(Planned Residential) / TO (Technology Overlay). 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 
Commission APPROVE PR (Planned Residential) zoning @ 8.5 
dus/ac, subject to 1 condition. 

 
  Arthur Seymour Jr. here on behalf of the applicant. I would 

prefer to go first. I am here on behalf of Mr. Phil Garrett who is 
the owner of this property. It is approximately 12 acres located 
off of Hardin Valley Road. It was considered by you all last year 
and again this year. The staff recommendation is to rezone this 
12 acres to planned residential at a maximum density of 8.5 
units per acre. The sector plan is consistent with the rezoning 
request. This matter went through the Technology Corridor 
Development Authority last year and they recommended a light 
density for this acreage. I might point out that this is a planned 
zone. If the zoning is allowed and approved by County 
Commission it will come back for a double review on site plan 
etc. That review will be by this body and also by the Tennessee 
Technology Corridor Development Authority. There is opposition 
from one person that we are aware of and two emails on a 
subdivision to the south of this property. Since the property is 
located in the Tennessee Technology Corridor Development 
Authority the setbacks will be 100 feet from adjoining residential 
property lines. Mr. Garrett has already agreed he will agree to a 
non-disturb area along this subdivision. He has put in front of 
each of you all photographs showing the adjoining subdivision to 
the south with a view from his property in both the summer and 
winter. The photographs were taken I think last week weren’t 
they; the ones I am calling summer. The subdivision is barely 
visible; if it is. In the winter you can see the shape of houses out 
there. This proposed development and we are asking we do not 
have a proposal specifically or this at this time will have access 
only to Hardin Valley Road. There will be no automobile or 
pedestrian connection to the adjoining subdivision. We 
understand that there is concern about property values. I have 
heard that. I do not think that is a valid concern. If you look 
around the City in areas where you have apartments adjoining 
single family residential homes – Sequoyah Hills being the most 
like, outstanding example where in the middle of Sequoyah Hills 
which is one of the more expensive neighborhoods in town there 
are over 500 apartment units right in the center of that 
surrounded by a very expensive homes. I would like to reserve 
the remainder of my time for rebuttal. I believe I have a minute 
and one half. 

 
  Longmire: You have a little more than a minute sir.  
 
  Nick McBride: Sorry something new has come up Ms. Chairman 

about a non-disturbance. That is the first that Harrison Springs 
has heard that comment. 2032 Fall Haven Lane. I think we have 
been here for about six years on this project as most of you all 
know that have been on this MPC Commission. I just want to 
remind everyone again the density as you can see around this 
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subdivision is mainly 1 to 3 units per acre. The OB to the north 
was approved by MPC but that’s going to allow them almost 20 
acres. That is going to allow up to 12 units per acre. I think Mr. 
Seymour is trying to get this tract rezoned. In looking at the 
slopes most of the apartments will end up in this zone that is in 
question. I know Mr. Clancy had made some comments in the 
past about concern for the neighborhood. Mr. Seymour has 
mentioned a 25 foot non-disturbance which is the first that we 
have heard. I would like to ask for a 30-day postponement if 
possible so that the neighborhood and Mr. Seymour can get 
together because this is new news to us. 

 
  Seymour: If this is positive to them and they will agree to that 

we can work out agreements like that. We have offered I think 
in the past. We have got 100 foot building setback already 
because of the TO Technology Overlay. Mr. Garrett is willing to 
discuss the offer of the 25 foot non-disturb line along the border 
of Harrison Springs. Mr. Garrett I am going to leave it up to you. 
Did you understand what they wanted to do?  

 
  (Inaudible discussion in the audience). 
 
  Johnson: I think it was discussed Tuesday.  
 
  McBride: Michael the times that you have reviewed this have you 

ever heard of a 25 foot non-disturbance being offered by Mr. 
Garrett. 

 
  Michael Brusseau: I can’t say that I have. 
 
  Longmire: It is not… We are going to have to have a motion to 

postpone or a motion to hear. That is where it is right now. 
 
  Art Clancy: The applicant is the one asking for postponement…  

has to ask for postponement. The opposition can’t. 
 
  Longmire: We can also so move for postponement. 
 
  Clancy: If this is approved it still has to come back with a 

concept plan correct? I would like to make a motion that we 
recommend that County Commission approve PR Planned 
Residential zoning at 8.5 dwelling units an acre subject to one 
condition. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION.  
 
  Laura Cole: I just wanted to ask about the buffer. Is this the 

point where we would mention the buffer? 
 
  Clancy: It certainly better come in on the concept plan. 
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  Cole: So it will come in later. Is that… can we put that in now? 
 
  Buz Johnson: The actually the 100 foot buffer comes out of the 

design guidelines through the Technology Overlay. There is a 
100 foot setback, excuse me. Mark is right, setback from any 
property that is zoned residential or agricultural. So you have 
that setback and within that you can consider look at proposals 
for additional buffering and that could be in the form of a 25 foot 
no disturb zone. Also within the process of looking at a site plan 
by both this body and TTCDA landscaping and the type of 
landscaping would be very important as well. But all of that… 

 
  Clancy: All of that has to come on the concept. That is why I am 

thinking in my thought process is let’s get the project moving 
and let’s see what they come up with on a concept plan and 
make sure there is a 25 foot non-disturb. That helps to get the 
property going and developed. 

 
  Cole: I am with you on that I just wanted to make sure it was 

understood that that was not something that was going to be 
left out of the discussion. 

 
  Clancy: Correct. I think we can turn down concept plan after 

concept plan if they don’t put it in. 
 
  Michael Kane: I guess that was kind of corollary to that if we 

took a little different tact because I think that we are looking at 
no opposition versus opposition if it moves forward. There is 
nothing that prevents us at this point in time as a condition to 
put a 25 foot no disturb buffer. Is that correct? 

 
  Steve Wise: Yes there is. You cannot condition the zone. You can 

impose conditions I suppose. You can’t contract zone. This is a 
case where again we need to avoid negotiating with the 
applicant. That is where we are getting into trouble and that is 
exactly what is going on here.  

 
  Kane: I understand that. 
 
  Clancy: It is reasonable to expect that we can restrict the 

concept plan.  
 
  Kane: I totally understand that. I was just trying to figure out 

what we normally do versus what is legal for us to do. That is all 
I am trying to understand.  

 
  Longmire: Look at the condition that we do have on this. No 

clearing or grading of the site shall be permitted until a use on 
review development plan 

 
  Kane: So essentially we have in fact gone more than 25 at this 

point in time. 
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  Clancy: You can’t disturb anything. 
 
  Kane: So essentially from the opposition they essentially will 

have to come back again and say hey we make sure that we 
want the 25 and presumably the applicant would already have 
that in their concept plan.  

 
  Seymour: May I make one point. Oh I am sorry. 
 
  Bart Carey: I know we can’t contract or negotiate something 

with the applicant or the opposition but we didn’t without looking 
I assume it is part of the applicant’s proposal is to have the 25 
foot undisturbed and we talked about it on Tuesday. I am not 
sure why that wasn’t a part of this. The applicant cannot make it 
at this time part of this because they said it was going to be on 
there? 

 
  Clancy: It seems futile. 
 
  Longmire: It is going to be on the use on review. 
 
  Clancy: They can’t clear anything. 
 
  Longmire: Nothing can be done until the use on review. 
 
  Seymour: On the Sherrill Hills rezoning there was a larger 

setback imposed as a condition on the zoning than was under 
the zone. In other words I think the zoning had a 50 foot 
building setback, I am using this as an example, as part of the 
zoning process the Planning Commission imposed a 75 foot. 
There was also the issue of a non-disturbance agreement.  Buz I 
recall that being a condition of the zoning in that case of the 
Sherrill Hills. 

 
  Longmire: It will be the condition of this particular motion. There 

is a condition on this motion – no clearing or grading until a use 
on review development plan has been approved by MPC and the 
Tennessee Technology Corridor Development Authority. 

 
  Clancy: Call for the question. 
 
  McBride: Ms. Longmire… 
 
  Longmire: No sir it is with Commission now. Okay. There is a 

motion… 
 
  McBride: Ms. Longmire I am sorry. I was in the middle of my 

discussion and then we were getting opinions. I hadn’t finished 
what I had to say. 
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  Longmire: I am sorry sir I thought you had finished what you 
were going to say. You have 3 minutes and 57 seconds. 

 
  McBride: Thank you so much. If this is approved at the density 

that you are talking about this will be almost 400 apartments in 
our backyard. Yes Ms. Cole there is a 100 foot setback but that is 
for the buildings. That does not include parking or anything else. 
Some of the plans that we have seen that Mr. Seymour has 
submitted over the years have shown parking almost up to our 
property lines. This tract of land the 10 acres that we are 
showing is the flattest of all the property. The OB zone that is 
zoned now that is going to allow him to have up to 12 units per 
acre is the same piece of property that we were here a year and 
one half or two years ago. You are right Mr. Clancy he was not 
supposed to be doing any grading. He did get a permit and then 
went outside of that and then was cited by the County. So just 
because you all say he can’t in the past he has. So again I would 
ask that you deny this. If anything we would ask that you do no 
more than 1 to 3 units per acre and that would still give him 300 
and something apartments. We would ask that you just deny this 
completely. Thank you so much Ms. Longmire. 

 
  Longmire: We do have the motion as stated which is to 

recommend that County Commission approve at 8.5 dwelling 
units per acre subject to the one condition that is no grading or 
clearing until the use on review. Unfortunately it will be up to the 
County to enforce that. I think with fines and other things it 
might work. 

 
Upon roll call the Planning Commission voted as follows: 
Anders Yes 
Carey Yes 
Clancy Yes 
Cole No 
Eason Yes 
Goodwin No 
Johnson Yes 
Kane No 
Lomax No 
Pierce No 
Roth Yes 
Sharp Yes 
Tocher No 
Longmire Yes 
MOTION CARRIED 8-6.  APPROVED. 
 
  Longmire: Motion passes and we look forward to seeing the 

development plan with the appropriate buffer and the assurance 
that there will be no grading until that is approved. 

 
 23. ANGELA ELIZABETH WILLIS AND ALLISON P. CORNELL  
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  West side Tazewell Pike, south of E. Emory Rd., Commission 
District 8. 

  a.  Northeast County Sector Plan Amendment 5-B-14-SP 
  From O (Office) to C (Commercial). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION # 5-B-14-SP, 

amending the Northeast County Sector Plan to C (Commercial) 
and recommend that County Commission also adopt the sector 
plan amendment. 

 
  Aaron Lett: 7413 Tazewell Pike. I am a neighbor. This has been 

a residence for quite a while. I just have concerns as to what is 
going into it today. It is my understanding that it is a Dollar 
General Store. Just have concerns of keeping my privacy and 
what has been my home for quite a while. I just wanted to 
understand how things are going to be laid out. Mr. Brown did 
try to draw a few little sketches here for me to see what the 
parking lot and things are going to look like. I have never been 
to one of these meetings. This is my first. I don’t understand 
exactly what all my option are if I have any. I was just 
concerned to keep my privacy separate from this business. My 
front door, side door. I just didn’t want to be right in their 
parking lot or … I don’t know how they are going to do it. I just, 
like I said, I was just a little bit concerned about how it was 
going to be set up. 

 
  Longmire: Mr. Lett as you look at the map can you see which 

one you are? You are at 8 or 9? 
 
  Lett: I am the one right beside the rezoning. To the south of it. 
 
  Gene Brown with J & B Development. I don’t know what to tell 

you. We had no opposition until today I found out. I haven’t 
had time to talk with him but a few minutes before.  

 
  Longmire: Okay. If this is approved, we still have to have a use 

on review? 
 
  Art Clancy: That is my question. We are approving CA? 
 
  Longmire: We are approving Commercial CA from Office 

Agricultural. Recommending not approving. We are 
recommending that County Commission approve. It does not 
require a use on review is the word next to me. 

 
  Bart Carey: What is going on there now? 
 
  Longmire: Empty houses. 
 
  Carey: Empty residential structures? 
 
  Michael Kane: Probably zoned office right? 
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  Mark Donaldson: The land use plan designation is office. The 

zoning is agriculture. This is an area between the gas station up 
at the corner and the grocery store to the south that has been 
shown on the sector plan as office for a long time. 

 
  Kane: Can we review what the difference is between… 

neighborhood commercial would be a different designation. Is 
that correct? In terms of the sector plan designation. Is that 
correct? It wouldn’t be under CA it would be under something 
else. Is that correct? 

 
  Donaldson: Right. We have a neighborhood commercial land 

use designation as well as a neighborhood commercial zone 
district.  

 
  Kane: I guess what I was trying to do was let the opposition 

understand the difference between what the setbacks would be 
under different zoning classifications that would be allowed. 

 
  Donaldson: Michael may have those at his finger tips. 
 
  Longmire: Michael you look that up. I will hear from 

Commissioner Anders.  
 
  Herb Anders: I would like to ask the opposition’s property. Lot 

number 8 indicates that it is currently zoned Office. 
 
  Brown: His is zoned CA. 
 
  Anders: The same as the request. 
 
  Longmire: Mr. Lett, the zoning on your property? 
 
  Lett: CA 
 
  Longmire: So is the zoning CA from the larger plot the grocery 

store all the way to the corner of the intersection. 
 
  Michael Brusseau: With the exception of these two parcels we 

are looking at. 
 
  Longmire: So only these two parcels are not CA already.  
 
  Clancy: I think it is reasonable for the opposition to want to 

know what is going to happen on the piece of property next to 
him. His property is CA and it could just as well go the other 
way. I think Mr. Brown if you don’t mind would you sit down 
and go over the plot plan of how you plan on positioning it and 
what kind of lights you are going to do with your neighbors. I 
think you can understand that. That being said I would like to 
make a motion that 
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  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 5-B-14-SP AMENDING 
THE NORTHEAST COUNTY SECTOR PLAN TO C 
COMMERCIAL AND RECOMMEND THAT COUNTY 
COMMISSION ALSO ADOPT THE SECTOR PLAN 
AMENDMENT.  

 
  Jeff Roth: Are we going to hear from Mr. Brusseau. 
 
  Longmire: We are. He is still… I am watching him. You are 

ready. 
 
  Brusseau: The requested zone, the CA zoning, and I will just 

talk about side yards that looks to be the most pertinent here. 
The CA zone requires 5 feet when you are not adjacent to 
residential zoning whereas the CN requires 10 feet. The CN 
zone also has a lot of traditional landscaping requirements 
within the setbacks. The rear is slightly more. It is 25 feet in the 
CN where it is 16 feet or up to 20 for a two-story building in the 
CA zone. So there are greater setbacks in the CN zone as well 
as landscaping requirements. 

 
  Kane: This is to me this is a dilemma because essentially we 

have got something that is already except for these two 
properties has been rezoned to CA. The zoning on it is office as 
well as the opposition’s is office but he is living in it. So we 
essentially are in a transition area and something that has 
already been… somebody who is still living in that transition 
area and how they, what their rights are and the obligations of 
the people that are building something next. I don’t have a 
problem with the CA because it seems like that is consistent but 
on the other hand the next zoning the zoning is for the general 
commercial which to me seems like with somebody living next 
door it is almost better to have office next door because 
somebody is still living there. 

 
  Longmire: I was just talking to Mr. Donaldson.  The properties 

across the street are all CA also. 
 
  Kane: That is the already zoned CA. This is… his property. The 

opposition’s property is office. 
 
  Brown: The opposition’s property is CA. 
 
  Kane: From a sector plan designation. From a zoning standpoint 

it is office because that is what it says in our packet. 
 
  Donaldson: The current zoning is CA. The land use designation 

is office. 
 
  Clancy: The land use says it is office but it is already zoned CA. 
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  Kane: So there is an inconsistency?  
 
  Longmire: Which is a shock to all of us. 
 
  Clancy: We are restricting a CA because we are trying to 

consider a CA and that is what doesn’t really make sense. I 
think that the opposition has a reasonable right to expect the 
developer to contact him about how it should be developed. 
That is why I made my motion. 

 
  Longmire: With buffering and landscaping. I think the developer 

is aware of that and willing to do that. So communication will be 
essential. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED 14-0. APPROVED. 
 
  b.  Rezoning 5-D-14-RZ 
  From A (Agricultural) to CA (General Business). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND the Knox County 

Commission APPROVE CA (General Business) zoning. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE TO 

APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION CARRIED 
14-0. APPROVED. 

 
 24. SCOTT LEE GOEBEL  
  North side Snyder Rd., west side Lovell Rd., Commission District 

6. 
  a.  Northwest County Sector Plan Amendment 5-C-14-SP 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) & SLPA (Slope Protection 

Area) to MDR (Medium Density Residential) & SLPA (Slope 
Protection Area). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION # 5-C-14-SP, 

amending the Northwest County Sector Plan to MDR (Medium 
Density Residential) and SLPA (Slope Protection Area), and 
recommend that County Commission also adopt the sector plan 
amendment. 

 
  Buz Johnson: Maybe so after giving it a little bit of second 

thought. Tuesday we went over this. I believe we went over this 
application. Maybe we didn’t. This is a request for rezoning on 
the north, west side of Lovell Road. It is comprised of about a 
little over 62 acres. The applicant is proposing to develop the 
property or the applicant is working with the developer to 
develop the property for multi-family dwellings at a little over 5 
dwelling units per acre. Keep in mind the 5.7 dwelling units per 
acre is at the very low end at the medium density range which in 
the County goes up to 12 dwelling units per acre. This property 
is located on Lovell Road which fairly recently was widened to 
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four lanes with a center turn lane. It connects two major 
interchanges: one at Pellissippi and Lovell Road and one at Lovell 
Road and I-40/I-75. So it is in between two major develop 
nodes. The one at Pellissippi and Lovell Road has been 
developing with a mix of uses. There is planned residential at 
that location as well as office and commercial development. To 
the south, this property is just north of the node at I-40/I-75. 
The way the property lays out the topography is such that and 
we have already seen some conceptual drawings that indicate to 
us that they are looking in the direction of laying out the 
property that respects the slope of the site. We feel that this is 
an appropriate location. It is an area between two major 
development nodes and it is situated on a 5-lane minor arterial 
street. We think all these factors lend themselves to 
recommending approval which staff has done. In this particular 
case again two reviews will be required: one by the Technology 
Corridor Development Authority and one by this body if the 
zoning is approved. Staff recommends approval of the plan 
amendment and recommends that County Commission approve 
the rezoning. 

 
  Arthur Seymour Jr here on behalf of the applicant. 
 
  Longmire: Is there opposition? Mr. Seymour. 
 
  Seymour: I think Mr. Johnson is pretty well.  Arthur Seymour Jr, 

550 W Main Avenue, Knoxville, 37902. We also discussed this at 
Tech Corridor Development Authority meeting on Monday. We 
had a lengthy discussion with residents of Bishops Court and 
there were a number of issues raised. Mr. Fulghum since then 
has met with Dr. Campbell I know and some other people I 
know to further discuss the development project. As Mr. Johnson 
stated we are asking for Planned Residential at 5.7 units per 
acre. In the County that is medium density residential. In the 
city, if this property were in the City, that would be low density 
residential which goes up to 6 dwelling units per acre. The 
proposal is to build an apartment complex here with a special 
entrance on Schaffer Road. There would also be some small 
commercial at the intersection or excuse on Lovell Road. The 
issues that we discussed the other day at the Tech Corridor 
Development Authority meeting involved traffic, noise, lighting 
and drainage. I think we addressed all of those as part of the 
development process which would be to come back to you all 
and to the Tech Corridor Development Authority with a 
development plan. As mentioned earlier the Technology Overlay 
requires a 100 foot building setback around the peripheral 
boundary of this property. Additional requirements would 
probably involve some very heavy landscaping. There was a 
questions about whether there would be connection from this 
property to adjoining subdivisions and the answer was no. The 
developer which is Greystone Properties also has a premiere 
property very near this right at Pellissippi and Hardin Valley Road 
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next to the college – one of the finest new apartment complexes 
in town – and has gone through the development process before 
and has received high praise for what it has done over there. 
The items we discussed at the Technology Corridor Development 
Authority were items that primarily handles at the development 
stage or use on review stage. We know at this time that several 
parts of this property are not developable because of the slope 
protection ordinance. Those will be held vacant and non-
disturbed especially to the northwest of the property and there is 
a section in the center of the property that is not appropriate for 
development. Mr. Johnson has the initial development plan. I 
think it in the staff report is it not. 

 
  Buz Johnson: No sir it is not. We left it out. 
 
  Seymour: Oh I am sorry. I would have brought copies of it. But 

anyway we went over that and Mr. Fulghum who is engineer for 
the project has met later and the owners is here, the owner’s 
representative is here and will be happy to meet with neighbors 
to discuss this project further. It is fronting on a major now 4-
lane road. It has great access to interstate, Pellissippi Parkway 
and Interstate 40. There are new subdivisions around there and 
the developer will respect the rights of those owners as we go 
forward. We would ask for approval and if I may I will reserve 
the balance of my time to come back. 

 
  Longmire: Commissioners if you will look at your green slope 

analysis map in the upper left hand corner that part of the 
property is what he is talking about leaving undisturbed, the 
pink. Do you have that in your package? I thought you did. 
Opposition please. 

 
  Richard Hughes, 1154 Bishops View, Knoxville. 
 
  Longmire: Mr. Hughes before you start are you the only 

opposition speaking or are there others people who wish to 
speak in opposition? Normally one person or two people speak 
for the group because we found that the more people speak the 
more things get repeated over and over again. If I do give you 
extra time then Mr. Seymour will also have the extra time. Again 
sticking strictly to the facts of the case is also important. But you 
need to divide the time you have as much as possible. Then one 
of the Commissioners may ask that you time be extended. Okay. 

 
  (Inaudible from the audience) 
 
  Longmire: There may be people here in support of the 

opposition and you can ask them to stand at some time. It may 
be that not everybody wants to speak but again we will divide 
the time so be aware of that. Sir I will give you 10 extra seconds 
because I took up 10 seconds of your stuff. 
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  Hughes: Thank you. Are those people who are in opposition here 
please let the council know who you are. Thank you.  I am 
president of the Bishops Court Homeowners Association. Our 
property borders the proposed development on the southwest 
side. We have met with other homeowners in the area and had 
discussions about this property. We understand the development 
of rural property in the county is inevitable but we are concerned 
with the effect of these changes on our property values and our 
quality of life. We in Bishop’s Court made a significant 
investment in our properties and many of us have planned to 
retire there. We are concerned with what is going to happen to 
our property as a result of said development like this.  There are 
several issues that impact us and other people in the area that I 
would like to bring before this council, Commission and put it on 
the record. First of all is the traffic flow. The staff report 
indicates that approximately 3,000 vehicle trips per day will be 
utilized in this facility. According to the preliminary plan the only 
access to this is on Snyder Road approximately 750 feet from the 
intersection of Lovell and Snyder Road. The traffic flow on Lovell 
Road has increased significantly since its widened and we are 
concerned that the additional influx of traffic from this 
development will create some problems not only with congestion 
but with safety. Snyder Road is classified by the Major Road Plan 
in Knox County as a minor collector and therefore because of 
this may not be suitable to handle the volume of traffic we are 
talking about. We are second concerned about noise and 
lighting. We want to make sure that the property shields the 
adjacent homeowners from any excessive noise during the time 
in which it is operational and this might have to be done by use 
of some sort of foliage or other designations. Also we are 
concerned with excessive light emissions coming into the back 
yards of our neighborhood. This possibly could be abrogated a 
little bit by having the lower density units placed around the 
periphery where they would be adjacent to existing homes and 
put some of the more highly dense units in the middle of this 
property. The third area is drainage and water runoff. We in 
Bishops Court have a similar slope problem to this property. We 
have spent untold thousands of dollars and continue to spend 
money trying to eliminate runoff and drainage problems. Since 
this property is much larger I am afraid that problems are going 
to be much more significant. And fourth the zoning change itself. 
This is being designed as medium density residential at 5.7 units 
per acre and staff recommendation seems to indicate that this is 
perfectly acceptable to have apartments in this area. However 
the land surrounding it all of the subdivisions are in the low 
density residential area at 1 to maximum 4 units per acre. The 
questions needs to be asked here as to whether this property is 
truly in the character and the nature of the surrounding 
properties. Finally is there a true need for this property to be 
developed into apartments. As homeowners and tax payers we 
ask your consideration to be sensitive to the needs of the people 
in our community. Thank you. 
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  Wayne Carlton from the Meadowview Subdivision. 1210 Neal 

Drive. We are on the other side of the street from this complex. 
They but up against Bishops Court. We are the ones across the 
street on Lovell Road. I cannot supplement nor improve on what 
my predecessor said. One thing I want to kind of add. We all 
kind of (inaudible) about the plan Monday. We had a community 
meeting Tuesday. We are here today. What he touched on we 
have come together in the last three days to figure this out. It 
would be nice if we had 30 days postponed to sit down with the 
developer to get a better idea of what is going on cause you 
have seen the development plan. You know what is going on. 
We have not even seen it. Like I said. Monday they had some 
discussions. Lovell View wasn’t even there; it was Bishops Court. 
Lovell View just found out about it at Tuesday’s meeting. I think 
a lot of these people need extra time because we have got a lot 
of people here. If the developer really wants to know what the 
community says I think it would be good for him to sit down and 
talk to both sides at one time and explain all of it so we might 
not have as much opposition, but right now we are not prepared 
to say yes or no. I will leave it at that because I know you have 
other people to talk. 

 
  Longmire: Thank you sir. That is 15 extra seconds for you Mr. 

Seymour on top of your 104. Wait just a minute is there other 
opposition who feels the need to speak or do you feel… Alright 
we will say these two gentlemen have represented you well and 
we really appreciate the neighbors coming out. I really like to 
see community involvement. 

 
  Seymour: At the meeting on Monday Mr. Hughes raised these 

issues. Traffic we know we will have to do a traffic impact study 
and we will have to do improvements specific to this project. 
Noise will have to be dealt with. How it is going to be dealt with 
I cannot tell you at this time nor Mr. Fulghum. Lighting – there is 
sophisticated lighting available now that will keep this from 
bleeding over onto adjacent properties. I assume, and that is 
getting to be more and more a requirement of development for 
commercial and residential projects to do lighting that is site 
specific. Drainage will have to be dealt with Mr. Fulghum will be 
doing that and the other concerns we will have to deal with at 
the next step. We will be happy to meet with Mr. Hughes. We 
met with him Monday and several of his neighbors. We will be 
happy to meet with Mr. Carlton within the next few days. Set up 
a meeting right after this and go forward. Under the present 
time table this will not come to County Commission until June. 
After that a development plan will be filed with you all and with 
the Tennessee Tech Corridor Development Authority and it will 
undergo double review. The Tech Corridor Development 
Authority in particular has been very strict on issues like lighting 
and so forth in the past and we expect to be able to comply with 
those. 
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  Longmire: Commissioner Lomax did you know your light was on?  
 
  Charles Lomax: Originally I was going to ask a question based 

off of something that Mr. Seymour originally said. He said special 
entrance to the development off of Schaffer Road, but I realize it 
was Snyder Road. 

 
  Seymour: I meant Snyder Road. 
 
  Lomax: But also with this I was just wondering with this being 

Technology Overlay if the 100 foot buffer would also be required 
as we dealt on item 22. 

 
  Buz Johnson: In this particular case it would be required for 

most of the property. But I believe on the concept that they 
have shown they are showing it around the entire perimeter.  Is 
that right Billy? 

 
  Fulghum: Correct. 
 
  Johnson: That is the setback. 
 
  Jeff Roth: I know that part of Snyder Road has already been 

widened I don’t know how many feet it is. Is the proposed 
entrance to this would it be within that area that has already 
been widened. 

 
  Billy Fulghum with Fulghum, MacIndoe and Associates, 10330 

Hardin Valley Road. I am the civil engineer for the project. To 
answer your question no that has not been widened. There is a 
signal at that intersection from back from Snyder has not. 

 
  Roth: Would there be plans to do that? 
 
  Fulghum: I would assume it would have to be.  
 
  Art Clancy: I would like to make a motion. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (PIERCE) WERE MADE 

TO ADOPT RESOLUTION # 5-C-14-SP, AMENDING THE 
NORTHWEST COUNTY SECTOR PLAN TO MDR (MEDIUM 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) AND SLPA (SLOPE PROTECTION 
AREA), AND RECOMMEND THAT COUNTY COMMISSION 
ALSO ADOPT THE SECTOR PLAN AMENDMENT.  

 
  Longmire: Now there will be a use on review on this? 
 
  Buz Johnson: Use on review and a plan before the Tech Corridor 

Authority. 
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  Longmire: For the neighbors who haven’t been here before that 
means it will have to come back to us with a complete plan to 
make sure the buffers are there, the lights are there, everything 
that the gentleman have said will be done and the water 
problem will be dealt with. So it will come back to us and to the 
Technology Corridor group. I have a motion and a second. 

 
  Elizabeth Eason: I just wanted to express some concerns I had 

with the property and the rezoning. One of the things I am 
seeing is that this is a large agricultural property over 62 acres 
with its current zoning. I think it conflicts with the steep slopes 
and also wanted to mention that the areas that aren’t steep 
sloped are locally important soils on one of MPC’s farmland soils 
maps. I reference that because one of the recent studies from 
the Knox-Knox County Food Policy recommended that we adopt 
zoning standards that protect our land for agricultural uses. I 
think that is important. I see a conflict between the steep slope 
and the agricultural soils and also that this an area where we 
have increasing density and that if we offer a greater density of 
housing that could keep us off of some of those properties. I 
don’t know the answer I just wanted to say that is something 
that I am concerned about.  

 
  Longmire: I do apologize you are going to have to tell me when 

your light is on because this is right in the middle of everything. 
What Commissioner is referring to there is a map that has that is 
not available to everybody I hope it will be in the future that she 
specifically asked for where the soil, the agricultural soil is 
important and we all see that is a very important aspect of 
feeding of the community. This darker is the prime and it 
touches this property in two places. If you wish to see it before 
you vote I would be glad to pass it to you. That is what she has 
reference to. I think if the rest of you would like next time to 
make sure you have the prime soil identified. 

 
  Eason: And to clarify this property does not have the prime soils 

on it. It has it adjacent. But it does have the locally important 
soils which is a slightly lesser designation. 

 
  Donaldson: Those are soils that we have identified as being 

traditionally farmed or used as pasture land.  
 
  Longmire: I thank you for bringing that to our attention. I do 

have a motion and a second to adopt resolution 5-C-14-SP. 
 
  MOTION CARRIED 13-1 (EASON). APPROVED. 
 
  b.  Rezoning 5-E-14-RZ 
  From A (Agricultural) & A (Agricultural) / TO (Technology 

Overlay) to PR (Planned Residential) & PR (Planned Residential) 
/ TO (Technology Overlay). 

 



  MPC Minutes MAY 8, 2014 

  Page 27 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 
Commission APPROVE PR (Planned Residential) and PR (Planned 
Residential)/TO (Technology Overlay) at a density of 5.7 dus/ac., 
subject to the 1 condition. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (PIERCE) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION 
CARRIED 13-1 (EASON). APPROVED. 

 
  Longmire: Gentlemen I am sure you will make an effort to get 

with the neighbors with the development plan and all of that. 
 
  Fulghum: Yes we will. 
 
  Longmire: Please make a point before you leave to meet with 

this gentleman and give him contact information if you have not 
been contacted before. Again thank you very much for your 
community involvement. 

 
* 25. JHD, LLC  5-F-14-RZ 
  Northwest and southeast sides W. Jackson Ave., west of Central 

St., Council District 6.  Rezoning from I-3 (General Industrial) / 
D-1 (Downtown Design Overlay) to C-2 (Central Business 
District) / D-1 (Downtown Design Overlay). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-2 (Central Business)/D-1 (Downtown Design 
Overlay) 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 26. ASSOCIATION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF TENNESSEE 

ANTIQUITIES / RAMSEY HOUSE  
  North side Thorn Grove Pike, east side E. Governor John Sevier 

Hwy., Commission District 8. 
  a.  East County Sector Plan Amendment 5-D-14-SP 
  From OS (Other Open Space) to C (Commercial). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION #5-D-14-SP, 

amending the East County Sector Plan to C (Commercial), and 
recommend that County Commission also adopt the sector plan 
amendment. 

 
  Gail Mantler. I am representing the Broadway Group. We are 

looking to develop the property 3.37 acres on the corner of 
Thorn Grove Pike and John Sevier. I would respectfully like to 
request a favorable vote to from currently zoned agricultural 
open space to commercial general business. 

 
  Wayne Decker: President of the Board of the Historic Ramsey 

House here in support of having the property rezoned. One thing 
that I would like to mention that we have a full vote of our Board 
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for this sale. We also have a full vote of the Association for the 
Preservation of Tennessee Antiquities who is the owners of 
Ramsey House and also the owners of 17 historic homes across 
the state of Tennessee. One thing that this sale is going to be a 
great benefit to the Ramsey House that I would like to 
announce. I was at an Association meeting in Nashville of 
Tennessee Antiquities. We had a person from the Historic 
Commission come. The one thing that he was talking about is 
creating as large as endowments that you can for our homes 
across the state. With the sale of this property we will be able to 
add significant amount of money to our already existing 
endowment. What this does it just assures us of having income 
to be able to support Ramsey House. Also part of the income will 
allow us to expand our visitor center and modernize it so that we 
have and host better events and especially school tours. We 
really do a lot of school tours there at Ramsey House. I also 
want to say that this is also supported by Dr. Charles Faulkner 
who is retired from UT. He is the Dean of Archeology and 
President now, of course, Emeritus. He would have been here 
today to speak but basically what he would want to tell you is 
that this portion of the property doesn’t really have any historic 
significance okay. With that in mind I would ask respectfully that 
you all approve this. One thing that I would like to show is that 
through this process and I think the staff recommendation is 
going to be planned commercial and with that we have got to go 
through a use on review and part of it of course has to do with 
landscaping. With our development that we have got there we 
have a deeded right of way that will be given to us for signage 
that leads you to Ramsey House and some pretty hefty 
landscaping. 

 
  Longmire: While he is showing that Mr. Brusseau could you 

explain the different between their requested CA General 
Business and the PC Planned Commercial. Either of the two 
zones would allow the retail store as proposed. Staff has 
recommended PC mainly because of the presence of the Ramsey 
House behind there. We want to be able to have review of plan 
and make sure that appropriate landscaping and signage are 
used that are as complimentary as possible to Ramsey House 
property that surrounds it. But of course recognizing that 
commercial development in that area is not inappropriate in any 
way. That was the reason for the PC recommendation rather 
than CA. CA does not have any review required by this body 
whereas the PC would be subject to use on review.  

 
  Mantler: We have an illustration of what is currently there if you 

would like to see it. 
 
  Longmire: I think we have all pretty much drove by. It is not that 

attractive. I don’t want to hurt your feelings but it is not 
attractive. 
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  Decker: We understand. One last thing if I could if you don’t 
mind. I have got three letters and I think a lot of you received 
this probably by email but I would like to present them up there 
and make them part of the record. 

 
  Art Clancy: First of all I would like to say that I support the 

recommendation by the Knoxville Historic Zoning Commission. I 
think they reviewed this and approved this or recommended this 
for approval by our board. Next I would like to make a motion 
that we adopt 

 
  MOTION () AND SECOND () WERE MADE TO ADOPT 

RESOLUTION #5-D-14-SP, AMENDING THE EAST 
COUNTY SECTOR PLAN TO C (COMMERCIAL), AND 
RECOMMEND THAT COUNTY COMMISSION ALSO ADOPT 
THE SECTOR PLAN AMENDMENT.  

 
  Herb Anders: I think it is important to note when I visited the 

site there is two things that are important to note. This property 
was not part of the original historical farm. This was acquired in 
the 80’s I believe, even late 80’s. Also in the picture that Mr. 
Decker showed the rear portion those trees in the back are that 
is an actual photo and it is my understanding that those trees 
will remain. It is several hundred feet of buffer Mr. Decker: 

 
  Decker: About 600 feet. 
 
  Anders: That is substantial and they have gone to great effort to 

make it work. I appreciate that. 
 
  Conrad Goodwin: This is actually the first time I have spoken or 

asked a question. I would like to know why we have to remove 
the historic overlay on a piece of property that can still be sold 
but they would just have to develop it within guidelines 
appropriate to historic overlay. 

 
  Mark Donaldson: One we don’t have to. We are making a 

recommendation to County Commission in this case. The Historic 
Zoning Commission has considered this same request with 
regard to the H overlay. I don’t want to speak for them. Bart sits 
on the Commission. They made a recommendation that the 
Historic Overlay could be removed for this 3.4 acre portion of the 
much bigger historic overlay that applies to the balance of the 
farm. We have that body on record already in favor of 
eliminating the H overlay on this tract, or part of the tract. 

 
  Elizabeth Eason: I have a question about the entrance sign that I 

just saw. With the illustration that you showed us it had the 
entrance sign and some buffer leading toward the Ramsey 
House is that something that you have… Is it in an agreement or 
an easement? 
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  Decker: Yes it is. It is part of the real estate deal that we have 
that they have signed off.  We have a deeded right of way for 
the placement of the sign and the landscaping as a part of the 
deal on selling the property. So it is we do have that. 

 
  Eason: How deep is that along Thorn grove Pike? It looks pretty 

deep in the illustration.  
 
  Decker: I guess I am probably guessing at it. Probably for about 

250 feet or so. 
 
  Anders: The width of it off of Thorn grove from the edge of 

pavement to the right of way. 
 
  Decker: Yes. There is a significant right of way green space that 

goes with John Sevier and down Thorn grove which I tend to be 
grateful that we do have that right of way going down through 
there. That is going to add to the enhancement of our entry too 
to have a lot of greenway there too with it. It is going to work 
out very nice. 

 
  Eason: This one again I just wanted to mention. This one is 

prime agricultural. It is sort of the gateway to a whole larger 
area of prime agricultural farm land. I think in my opinion since 
this is a small parcel and that we have that nice buffer as a sign 
and entrance to it plus you also have the entire tree buffer up to 
I think that is Sam Creek?  

 
  Decker: I might have mentioned also we still have 100 acres 

with Ramsey House. It is well protected from that standpoint. I 
tell you what we are so grateful to be able to have that amount 
of land because I tell you what it has worked out very nice. We 
have attracted a lot of Boy Scout groups to come out. We have 
dedicated part of the property so that they can have Jamborees 
there. It is a blessing really to have that much property. 

 
  Eason: I think that is great. I like the work that Ramsey House 

does. I appreciate that. I just wanted to note since we are 
starting to look at prime agricultural that this for this small 
parcel. 

 
  Decker: We will probably start up planting again and we will be 

raising heirloom seeds so we will be in the agricultural business. 
Okay. 

 
  Bart Carey: Thank you. We wore this out at Historic Zoning 

Commission. I sit on the County and the City and County are 
different boards. It is one of the few things we have heard 
recently on the County Historic Zoning Commission. I think a 
correction from something that was stated earlier and you all in 
support of this can correct me if I am wrong. This was originally 
part of the original Ramsey Farm, but this group saved it. It got 
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split off years and years ago. I think the Ramsey House and this 
organization recognized that to protect this they repurchased it 
so to speak in the 80’s and kept if from being what is going on 
with the other corners on John Sevier and Thorn grove which is 
pretty industrial looking. There is a tractor trailer storage yard 
there and they wanted to keep it from going in a really bad 
direction. They basically saved it in the 80’s. The original 
proposal to us included that whole 9 acre trapezoid or 
parallelogram thing there that the three and one half acres is 
within. We managed to work with them to shrink that down to 
the three acres. The reason that in our opinion we didn’t try to 
leave the H-1 on there is it requires much more stringent design 
guidelines and development plans and if the buffer had not been 
in place there is a creek that runs north and south to the… 
towards the Ramsey there is a major wood buffer there and a 
stream and you can’t see the subject property from the old 
Ramsey House so for that reason we didn’t put that hardship in 
our agreement, not our agreement our recommendation excuse 
me. I guess all we are doing is making a recommendation today. 
County Commission will ultimately decide this. 

 
  Decker: I won’t take much more of your time but I will tell you 

Colonel Ramsey when he first settled there had over 2,000 acres 
in the plantation. It stretched from the house all the way to the 
Forks of the River and over to the other side. So he had quite a 
plantation there. In 1952 the house was rescued with a house 
and an acre and one half that was bought from the Chris family 
who still lives across the street. Since that time the other 
properties have been added to it to create the 100 acre estate 
that we have there now. 

 
  Longmire: We really appreciate the work of Ramsey House. 
 
  Michael Brusseau: I did have my light on earlier. It was sort of 

explained. I just wanted to clarify to my knowledge and Bart 
correct me if I am wrong but Historic Zoning Commission 
regarding the HZ overlay all they were ruling on was whether or 
not to keep the HZ overlay they weren’t really weighing in on the 
base zoning which is proposed to be changed from ag to 
commercial. We are recommending consisting with what the 
Historic Zoning Commission did on the HZ overlay removal. 

 
  Longmire: I have a motion and a second to adopt resolution #5-

D-14-SP, amending the East County Sector Plan to C 
(Commercial), and recommend that County Commission also 
adopt the sector plan amendment. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED -140. APPROVED. 
 
  b.  Rezoning 5-G-14-RZ 
  From A (Agricultural) / HZ (Historic Overlay) to CA (General 

Business). 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 

Commission APPROVE PC (Planned Commercial) zoning. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION 
CARRIED 14-0. APPROVED. 

 
 27. VOLUNTEER DEVELOPMENT  5-H-14-RZ 
  Southeast side Westland Dr., southwest of Coile Ln., Commission 

District 5. Rezoning from A (Agricultural) to PR (Planned 
Residential). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 

Commission APPROVE PR (Planned Residential) zoning at a 
density of up to 3 du/ac. 

 
  Wayne Kline, 617 Main Street, 37902. I am here on behalf of the 

opposition. The opposition is represented by the homeowners on 
Coile Lane that are right adjacent to this property. We also have 
provided you packets this afternoon that have letters from the 
President of Board of Directors of the Gettysview Subdivision 
which is directly to the west of this property and Rowefield 
Subdivision which is directly to the east of my client’s property. 
We are all on Westland Drive or off of Westland Drive. We are 
here not to talk about not developing this property. We are here 
to say we understand that the property needs to be developed. 
We are not adverse to a PR zone but we are here to talk about 
today is the density. The density that should be imposed on this 
as Mr. Brusseau in his staff recommendations talks about it 
should not be what is applied for which is 5 dwelling units per 
acre but in fact based upon the nature of the surrounding 
development and that is not the zoning map but in fact the way 
it is built out.  I just lost, I got it back. What you have is my 
clients who are on estate lots at .2 to somewhere close to .22 
dwelling units per acre. You have the Gettysview Subdivision 
which is at 2.29 dwelling units per acre. That is developed. That 
is fully developed there is nothing there that is not developed. 
You have Rowefield that is less than 3 dwelling units per acre. So 
with these developed lots adjacent to this property it would be 
improper to do anything less than around 2 dwelling units per 
acre because my folks are at remember .2 dwelling units per 
acre. There are additional concerns that would lend itself to this 
kind of limited density and that includes the traffic safety issues. 
The traffic safety issues have to do with this area being adjacent 
to the entrance to Gettysview. As the only access point to this 
area it would be to the two Gettysview Westland entrance and 
exit points they are high volume neighborhoods with significant 
traffic flow. To exacerbate that volume of traffic would be 
inappropriate and would be dangerous. We also are asking you 
to consider the environmental impact of the property because it 
is populated by dense hardwoods and is bisected by a stream 
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with a spring midway through the property. At two dwelling units 
per acre that environmental impact could be minimized. It could 
be considered and according to your Knox County Zoning 
Regulations, your Southwest Sector Plan and the Knoxville Knox 
County General Plan 2033 which I can give you the specific 
citations for if you want to take more time but I only have 5 
minutes. These considerations need to be taken into 
consideration by you when you are talking about the density and 
the impact of density on the property. I will reserve the rest of 
my time since it is only about 20 seconds but I am asking you to 
consider two dwelling units per acre. The rest of your staff 
recommendation we are in agreement with.  

 
  John King, I guess that means I need to reserve some of my 

time to respond to his reserve time. 620 Market Street, Knoxville, 
TN 37902. Represent the applicant. In looking at this piece of 
property I would observe a few things dealing with the issue of 
density. Yes the property immediately to the west or southwest 
is zoned at 1 to 4 dwelling units to the acre. If you move a little 
further westward there is another development where again the 
zoning is PR at 1 to 4. While they are talking about the one 
immediately to the west being built out at less than 1 to 4 if you 
look at that particular development and look at the part that is if 
you will toward the southwest quadrant, the part that is closest 
to or nearest to Westland and looking up there it would be sort 
of a top half over there the density for the development right 
along there probably is right at or close to 4 units per acre at 
that particular location. Immediately across Westland there I 
don’t know it happens it appears to me that is zoned I, but in 
any event that is a convenience store. Immediately adjoining it 
to the west is PR at 4.5 dwelling units to the acre. While 
Gettysview over there is 1 to 3 it is built out along the golf 
course and there perhaps a more rational explanation as to why 
the density there may be less in consideration of the amount of 
property that is involved. We have already prepared and 
submitted and it will be before this body next month a use on 
review development plan for this property that shows 60 some 
odd lots. I want to say 62; it may be 63 lots. We had asked for 5 
dwelling units to the acre. That is what the application is for. We 
can stand something less than 5 units to the acre. But 2 units to 
the acre or even 3 units to the acre in essence kills this project. 
We would ask that that not be done. I can say one other point to 
make is that this development is going to be obviously a well-
done development. The what I would refer to as the northeast 
quadrant of this property if you look up there you can see it. 
There is a dwelling there on that portion and that is one of the 
lots in the development. It involves several acres. I don’t know 
exactly how many. I don’t remember off hand. But the house 
that is on there is probably easily in the range of $800,000 in 
value which we are going to be in essence selling so we are not 
interested in doing anything on this piece of ground that 
operates to the detriment to anybody in the area because to do 
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so simply operates to own detriment. We would ask that you 
approve the PR request and approve it at 5 dwelling units to the 
acre. If you feel that some reduction in the number of dwelling 
units per acre is warranted or is something that should be 
considered we would ask that that density be set then at no less 
then 4 dwelling units per acre. We can do what we currently 
have planned and will be submitting with a designation of 4 
dwelling units an acre. Again if you just look at the surrounding 
zoning that’s in the range of what is there. That is what we 
would ask for and I got Mr. Moseley here who is involved in this 
project and is representative of the applicant if there are any 
questions. 

 
  Bart Carey: Mr. King, I did the quick math on what I thought I 

heard you say. Roughly 18 on 62 is that what you said. You gave 
an acreage number and a number of lots in the plan you said 
you had looked at. 

 
  King: Yea there is a… the plan that has been submitted has 62 

or 63. 
 
  Eric Moseley, 405 Montbrooke Lane, Knoxville, TN 37919. There 

is 18.26 acres and there are 62 lots. 
 
  Carey: That comes out somewhere around 3.4 using whole 

numbers if I did that right. 
 
  Moseley: That is well within reason of everything on Westland 

Drive. There are condominiums up through there. There’s not 
just a bunch of big expensive houses like Mr. Kline represented. 

 
  Carey: My point is if that is something that… I can’t negotiate 

with you on this but I am just using the numbers you said which 
come to 3.4 which could round to 3.5. 

 
  Moseley: Another point on the house… 
 
  Longmire: Sir wait just a minute. This is with Commission. I have 

got to let Mr. Kline finish. He still has a minute seven if someone 
has questions. Mr. Kelly wants to make a comment also. Mr. 
Kline you go first and then we will go to Mr. Kelly. 

 
  Kline: What we are talking about is compatibility with the 

surrounding development. Not compatibility with a plan that has 
already been submitted where this developer wants 63 lots. Plus 
that I think what he is saying and you need to ask these 
questions because you need answers. If you have a house that is 
sitting on 6 acres and then you have 62 lots I think you are 
talking somewhere around 5.2 dwelling units per acre when you 
have 62 lots on basically 12 acres. That is totally incompatible 
when you take a look at this entire sector. The Westland West 
Homeowners Association has been and is behind this opposition 
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today and has been working in this area since the 1980’s to keep 
residential development compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhoods. What we are asking you today is to keep it 
compatible. Your staff has recommended three. We are asking 
that two is compatible. Mr. King is saying well… 

 
  Longmire: Thank you Mr. Kline your time is up. I appreciate it 

very much. Mr. Kelly. 
 
  Kelly: Yes the question that I have is with regard to the math 

that Bart did that 3.4 that is I am calculating they need based on 
the 18.26 acres. However the plan that was submitted to us had 
61 lots on it and then the applicant just penciled in a lot number 
where the existing house is. I am wondering if in fact you are 
buying that and that is going to be a lot in the subdivision itself. 

 
  Moseley: Yes. We will have substantial investment in the house. 

We are talking about an $800,000 house. I don’t know how you 
would think that I would want to detriment the area with an 
$800,000 house that I would like to… 

 
  Longmire: How much acreage is with that sir? 
 
  Moseley: It is in the neighborhood of 3 acres, 3 or 4 acres. 
 
  Longmire: Because we need to take that into consideration. So 

you are thinking as much as 4 acres with the house. 
 
  Kelly: That was the question because I didn’t know if this was 

the ground associated with the house is going to be considered 
as part of the subdivision because of the way the drawing 
originally appeared to us it was not part of the subdivision. If 
that be the case then the actual acreage of the subdivision 
would be less than the 18.26 that you have stated. However, if 
you are purchasing that and that is being included in the 
subdivision that acreage could be used to calculate for the total 
density of the subdivision. 

 
  Longmire: Even though they are only going to be using about 14 

acres for the subdivision if they keep 4 with the house. 
 
  Kelly: Well that is something that you all can take into 

consideration in making your recommendation if you want to. 
The actual acreage of the entire tract I presume it will be the 
18.26 as Mr. Moseley stated.  

 
  Art Clancy: I would like to ask Mr. Brusseau how he came up 

with 3. What is your reasoning? 
 
  Mike Brusseau: Well basically the two subdivisions I primarily 

looked at you know we looked at the whole area and there is 
some zoning and I clarify zoning that is up to 4 units per acre in 
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the area. But we look at the subdivision to the east which I 
believe is Rowefield and the subdivision directly west of it. The 
one to the east is zoned at 1 to 3 probably developed at slightly 
less than that.  The one directly west on Gettysview Way and I 
am not counting the condo stuff that was up front that Mr. King 
mentioned the developed density of that even though it is zoned 
4 units per acre is 2.29. So basically we are just making a 
recommendation that is somewhere in the middle of what you 
have got all around it and that is where we landed at the 3 units 
per acre trying to just keep it compatible as far as density. You 
know when you have got a subdivision that is built out in our 
opinion you don’t really look at the zoning you look at the actual 
developed density. For that Gettysview Way there it is 2.29 is 
what we calculated. 

 
  Clancy: Michael if they reserve 4, if they get the density if they 

get 3 units per acre and they reserve 4 units for the house that 
is there can they still meet the minimum square footage for a 
subdivision? 

 
  Brusseau: I am not sure I understand correctly but I will… 

basically what you are looking at and I think this is what Dan 
was alluding to as well let’s just say they take 4 units out or 
excuse me 4 acres out to place with the existing home there 
then you are looking at 14 acres for the remaining 61 units 
which is a density of about 4 units per acre if you take out the 
property. That perceived density is going to look quite a bit 
higher in that situation than the surrounding density because 
you will have that one lot that counts toward their density so 
they will be able to do smaller lots on the remaining 14 acres. 

 
  Clancy: That being said I would like to go ahead and make a 

motion. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO RECOMMEND THAT COUNTY COMMISSION 
APPROVE PR (PLANNED RESIDENTIAL) ZONING AT A 
DENSITY OF UP TO 3 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE. 

 
  Carey: Just for clarification Mr. Brusseau that obviously does not 

change the total number of roofs that are shedding water into 
the water shed or the number of traffic it doesn’t affect the 
traffic count or any of those critical things that just merely 
concentrates the development into smaller parcels than they 
would be otherwise. What was the motion on density Mr. 
Clancy? 

 
  Longmire: Three. 
 
  King: Do I have any time left? 
 
  Longmire: You have 8 seconds and I want to see it happen. 
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  King: Setting the density at 3 units per acre kills the project.  
 
  Longmire: Very good you have 5 more seconds left. Alright so 

you are saying that 3 dwelling units per acre kills the project. 
 
  Kelly: 3 units per acre would allow 54 units on the site. 
 
  Johnson: Madame Chair I would like to amend the motion to add 

4 units per acre. 
 
  Longmire: He is the only one who can amend it. If he does not 

want to amend it we can vote it up or down. 
 
  Clancy: You can vote it down if you like. 
 
Upon roll call vote the Planning Commission voted as follows: 
Anders No 
Carey No 
Clancy Yes 
Cole Yes 
Eason Yes 
Goodwin Yes 
Johnson No 
Kane Yes 
Lomax Yes 
Pierce Yes 
Roth No 
Sharp No 
Tocher Yes 
Longmire No 
MOTION CARRIED 8-6. APPROVED. 
 
P 28. VOLUNTEER DEVELOPMENT  5-I-14-RZ 
  West side Ebenezer Rd., north of Highbridge Dr., Commission 

District 5. Rezoning from A (Agricultural) to PR (Planned 
Residential). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 

Commission APPROVE PR (Planned Residential) zoning at a 
density of up to 3 du/ac, subject to one condition. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 29. CITY OF KNOXVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
  Southeast side New York Ave., northeast side Burnside St., 

Council District 5. 
  a.  Central City Sector Plan Amendment 5-E-14-SP 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) to O (Office). 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION # 5-E-14-SP, 
amending the Central City Sector Plan to O (Office) and 
recommend that City Council also adopt the amendment. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
*  b.  Rezoning 5-J-14-RZ 
  From R-1A (Low Density Residential) / IH-1 (Infill Housing 

Overlay) to O-1 (Office, Medical, and Related Services) / IH-1 
(Infill Housing Overlay). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE O-1 (Office, Medical & Related Services) /IH-1 (Infill 
Housing Overlay) zoning. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 30. CITY OF KNOXVILLE  5-K-14-RZ 
  Southwest side Central Avenue Pike, northwest of Murray Dr., 

Council District 5.  Rezoning from No Zone to C-4 (Highway and 
Arterial Commercial). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-4 (Highway & Arterial Commercial) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 31. CITY OF KNOXVILLE  5-L-14-RZ 
  Southeast side Kingston Pike, northeast of Ebenezer Rd., Council 

District 2.  Rezoning from No Zone to C-4 (Highway and Arterial 
Commercial). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-4 (Highway & Arterial Commercial) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 32. CITY OF KNOXVILLE  5-M-14-RZ 
  East side Brakebill Rd., northwest of Strawberry Plains Pike, 

Council District 4.  Rezoning from No Zone to C-4 (Highway and 
Arterial Commercial) or C-6 (General Commercial Park). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-6 (General Commercial Park) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 33. KNOXVILLE'S COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

CORPORATION  5-N-14-RZ 
  Southwest side McConnell St., northwest side Bethel Ave., 

Council District 6.  Rezoning from R-1 (Low Density Residential) 
and C-3 (General Commercial) to R-2 (General Residential). 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE R-2 (General Residential) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Uses on Review 
 
P 34. FLOURNOY DEVELOPMENT  5-H-13-UR 
  West side of Thunderhead Rd., north of S. Northshore Dr. 

Proposed use: Apartments in TC-1 (Town Center) & OS-2 
(Open Space) (RP-2, Planned Residential pending) District. 
Council District 2. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
T 35. SOUTHLAND ENGINEERING  7-A-13-UR 
  South side of Deane Hill Dr., east side of Winchester Dr.  

Proposed use: Attached residential development in RP-1 
(Planned Residential) District. Council District 2. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 36. CHRIS F. VOLLMAR  5-A-14-UR 
  Southwest side of Luwana Rd., southeast side of Valley View 

Dr. Proposed use: Tax preparation service in R-1 (Low Density 
Residential) District. Council District 4. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request to permit a tax 

preparation service/accounting practice as a home occupation 
at this location as shown on the site plan subject to conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 37. THE HISTORIC SHERRILL HOUSE GENERAL 

PARTNERSHIP  5-B-14-UR 
  South side of Kingston Pike, west of Moss Grove Blvd. 

Proposed use: Office in PC-1 (Retail and Office Park) / H-1 
(Historic Overlay) District. Council District 2. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE the development plan for 

an office of approximately 4,000 square feet subject to 8 
conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 38. NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS, LLC  5-C-14-UR 
  Southside of Asheville Hwy, west of Whittaker Rd.  Proposed 

use: 141' Monopole Commercial Telecommunications Tower in 
A (Agricultural) District. Commission District 8. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE the request for a 141' 
monopole commercial telecommunications tower in the A 
(Agricultural) zoning district subject to 7 conditions. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (PIERCE) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION. 
MOTION CARRIED 14-0. APPROVED. 

 
Other Business: 
 
* 39. Consideration of City of Knoxville FY 2015 - 2020 

Capital Improvements Program.  4-B-14-OB 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Adjournment 
 
MOTION (CLANCY) WAS MADE TO ADJOURN. 
 
There being no further business, the Metropolitan Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned in order at 3:33  p.m. 
 

 

Prepared by:   Betty Jo Mahan 
 

Approved by:   Mark Donaldson, Executive Director 
 

Approved by:   Rebecca Longmire, Chair 
 
NOTE: Please see individual staff reports for conditions of approval and the staff recommendation. 


