
 

    
 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission met in regular session on October 9, 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. Jeff Roth  
Ms. Laura Cole   Mr. Jack Sharp  
Mr. Art Clancy   Mr. Scott Smith 
Ms. Elizabeth Eason   Ms. Janice Tocher  
Mr. Mac Goodwin  A Mr. Jim Wakefield  
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 OCTOBER 9, 2014 AGENDA. 
 

THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT. 
 

* 3. APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 11, 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 
 
COMMISSIONER SCOTT SMITH RECUSED FROM VOTING ON THE POSTPONEMENTS. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE POSTPONEMENTS AS READ 30 DAYS UNTIL 
NOVEMBER 13 2014. MOTION CARRIED 13-0-1. 
POSTPONEMENTS APPROVED. 

 

M inutes  
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Automatic Withdrawals Read 
 
WITHDRAWALS REQUIRING MPC ACTION 
  None 
 
  REVIEW OF TABLED ITEMS 

 
  KNOXVILLE CITY COUNCIL (REVISED) 12-B-13-OA 
  Amendments to the City of Knoxville Zoning Ordinance regarding 

definitions, appropriate zone districts and development standards for 
various group living facilities. 

 
  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. 
 
  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. 
 
  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. 
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  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). 

 
  908 DEVELOPMENT GROUP  
  Northwest side Dale Ave., southwest side N. Seventeenth St., 

southeast side I-40. Council District 6.   
  a.  Central City Sector Plan Amendment 7-E-14-SP 
  From C (Commercial) to HDR (High Density Residential).  
  b.  One Year Plan Amendment 7-D-14-PA 
  From GC (General Commercial) to HDR (High Density Residential). 
  c. Rezoning 7-F-14-RZ 
  From C-3 (General Commercial) and I-4 (Heavy Industrial) to RP-3 

(Planned 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). 

 
  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. 

 
  MR. PAUL MURPHY  7-E-14-UR 
  South side of Kingston Pike, east of Kingston Court. Proposed use: 

Apartments and Residential Condominiums in R-1 (Low Density 
Residential) District. Council District 2. 

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

TABLE ITEM NO. 21 TANASI GIRL SCOUT COUNCIL. MOTION 
CARRIED 14-0. ITEM TABLED. 

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

be considered under one motion to approve. 
 
COMMISSIONER SCOTT SMITH RECUSED FROM VOTING ON THE CONSENT LIST.  
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO HEAR THE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ. MOTION CARRIED 
13-0-1. 
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  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ.  MOTION CARRIED 
13-0-1. APPROVED. 

 
Ordinance Amendments: 
 
 5. METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION  10-B-13-OA 
  Amendments to the City of Knoxville zoning ordinance at Article 

II, definitions, and Article V, Section 10, regarding sign 
regulations. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend that City Council 

amend the City of Knoxville zoning ordinance as shown in 
Exhibits A, B, and C, as amended with option L.6.d(3) as shown 
in Exhibit J. 

 
  Bart Carey: This item has been an extremely interesting, maybe 

controversial, and challenging item for our commission as well 
as the task force and maybe the City Council who has been 
dealing with it as well. I want to commend the task force for all 
the two and one-half years of work that was done there. In the 
last couple of days things have come to light that I wanted to 
bring up today. I am going to make a motion in a second. The 
task force generated a document that was an ordinance and 
passed it to our, to staff of MPC, which did a really good job of 
making some tweaks, modifications, augmentations of that 
document. However there are people in the community I have 
found out as well as maybe some people on the commission 
who don’t have a full understanding of how much was added to 
or taken away from the original document that the task force 
produced. For that reason I want to make a motion that we 
postpone for 30 days this item so that those of us in the 
decision making process can try to digest what the intent of the 
original ordinance was verses what we may have added to it. It 
is obviously up for discussion but I want to make that motion. 

 
  MOTION (CAREY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO POSTPONE FOR 30 DAYS.  
 
  Longmire: May I ask you Commissioner Carey if you have a 

specific request to staff? 
 
  Carey: Yes I am sorry. To highlight the differences between 

what was in addition to the original document and make it clear 
to see how much was added from what the task force offered 
versus what we have added to it. 

 
  Jeff Roth: I don’t necessarily disagree with Commissioner Carey 

that there is information out there that could be provided. 
Before we vote on this first of all I want to hear from Mark to 
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talk about the process and the recommendations here. I would 
also like to point out that this thing has been beat forth for 
several years, two maybe three years. The task force has done 
a great job. I think MPC as usual has done a great job on it.  At 
some point I think we have to come to a, whether it is a mutual 
agreement or whatever it is, we need to decide that we have 
put together something that makes sense. I think this thing 
makes sense. If I had my own opinion there might be a couple 
of things I would change but there might be a couple of things 
you would change and there might be a couple of things every 
commissioner on here would have another idea about. I think 
as long as we keep batting this back and forth that is what we 
are going to have. At some point I think it is time for us to do 
what the Council requested us to do and send it to them in the 
form of a recommendation for their analysis. I would like to 
hear from Mark about the whole process and how he arrived 
with where we are at today with this recommendation. 

 
  Longmire: I would like to add that yes we can approve it and 

send it on; we can chose to take no action, which sends it on; 
or we can postpone. 

 
  Mark Donaldson: Yes this has been a long time in the making. It 

was three years ago this month that the Planning Commission 
made its recommendation to City Council regarding maximum 
sign heights which then triggered the creation of the Task Force 
which resulted in a document that is in your packet as Exhibit E. 
Last month I walked through the changes in my presentation. 
But I think it is good exercise to basically put that on the record 
in the form of an additional exhibit. This is a lot of new 
information for the Planning Commissioners who have not been 
involved for the three years since we last looked at sign height. 
It is a lot of information to be digested. I think creating that 
new exhibit literally comparing Exhibit C to Exhibit E is a good 
exercise. 

 
  Art Clancy: Mark, this is directed at Mark as well. Exhibit E is 

what the sign task force recommended? 
 
  Mark Donaldson: It is what the task force forwarded to the 

planning commission. 
 
  Clancy: My question is some of that was like stale mate.  
 
  Donaldson: Yes, very much so. 
 
  Clancy: But some of it was okay we’ve… One side conceded to 

this. One side said okay that is good send it on like that. Here 
are things that we are just dead in the middle on. Mark you 
have got to make a judgment call on that. Did you go outside 
that anywhere? Did you stay with just what was our 
recommendation or the recommendation that we were going to 
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send which was best I can tell G. Did you go outside the 
bounds? Did you change it to where some of the stuff they had 
come to agreement on did you jump into those areas? I think 
there is a lot of people that think that we did that. 

 
  Donaldson: I would characterize it as staying within the bound 

that was created by the task force document. But there are 
changes that were discussed by the task force but not agreed 
upon by the task force that I have made a recommendation on. 
A lot of the change came after meeting with the City Law 
Department folks in looking at specific definitions. There are a 
number of definitions that have different proposed language 
hopefully to make them all clearer and more easily 
understandable and more easily enforced. Then as a result of 
our workshop I prepared an optional sign height and sign area 
table for commercial and industrially zoned property that 
incorporates things that the task force discussed but never 
agreed upon. 

 
  Clancy: Does some of that have to do with the type of road? 
 
  Donaldson: Right tying those dimensional requirements to the 

road classifications. The task force version of the ordinance 
represents a compromise and basically settled on a single set of 
dimensions for detached signs of a maximum height of 30 feet 
and a maximum area of 195 feet with one exception. I added 
an additional exception on the scenic roads that are on the 
scenic highways and then as a result of the task force added an 
option for you to consider tying those dimensions to the various 
road classifications. That is basically the extent of... In addition 
to the recommendation for detached signs along scenic 
highways I used those same dimensions as an alternative 
detached sign for the office zoned districts that are on arterial 
roads, major arterial roads. That, that is… those are the 
changes in a nutshell. 

 
  Clancy: That answers most of my question. I know we have a 

motion on the floor and I agree with Commissioner Carey and 
Commissioner Roth. I am not opposed to a postponement. I 
don’t want a… I don’t want five two-hour workshops to go over 
this again. It is more than… I already know more about signs 
than I ever wanted to know. I would like if we are going to do 
what Commissioner Carey asks and get the exhibit E and 
highlight the sections of what we are recommending that are 
outside of what the task force recommended. I would like to 
have a one hour session with just you and the commissioners 
explaining it to us where exactly we are deviating from the 
force. What of it is recommended by legal counsel and what of 
it is just more common sense than what they gave us. An hour 
would do it for me. I don’t know about everybody else.  I don’t 
want to get it on Tuesday, talk about it for 15 minutes at 
agenda review, and then come in a try to make another 
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decision. I would like to sit down in a room with the 
commissioners and I don’t know if that is in violation of 
Sunshine Law. It does help me make a good decision.  

 
  Longmire: It would be an open meeting and anybody would be 

able to come. 
 
  Clancy: That is fine. Just an hour would do it. What 

Commissioner Carey has asked it makes sense. If  we could just 
kind of do that and you will go over it with us for next month’s 
meeting that would be…  

 
  Donaldson: By sheer coincidence we have five Thursdays until 

the next meeting so we could schedule something Thursday, 
October 30th and run into very few conflicts because it is the 
fifth Thursday of the month. 

 
  Longmire: And you could bring your trick or treat outfit. 
 
  Clancy: I have got it on already. 
 
  Carey: This is the first time I have ever made a motion to 

postpone I am typically ready to get everything out of our 
hopper that I can. This request is not just for commission but 
for the community as wel and for those people who have put 
energy and effort into this. That is the… I have heard some 
feedback I guess from the community asking about that and I 
couldn’t point by point answer their questions. It is a lot for us 
to get our hands around and I again hate to create work for this 
commission but that is just where… I am going to leave my 
motion in place. 

 
  Longmire: That is fine. I would also assume that when you do 

the paper that does the comparisons that it would  be available 
on… 

 
  Donaldson: Yes we will create that as an exhibit that will be 

included then in the next packet. Yes. 
 
  Longmire: It will be available on the MPC’s outstanding  website 

www.knoxmpc.org. 
 
  Donaldson: Yes. Thank you for that plug. 
 
  MOTION CARRIED 14-0. POSTPONED FOR 30 DAYS. 
 
  Longmire: The sign ordinance is postponed for 30 days and 

there will be a workshop on October 30th for the Commissioners 
but it is an open workshop so we are sunshining all over the 
place. 
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Alley or Street Closures: 
 
* 6. CITY OF KNOXVILLE  10-A-14-AC 
 Request closure of unnamed alley (portion- 12' by 40') 

between south property line of parcel 081JA008 and north 
property line of parcel 081JA024, Council District 5. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Street or Subdivision Name Changes: 
  None 
 
Plans, Studies, Reports: 
  None 
 
Concepts/Uses on Review: 
 
 7. THE COURTYARD AT TOOLES BEND - RACKLEY ENGINEERING 
  a.  Concept Subdivision Plan 10-SA-14-C 
 North side of Badgett Rd., east side of Tooles Bend Rd., 

Commission District 4. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve variances 1 & 2 and the 

concept plan subject to 7 conditions. 
 
     
  
  MOTION () AND SECOND () WERE MADE TO APPROVE 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION CARRIED -0. 
APPROVED. 

 
  b.  USE ON REVIEW 10-A-14-UR 
 Proposed use: Detached dwellings in PR (Planned Residential)  
 District. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the development plan for 

up to 6 detached dwellings on individual lots and reduction of 
the peripheral setback to 25' subject to 1 condition. 

 
  MOTION () AND SECOND () WERE MADE TO APPROVE 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION CARRIED -0. 
APPROVED. 

 
* 8. NUBBIN WOODS 10-SB-14-C 
 Northwest side of Nubbin Ridge Rd., north of Dunnaire Dr.,  
 Commission District 5. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve variance 1 and the 
concept plan subject to 13 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Final Subdivisions: 
 
* 9. RIVER'S EDGE APARTMENTS 7-SC-14-F 
  South Side of Island Home Ave, west of Spence Place, Council 

District 1. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 10. CURETON PARK 10-SA-14-F 
  West side of Cureton Road, south side of Ball Camp Pike, 

Commission District 6. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 11. HERITAGE PARK 10-SB-14-F 
  South side of Valley View Road, west side of Knox Lane, Council 

District 4. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 12. ELEANOR KAY HOOKS PROPERTY 10-SC-14-F 
  Northwest side of Lovell Road, just north of Hickey Road 

intersection, Commission District 6. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 13. READY MIX USA - KNOXVILLE 10-SD-14-F 
  West side of W Blount Avenue, south east of Chapman 

Highway, Council District 1. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 14. EASTBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 

1RR2 10-SE-14-F 
  East side of Eastbridge Blvd., north of Mascot Road, 

Commission District 8. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 15. THUNDERCHASE FARMS 10-SF-14-F 
  South side of W Beaver Creek Drive at the intersection of Old 

Blacks Ferry Lane, Commission District 6. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 16. MONTEREY OAKS 10-SG-14-F 
  Northeast side of Wilkerson Road, north of Lamp Drive, Council 

District 3. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 17. LONSDALE LAND CO. ADDITION RESUBDIVISION OF 

BLOCK 23 10-SH-14-F 
  Northwest side of Connecticut Avenue, between Burnside Street 

and Bragg Street, Council District 5. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 18. GREEN & LITTLE PROPERTY - COILE LANE 10-SI-14-F 
  Southeast side of Westland Drive, southwest side of Coile Lane, 

Commission District 5. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P 19. WESTLAND GARDENS 10-SJ-14-F 
  South side of Westland Drive, west of Coile Lane, Commission 

District 5. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P 20. THE GLEN AT HARDIN VALLEY, PHASE I 10-SK-14-F 
  Northwest intersection of Hardin Valley Road & Brooke Willow 

Blvd., Commission District 6. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Rezonings and Plan Amendment/Rezonings: 
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T 21. TANASI GIRL SCOUT COUNCIL, INC. (Referred back by 

City Council) 4-J-14-RZ 
  Southeast side Merchant Dr., east of Wilkerson Rd., Council 

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

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE RP-1 (Planned Residential) zoning at a density of up to 
4 du/ac, subject to one condition. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
  MOTION () AND SECOND () WERE MADE TO APPROVE 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION. MOTION CARRIED -0. 
APPROVED. 

 
P 22. GEORGE HAMILTON  
  Northwest side Garden Dr., southwest of Jacksboro Pike, Council 

District 4. 
  a.  North City Sector Plan Amendment 10-A-14-SP 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) to MDR (Medium Density 

Residential). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P  b.  One Year Plan Amendment 10-A-14-PA 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) to MDR (Medium Density 

Residential). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P  c.  Rezoning 10-A-14-RZ 
  From R-1A (Low Density Residential) to R-2 (General 

Residential). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 23. CINDY BRADLEY  
  Northwest side Cedar Ln., northeast of Rowan Rd., Council 

District 5. 
  a.  North City Sector Plan Amendment 10-B-14-SP 
  From CI (Civic/Institutional) to O (Office). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT RESOLUTION # 10-B-14-SP, 

amending the North City Sector Plan to O (Office) and LDR (Low 
Density Residential) as shown on attached 'MPC Staff 
Recommendation Map' and recommend that City Council also 
adopt the amendment. 

 
  Carlene Malone: 6051 Fountain Road 37918. I am here on behalf 

of Fountain City Town Hall. I am sure you received our letter. 
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What our request is that you either deny it or table it until 
further study can be done. The staff’s report makes it very clear 
that there will be impacts from this sector, one year and 
rezoning. It says for instance that properties that are not party 
to this request might also be appropriately rezoned in the future. 
It also points out that there are unwanted uses in the proposed 
office zone and that MPC might want to delete those uses. Even 
if that is possible legally and from an administrative enforcement 
standpoint we think there is a better way of coming up with a 
zone that allow uses that are appropriate and uses that do not 
negatively impact this area. We appreciate the work that has 
been done by the Inskip Neighborhood Association. We think we 
should build on that. Historically the dividing line has been the 
railroad track. This is a fundamental and profound change on 
Cedar Lane. We also want to point out that we believe the MPC 
reports fails to document one of the required standards for 
bringing about a rezoning and that is that there is impact, I 
mean that there are changes documented in this area that 
necessitate a rezoning. That has not been document as far as we 
are concerned and I think it is very clear that it has not been 
documented in this report. If you look at the map you will see 
this property is totally surrounded by low density residential. It is 
totally residential until you get to the railroad track. Again with a 
change this profound we don’t believe that dealing with one 
parcel, although speaking about other parcels not party could 
possibly do the deliberative participatory type of study that will 
serve this area well for a long time in the future. We ask that it 
either be denied or tabled long enough to come up with a study. 
Thank you so much. 

 
  Longmire: Ms. Malone are you asking for a postponement? 
 
  Malone: We think it would take more than a postponement. We 

are asking that it either be denied or tabled. We are not opposed 
to preserving the rights of the applicant. 

 
  Charlotte Davis: 104 Crawford Road. I am also a member of 

Fountain City Town Hall Board. I have always been under the 
impression that one of the objectives of zoning, especially 
residential zoning, is for protection. It is difficult to understand 
why the staff would recommend office zoning in a totally 
residential area. If approved this change in zoning will only lead 
to future requests for rezoning. In fact the staff in their report 
states that “office uses may be appropriate from this subject 
property southwest to the commercially zoned area as a 
transitional between commercial and residential uses. For as long 
as I can remember the railroad track has served as a buffer 
between commercial to the west and residential to the east. So 
why does a new transitional area have to be created. We have 
received a letter from Ms. Jane Allen who with her husband 
resides in Inwood Condos. In  her letter Ms. Allen speaks to the 
danger of entering into traffic on Cedar Lane and how it further 



  MPC Minutes OCTOBER 9, 2014 

  Page 13 

impacts traffic flow when the gate closes at the railroad track for 
a long train. She also speaks of the Inskip Neighborhood 
Organization how hard they have worked to create pride in an 
area often neglected and how this proposed rezoning could 
affect their efforts to revitalize the neighborhood.  I have a letter 
from Ms. Allen that I will  submit. Again we ask that you either 
postpone or table this item. 

 
  Longmire: Ms. Davis if you would give it to Mr. Brusseau he will 

make sure it gets over here and you will not have quite as far as 
to go. 

 
  Cindy Bradley: I am Ms. Bradley. I own the property… 
 
  Longmire: Would you pull your mike down a little bit please. 
 
  Bradley: I usually don’t have any problem carrying my voice. I 

own the property in question. I do want to point that although 
for those of you who are familiar with the property it doesn’t 
look exactly like it does on that map. The second house down 
there toward the railroad tracks is a catering business. The other 
two houses have been in foreclosure. The house on the other 
side of Rowan is an office and has been for a long time. The 
right across the street is Griffins Gate. The three parcels to the 
east of Griffins Gate are rental houses which are an atrocity to 
anybody who lives there. While I appreciate Fountain City Town 
Hall’s concerns, I live in Inskip and the Inskip Neighborhood 
group has not been opposed to this. We are a good 
neighborhood resident. We have been there. We started 
occupying the building in March. It has been offices since 1985. 
It has not been a church since then. The Presbytery of East 
Tennessee had their offices there. There is no sanctuary inside 
this building. We will maintain it and be a great asset to the 
area. My office is there. We have a title company there. Several 
of my agents have offices there. We are not planning to do 
anything with the property that would be adverse in any way. As 
you all well know serving on this Commission office zoning 
generates less traffic than residential zoning does. Nobody is 
going to argue that Cedar Lane doesn’t carry a lot of traffic. I 
have been an advocate for years of it being widened. That is 
never going to happen. I live less than a mile from this property. 
My church is less than one-half a mile from this property. I sell 
residential real estate. There is nobody in the area that is more 
concerned with preserving the values of single value homes I 
this area than I am. It is how I make my living. I would ask you 
to pass it today; not table it. We have waited about three 
months because we had to do the plan amendment too. We are 
grandfathered in that building. As you all know I don’t want to 
own a piece of property that we are grandfathered rather than 
properly zoned. I would like to see the whole area to the railroad 
tracks cleaned up. But the properties that you see that are MDR 
those are, it is a massive apartment complex. The one the large 
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parcel to the east of those three houses you see is another large 
apartment complex. It is what it is. We will be a wonderful asset 
to that neighborhood and already have been. I ask for you to 
follow staff’s recommendation today.  

 
  Longmire: This property is currently zoned CI and R-1. Mr. 

Brusseau what can take place in a civic institutional zoning? 
 
  Brusseau: O-2 is the only zoning district that off the top of my 

head I can think of that is permitted within that CI designation. 
That came about because of its former use as a church. On the 
sector plans the attempt is made to recognize you know schools 
and churches and any type of government type of building as 
well as civic institutional uses. The one year plan does not reflect 
that. I assume just because it reflects what the actual zoning of 
the property is. Churches are allowed as a permitted use in the 
R-1 zone. 

 
  Malone: I would just like to regarding the CI, it appears, doing 

some research the CI designation came about in 2007. I think 
the North City Sector was and the West Sector were the first two 
sectors to include CI. I understand Mrs. Bradley in her position. 
We are not suggesting she is not going to be a good neighbor. 
But here is the deal. Zoning goes with the property. It does not 
stay with the owner. Property is sold. This piece of property was 
sold. There are some uses which the staff report itself points out 
are inappropriate for this: private clubs, a variety of other things. 
Frankly there are apartments there and there are condos there. 
But I thought one of the very important policies and trends in 
planning was to provide a variety of types of housing for our 
community. This is an excellent example of where we provide a 
variety of housing. How many times have I sat there and heard 
that.  

 
  Longmire: Ms. Malone your time is up. 
 
  Malone: Thank you. Let’s not dismiss this housing as throw 

away. It is important housing. Thank you. 
 
  Longmire: I am going to add about 10 seconds to Ms. Bradley’s 

time. 
 
  Art Clancy: First of all Ms. Bradley can we get your address for 

the record? I don’t think we got it. 
 
  Bradley: 1308 Fieldwood Drive.  
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION.. 
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  Michael Kane: Several things. One Ms. Bradley made a comment 
about her being grandfathered. I guess I don’t quite understand 
that comment. If it is R-1, the church is essentially allowed in R-
1 which is probably what is considered the grandfathered. Office 
use would be accessory. If it is no longer used as a church how 
could the office use be considered grandfathered? 

 
  Brusseau: I am not sure if I know the exact answer to that 

question… 
 
  Bradley: It has been offices since 1985. It hasn’t been a church. 

It has been an office since 1985. There is no sanctuary in that 
building. It just looks like a church. 

 
  Brusseau: I am not sure if grandfathered is the right term for it. 

I just think that it was deemed at one time that as long as the 
offices that were present there were associated with the church 
that they would be continued to be allowed… Is that… 

 
  Kane: Continue to be allowed by… 
 
  Brusseau: By the codes people. 
 
  Malone There was a 2012 written decision by the city saying that 

the offices were grandfathered. 
 
  Kane: Okay that clarifies that. The second thing is. I agree with 

Ms. Malone regarding the overall concern. I think not necessarily 
in particular this particular property but when I was on Fountain 
City Town Hall 10 years ago or whatever 15 years ago, the issue 
of the railroad track was always the dividing line. I think that if 
and we have had other parcels along Cedar Lane that have been 
requested to be rezone to office that are much farther east of 
this. I think that would essentially set a precedent to rezone this 
without having redefined what that new boundary is or the 
conditions for which potential additional nonresidential uses 
outside of what is  allowed under the R-1 or R-2 is permitted. I 
can’t really support it without seeing that long term view 
because I think that we will immediately see some other things 
and we will just be in this argument over and over again. I 
appreciate Ms. Bradley saying that she wants to you know not 
work under the grandfathered status; but if she is not… she is 
grandfathered she is not essentially being hurt by what she is 
continuing, she is currently operating. If additional study from is 
warranted to essentially redefine what is allowed along Cedar 
Lane for non-residential uses, I think that is warranted. So I 
can’t support it. 

 
  Laura Cole: I do not have any doubt that something could be 

worked out for this piece of property. I am getting hung up on 
first step in this process and that is the sector plan change. 
There is a very specific process we are supposed to go through 
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and very specific criteria to make that change because it is a big 
deal making a sector plan change. In this particular case I don’t, 
I can’t buy the justification that is used to open up this sector 
plan and make the change. I don’t think it is justified. I think the 
justification is very weak. For that reason I can’t support it. I 
would lean more towards tabling because I think something can 
be worked out. I can’t support the sector plan change.  

 
  Bart Carey: Mr. Brusseau, I know you answered this or this has 

been worked on. Ms. Malone said that this was grandfathered by 
City Council. Is that right Ms. Malone? 

 
  Bradley: City Codes. 
 
  Carey: Did City Council have any action on this at all? 
 
  Malone: No. The interpretation is made by the Department of 

Codes Enforcement and two years ago in 2012 there was a 
different request regarding involving Family Promise. At that 
time there was a lot of research done by the City Departments 
and they determined that office which Ms. Bradley is correct 
came in for the Presbyterian Church, just offices. The church was 
there since before annexation into the City. It became the 
Presbytery in 85 and in 2012, based on other interested parties 
in that property, the Codes people made a documented written 
interpretation that offices were grandfathered. Thank you.  

 
  Carey: Mr. Brusseau can you elaborate on the sector change, the 

sector plan amendment and what we might consider there in 
terms of a change that has been made. 

 
  Longmire: If you all will look at the comments on the back of 

that first sheet I think, and I may be wrong Mr. Brusseau, but 
the chief thing was the trend to allow more intense uses and I 
mean basically that was the one that... 

 
  Brusseau: That was probably the biggest one. I mean office uses 

aren’t much different in intensity. Some would argue that they 
are less intense than most of the surrounding apartments in that 
area. The trend is for more intense development be it residential 
or office. I don’t know that it makes much of a difference. I think 
you hit it on that. 

 
  Carey: The trend is basically our, that would be... The trend 

would be the changing trend and therefore would justify the 
change in the sector plan I guess. Is that where we are? 

 
  Brusseau: I believe so and also the fact that it also, that Cedar 

Lane is classified as an arterial street. It doesn’t have… the 
condition that we included would ensure that there be no access 
anywhere but Cedar Lane. Office uses or more intense uses are 
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appropriate if they take their access from a higher classified 
street. 

 
  Scott Smith: I think we all agree that this was a grandfathered 

use. My question is about the status of being grandfathered in to 
use as office space. Does that just grandfather, that status stay 
with the current owner or the space? It stays with the property. 
So in essence the property is… 

 
  Steve Wise: There is I believe it is  6 months of inactivity you 

can lose grandfathered status. But the change of ownership 
would not affect it. 

 
  Bradley: There is a difference in signage and that kind of thing.  
 
  Smith: You are going to utilize the church building that is there 

now. So by continuing to operate as an office you would be able 
to maintain that structure and no tear it down. Right. 

 
  Bradley: Correct. It is not feasible to tear it down and do 

anything else.  
 
  Malone: Under State law they could even tear it down and 

rebuild as long as it is grandfathered. They could destroy the 
building and rebuild under 137208.  

 
  Longmire: Thank you Ms. Malone. It is with Commission. 
 
  Anders:  I recognize that the concern is what possibly could into 

there under that zoning that would not be fit for that 
neighborhood under the office zoning. Mr. Brusseau it was 
mentioned that something more obtrusive to that community 
than what it is currently being used for or proposed could go in 
there. Something that would be a lot less desirable. I would like 
to see some kind of limitations put on what could go there in the 
future and some kind of condition or whatever we need to do to 
do that to not allow that to intrude into that neighborhood. 

 
  Longmire: Which would come I think in one of the later motions 

rather than this earlier one. Is that correct?  
 
  Brusseau: Yes. 
 
  Len Johnson: I think there are some restrictions on property 

owners that are in a grandfather piece of property. I am not 
really sure exactly. It might be a question for our attorney. I 
think there are some… in other words having the ability to take 
loans against the property; sometimes there are some insurance 
issues. 

 
  Longmire: I think Ms. Bradley mentioned signage was problem 
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  Len Johnson: There are some other pretty horrendous 
restrictions on a piece of property that is grandfathered in. It 
being not properly zoned kicks all those in. I think everybody 
needs to be aware of that. Madam Chair I appreciate the lively 
discussion, but I call for the question. 

 
  Longmire: I have a motion and a second to adopt resolution 10-

B-14-SP amending the North City Sector Plan to O Office and 
LDR Low Density Residential per staff recommendation. All in 
favor of that motion say Aye. Opposed like sign. I would like you 
to roll call please. 

 
Upon Roll Call the Planning Commission voted as follows: 
Anders Yes 
Carey No 
Clancy Yes 
Cole No 
Eason No 
Goodwin No 
Johnson Yes 
Kane No 
Lomax Yes 
Roth Yes 
Sharp Yes 
Smith Yes 
Tocher Yes 
Longmire No 
MOTION CARRIED 8-6. OFFICE AND LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
APPROVED. 
 
  b.  One Year Plan Amendment 10-B-14-PA 
  From LDR (Low Density Residential) to O (Office). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE O (Office) One Year Plan designation on a portion of 
the property.  

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO RECOMMEND THAT CITY COUNCIL APPROVE O 
(OFFICE) ONE YEAR PLAN DESIGNATION ON A PORTION 
OF THE PROPERTY  

 
  Longmire: Staff is recommending that narrower northwest 

portion remain designated LDR. Do you want to include that in 
your motion? 

 
  Clancy: Yes. 
 
  Longmire: Okay would you like to amend it. 
 
  CLANCY AMENDED IS MOTION TO RECOMMEND THAT 

CITY COUNCIL APPROVE O (OFFICE) ONE YEAR PLAN 
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DESIGNATION ON A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY THAT 
IS THE SOUTHEAST PORTION AND LEAVE LDR ON THE 
NORTHWEST PORTION AS PER THE MPC RECOMMENDED 
MAP. 

 
  Longmire: And do you still second? 
 
  JOHNSON: SECOND YES. 
 
  Longmire: I still have a motion and a second then. Again it is to 

recommend City Council approve O Office one year plan 
designation on the portion of the property that is on the 
southeast and that the narrow northwest portion remain 
designated LDR for future detached residential development. 

 
  Bart Carey: I have got the invisible light here. Just for 

clarification or a change in position or not a change in position 
by any means, but now that we are over the hump on the 
amendment I can now support the zoning. 

 
   MOTION CARRIED 10-4 (Goodwin, Eason, Cole, Kane voted 

no). APPROVED. 
 
  c.  Rezoning 10-B-14-RZ 
  From R-1 (Low Density Residential) to O-1 (Office, Medical, and 

Related Services). 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE O-1 (Office, Medical & Related Services) zoning on a 
portion of the property, subject to 3 conditions. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO RECOMMEND THAT CITY COUNCIL APPROVE O-
1 OFFICE, MEDICAL, & RELATED SERVICES ZONING ON 
THE SOUTHEAST PORTION OF THE PROPERTY BASED ON 
THE MPC STAFF RECOMMENDATION MAP SUBJECT TO 
THE 3 CONDITIONS. 

 
  Janice Tocher: Is this where we put conditions on what can go 

on that property or is that on the next...  
 
  Longmire: That is what I was talking to Mr. Donaldson about. If 

it were possible to add a condition of use on review to you know 
have the condition that there would be a use on review should 
there be a change or would you prefer to be more specific?  

 
  Tocher: In reference to some information that had gotten with 

regards that there would be no apartments and no half-way 
houses on the property. Would that then come under the use on 
review section? 
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  Bradley: And I am okay with that. I am not going to run any 
halfway houses and wouldn’t want one there. So. Unless I run 
my husband halfway off.  

 
  Roth: O-1 doesn’t allow apartments or halfway houses any, 

correct? 
 
  Donaldson: You could recommend that specific lines of the both 

uses permitted and uses permitted on review be excluded 
through your recommendation and in the past we have on 
occasion recommended that a certain permitted uses be allowed 
only with development plan approval by the planning 
commission thereby kind of making them a use on review. You 
have those two tracks. 

 
  Longmire: Can you say that as nonspecifically as you just said it 

or do we have to be more specific? 
 
  Donaldson: You have to be more specific.  
 
  Clancy: If we make the 4th condition that any development on 

either piece of property must go before MPC as a use on review. 
 
  Donaldson: We have within the office zoned district uses 

permitted that are by right. When we invoke the uses permitted 
on review you actually have the ability to exclude that use 
altogether. It would be good to keep those two lists of uses 
separate, but we have in the past added the planned review 
process to a permitted use. 

 
  Steve Wise, MPC attorney: Let me interject. In the absence of 

some specific guidance in our use on review or development plan 
review really you have not given staff anything to work with 
other than have to look at it without any parameters defined. If 
there are uses or activities that you don’t feel are appropriate to 
this property, you need to identify those so that staff will have 
actually something to work with in the development review 
process if you want to impose that as well. Or you could just 
identify uses that are inappropriate and not require a 
development process. Just having the owner go through a use 
on review process without any guidelines as to what the goal is it 
wouldn’t be very productive. 

 
  Bradley: If the concern is halfway house I am okay with you 

making a… 
 
  Wise: Ms. Bradley let me interject on that. Anytime if you 

intervene it imperils legality of this discussion because this body 
cannot do any contract zoning. You are not permitted to 
participate in that. Otherwise we are slightly at risk.  
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  Longmire: I appreciate your comments but it is like we would be 
bargaining with you and we are not allowed to do that. I am 
allowed to call upon Mr. Brusseau. 

 
  Brusseau: I would like to point out that apartments in the O-1 

zone would require use on review by the way the ordinance is 
written. Since we mentioned half way houses I will also say that 
they are a permitted use up to 5 persons and anything over 5 
persons would be a use on review. . 

 
  Longmire: One of the comments that was made would be that 

some of the uses would be deemed inappropriate at this 
particular location. Would you care to elucidate? 

 
  Brusseau: The two that we just mentioned are not allowed in the 

R-1 zone. The apartments and the halfway houses are not 
permitted in that zone. As far as any others that would really be 
up to the board to determine. We don’t necessarily think that 
either one of those are necessarily inappropriate at the site 
either. We have thrown it out there as a template if the 
commission chose to exclude some certain uses. We included the 
potential language that could be used for that condition. We are 
recommending… I mean you know with the conditions that we 
have recommended we feel that any O-1 use is appropriate as 
permitted by the zoning ordinance. Where are you Commissioner 
Tocher with this? 

 
  Tocher: I am not real comfortable right at this point that I 

understand that there would be any kind of limits to what can go 
in there with this motion. 

 
  Roth: With the motion they are limited by what’s allowed by the 

zoning. 
 
  Longmire: I think need to go ahead and vote on the motion. 

Then if it fails perhaps restate the motion listing what you don’t 
want in there maybe. 

 
  Clancy: Can Michael tell us what is allowed in O-1. 
 
  Brusseau: Well obviously business offices; apartment are 

permitted as a use on review; business, professional, medical 
offices; private clubs and lodges; art galleries; museums; 
schools; beauty and barber shops; media recording studios; 
halfway house with up to 5 is a permitted use. Then when you 
get into use on reviews it includes hospitals, hotels, business 
colleges, vet clinics, assisted living, communication towers, 
methadone clinics much of the more intense uses are included 
under the use on review.  

 
  Longmire: But that is use on review? Which is in itself is a 

safeguard. 
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  Brusseau: If the idea is to get development plan review on 
anything and exclude certain things I guess my advice would be 
to only exclude things that are allowed as a permitted use 
because you are going to get the… anything else would require 
use on review approval anything.  

 
  Carey: It seemed like two of those permitted uses jumped off 

the page - the halfway house and private club.  
 
  Longmire: What about the recording studios? 
 
  Carey: Well that is a little… okay recording studios. We have got 

to make the input to try to… if we are going to be definitive and 
do what our counsel says of identifying certain things that staff 
can get their hands around it absolutely I think we have got to 
do that.  

 
  Longmire: I don’t mean this as a joke but by private clubs is that 

more like the Elks or is it more like Kitty Cat Haven or some such 
thing. That is not what I mean, an adult club. Is that considered 
a private club? Seriously I might not mind having Elks next door 
but I wouldn’t want the Pink Pussycat next door. You know. I 
don’t know what private club is. I seriously don’t know what it 
means. 

 
  Brusseau: It is not defined in the ordinance, a private club is not. 

That has always been my understanding is it is that type of Elks, 
Moose Lodge, that kind of thing. 

 
  Kane:  I would suggest this is what Ms. Malone was really talking 

about in terms of uses in terms of kind of having discussion 
about what that… if we are going to allow office zoning along 
Cedar Lane in a fairly intense residential  area, what are the 
kinds of uses are good or which ones aren’t which would be part 
of some kind of overlay or something like that. I think that is 
really what she was trying to suggest.   

 
  Longmire: As referring to the tabling or referring to us… 
 
  Kane: Right. Referring to the tabling. Correct. I really think that 

is what she was probably talking about. Of course now we are 
farther down the line. We could postpone this particular part of it 
and then have a coming back with staff with some 
recommendations maybe with some input from the community 
on that. We could do that as an alternative. That is a way to get 
beyond this immediate motion. 

 
  Elizabeth Eason: I think that is a good point. Now that we have 

moved office beyond the railroad tracks to the east it seems like 
this whole question of what should be allowed in that area and 
what isn’t goes beyond this particular parcel and needs some 
discussion. 
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  Longmire: You are suggesting postponing this third. Now I do 

have a motion so we will have to vote on it. But you would 
prefer to postpone it. 

 
  Anders: Yes is there a way could we just limit this to business 

and professional offices.  
 
  Longmire: We can add that as a condition.  
 
  Anders: That would eliminate the possibility of all the other 

things. 
 
  Longmire: That would take Commissioner Clancy amending his 

motion. 
 
  Carey: Is there medical in there also? There were a couple of 

things that were very similar that are office related. If we are 
just going to say one thing I think we need to get a clarification 
on that. I think there are two or three that might almost be the 
same thing but they are… 

 
  Longmire: You would like for him to read the list again? 
 
  Carey: No. Michael read any number of items. I think he said 

office.  Commissioner Anders said business office and I think we 
need to get a… 

 
  Kelly: Business and professional offices I think would 

accommodate what… 
 
  Carey: Was there a medical discussion over there? 
 
  Brusseau: The ordinance specifically calls out business and 

professional offices but then it also as a separate item lists 
medical, dental offices and clinics. If the intent is to allow all of 
the above then we would need to specify that.  

 
  Longmire: I find it strange that dentist and doctors aren’t 

considered professional. I have always had that hope when I go. 
 
  Brusseau: One other thing I did find the definition for private 

club if you would like I can read that. 
 
  Longmire: I would love that. 
 
  Brusseau: An organization catering exclusively to members and 

their guests or premises and buildings for recreational or athletic 
purposes which are not conducted primarily for gain providing 
that any vending stands, merchandising or commercial activity 
are conducted only as required generally for the membership of 
such club. 
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  Longmire: I don’t think that soothes me. Thank you for that. 
 
  Clancy: I will amend my motion to include 4 conditions. The 4th 

condition being limited to business and professional office use. 
 
  CLANCY AMENDED HIS MOTION TO INCLUDE A 4TH 

CONDITION OF BEING LIMITED TO BUSINESS AND 
PROFESSIONAL OFFICE USE. JOHNSON AMENDED HIS 
SECOND. 

 
  Longmire: I have a motion and a second to recommend that City 

Council approve O-1 Office, Medical, and Related Services zoning 
on a portion of the property subject to 4 conditions the 4th 
condition being limited to business and professional offices. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED 10-4 (Kane, Cole, Goodwin, Tocher 

voted no)  
 
  Longmire: If you have any questions about what we just did Mr. 

Brusseau is willing to discuss it with you I feel very sure. 
 
* 24. HATCHER-HILL PROPERTIES, LLC  10-C-14-RZ 
  Southeast side W. Fifth Ave., southwest side Williams St., 

Council District 6.  Rezoning from C-3 (General Commercial) to 
C-2 (Central Business District). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-2 (Central Business) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
W 25. DR. ANDREW MACCONNELL AND BERGITH FLOM  
  North side Hardin Valley Rd., east of Hardin Farms Ln., 

Commission District 6. 
  a.  Northwest County Sector Plan Amendment 10-C-14-SP 
  From TP (Technology Park) to O (Office). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
W  b.  Rezoning 10-D-14-RZ 
  From A (Agricultural) / TO (Technology Overlay) to OA (Office 

Park) / TO (Technology Overlay). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 26. PARKER FAMILY INVESTMENT  10-E-14-RZ 
  Northwest end Parkerhill Ln., north of N. Parkridge Dr., 

Commission District 8.  Rezoning from A (Agricultural) to RA 
(Low Density Residential). 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 
Commission APPROVE RA (Low Density Residential) zoning. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 27. RANDOLPH ARCHITECTURE  10-F-14-RZ 
  Southeast side Bernard Ave., southwest of N. Central St., Council 

District 4.  Rezoning from C-3 (General Commercial) to C-2 
(Central Business District). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that City Council 

APPROVE C-2 (Central Business) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Uses on Review 
 
* 28. DANIEL PARKER  10-B-14-UR 
  South side of Loop Rd., west of Olive Rd. and east of Concord 

Rd. Proposed use: Duplexes in RA (Low Density Residential) / 
HZ (Historic Overlay) District. Commission District 5. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request for up to 3 

duplexes on individual lots as identified on the development 
plan subject to 7 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
P 29. SCHAAD COMMERCIAL INVESTMENTS  10-C-14-UR 
  South side of Amherst Rd., west side of Piney Grove Church Rd. 

Proposed use: Commercial - Dollar General Store in RP-1 
(Planned Residential) District.  Council District 3. 

 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 30. EMERALD CHARTER SCHOOLS, INC.  10-D-14-UR 
  East side of Carrick St. southeast side of Deadrick Ave.  

Proposed use: School (K-8 grades) in O-1 (Office, Medical, and 
Related Services) & H-1 (Historic Overly) District.  Council 
District 6. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request to permit a 

school limited to grades K-8 at this location as shown on the 
site plan subject to 6 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 31. KNOX COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF BAPTISTS  10-E-14-UR 
  South side of W. Scott Ave., east side of Reed St.  Proposed 

use: Church Facility Expansion in R-1A (Low Density 
Residential) District. Council District 6. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the church facility 

expansion of approximately 16,312 square feet as shown on the 
development plan subject to 6 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 32. CHERI ROOP  10-F-14-UR 
  Southeast side of Old Maynardville Pike, southwest of Quarry 

Rd.  Proposed use: Expansion of Boarding and Grooming 
Services and Addition of Self Service Dog Wash in A 
(Agricultural) & F (Floodway) District.  Commission District 7. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed expansion of 

an existing kennel and grooming service as identified on the 
development plan and supporting documentation, subject to 9 
conditions. 

 
  John Sweet, 7540 Old Maynardville Pike. I am neighbors to 

them. My concerns is the bridge; and the water running off into 
the creek at Willow Creek Park; and a child plays out in the yard 
all the time and they got traffic that goes through there 40 and 
50 miles an hour, at least 50 to 100 cars a day. There is nobody 
to stop them or do anything with it; and it is just getting out of 
hand. 

 
  Longmire:  Alright Mr. Sweet I have a couple of questions. You 

said there are 50 to 100 cars a day on a driveway? 
 
  Sweet: Yea.  
 
  Longmire: That goes by your house. 
 
  Sweet: Yes ma’am. 
 
  Longmire: Is the bridge on public property or private property? 
 
  Sweet: Private property. 
 
  Longmire: And the trash from, did you mention trash: 
 
  Sweet Yea from the driveway. It is rock and when you went 

down a gravel driveway you know how dusty it gets.  
 
  Longmire: Oh dust as opposed to paper and things. 
 
  Sweet: Yea. Then it is coming up there where you have got 

Hallsdale Powell who is pumping sewer over there several times 
a month over there trying to fix out the sewer problem and they 
can’t fix it and do anything with it. They are over there working 
all the time.   
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  Longmire: What sewer is that sir? 
 
  Sweet: It is the sewer in Halls. 
 
  Longmire: I know but I mean is it on… 
 
  Sweet: It goes through all the property. 
 
  Longmire: So they are working on a sewer line that goes 

through all properties that is just  not working properly. 
 
  Sweet: Yes ma’am. They have dug it up twice and now they are 

working on it again. 
 
  Longmire: That can be very aggravating. I understand that. 
 
  Sweet: It just can’t take what all is going through it and it is not 

put in right or something. Yea that would be Hallsdale Powell. 
The concern over Willow Creek and the concern of my kid 
fishing in the creek all the time. Down through there we fish 
right next to the bridge cars come through there and they 
couldn’t get over you just got one car at a time go through the 
bridge. Thirty-three highway where they are reextending the 
highway up there they closed one end of the highway off and 
the only access we got is one way out and that is it.  

 
  Longmire: Okay. You think there is runoff into the creek. Is that 

a problem? 
 
  Sweet: Oh yes ma’am. You should have pictures. 
 
  Longmire:  I do have a pictures. I am just trying to make sure I 

understand what your points are. Thank you Mr. Sweet. You will 
have time left later on if you need to say something else. 

 
  Cheri Roop: 7600 Old Maynardville Pike. I have been a Halls 

resident since 1966 and I am the owner\s of Ravenwood 
Boarding Kennels. I have taken care of pets professionally since 
1980. First working as a veterinary assistant and then veterinary 
clinic manager. I began to provide pet sitting services in 1989. 
That business grew into what is now Ravenwood Boarding 
Kennels. It is of the utmost importance to me to provide a 
clean, comfortable, enjoyable experience for those pets left my 
care. Clients will only leave their four-footed children in the 
hands of people they trust. Until the merger of Paws and Claws 
all of my business was referred by current clients and my 
business has always been able to pay my bills. We have never 
advertised until the merger. I have very good relationships with 
other pet care services in our area and we often refer clients 
back and forth to one another. I am a private person much 
more at ease with my furry companions than I am with some 
people. I am the type of neighbor you can call for help in a 
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crisis and I will come running. Otherwise you may not see me 
for years at a time. In canvassing the neighborhood I was able 
to reacquaint myself with neighbors who haven’t seen me in 
years and meet neighbors who have moved into the 
neighborhood since we established there some of which did not 
even know we existed. I am content and very grateful for my 
home, business and family. Ravenwood has operated complaint 
free from 1998 until May of this year. I am happy to answer any 
questions regarding the source and validity of those complaints 
and or statements made today by those who oppose. I 
respectfully request that you approve the expansion of 
Ravenwood services and allow me to get back to the work I 
love.  

 
  MOTION (LOMAX) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF AN 
EXISTING KENNEL AND GROOMING SERVICE AS 
IDENTIFIED ON THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION SUBJECT TO THE 9 
CONDITIONS.. 

 
  Michael Kane: One of my concerns I guess was in the staff 

report about a residence being within 100 feet of the expansion. 
I just want to clarify that is the building itself and not the 
property line. Is that correct? 

 
  Brechko: That is correct. 
 
  Kane: And has there been discussion with that resident at all in 

terms of what is going on? 
 
  Roop: I have not been able to speak directly with the owner of 

the property. He is actually in Africa. I have spoken with his 
father who initially indicated there were no problems. He and 
his father built that home. It was built after we were established 
there. His father mentioned that he you know didn’t have, didn’t 
even realized the kennel was back there while he was helping 
his son build the home. So I am really quite surprised… 

 
  Kane: Of course the expansion is getting a lot closer to... 
 
  Roop: It is getting closer. 
 
  Kane: I guess that was partly my concern. I understand 

somebody moving in and the existing conditions. This is a lot 
different. There is a lot more dogs. It is a lot closer and so I 
have concern with that.  100 feet isn’t really a lot. You know. 

 
  Longmire: Will the condition of the landscape screen affect that 

particular portion of the property itself? 
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  Kane: That is a visual thing. I think it is more of a noise. You 
now the landscape screens don’t have a lot of noise barrier to 
them unless they are a concrete wall. 

 
  Roop: In looking at our proposed building, we submitted two 

different options of how that building would be. The second 
option was recommended by staff and I am perfectly fine with 
that. That puts solid corners on the corner of the expansion 
closest to that neighbor with no outdoor runs pointing toward 
that neighbor and solid walls in that corner.  

 
  Kane: That is helpful. Thank you very much. 
 
  Longmire: Mr. Sweet I don’t want you to think we are 

dismissing you. I am fairly certain that the sewer problem is 
more Hallsdale Powell than Ms. Roop. I understand. Ms. Roop 
you are understanding that there are 9 conditions? You have 
that. 

 
  Sweet: I got something that is bothering me since last night. 

When these pictures was took, you have got two of them there 
from the County. It’s got her’s, the dog kennel. She ain’t 
producing her dog kennel with that and now the sign is gone.  

 
  Longmire: You indicated Ms. Roop that you did have signage. Is 

that correct? 
 
  Roop: I did not have signage until Paws and Claws moved in. 

Some of their customers were having trouble finding our 
driveway so we got a sign that is a 2 by 3 one of those plastic 
signs and placed it at the end of the driveway. In talking to the 
staff yesterday actually one complaint that we actually got was 
that we needed better signage from Lisa Hill who on the other 
side of my driveway because people overshoot my driveway 
and end up in hers looking for the kennel. I said something to 
staff yesterday about signage and realized at that point I am 
supposed to use on review that. I went home and took it up 
and we will deal with that later. Like I said I have operated 
since 98 without signage and I am fine to do so. We will just 
give people better directions. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED 13-1 (Anders voted no). APPROVED. 
 
  Longmire: I do have an announcement. The annual review will be 

presented to you in November. 
 
Other Business: 
  None 
 
Adjournment 
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MOTION (EASON) WAS MADE TO ADJOURN. 
 
There being no further business, the Metropolitan Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned in order at 2:44 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. 


