
 

    
 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission met in regular session on September 11, 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   Mr. Jack 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 SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 AGENDA. 
 

THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT. 
 

* 3. APPROVAL OF AUGUST 14, 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 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE POSTPONEMENTS AS READ 30 DAYS UNTIL 
OCTOBER 9, 2014. MOTION CARRIED 15-0. 
POSTPONEMENTS APPROVED. 

 
Automatic Withdrawals Read 

Minutes  

 SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 
 

  1:30 P.M.  Main Assembly Room   City County Building 
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WITHDRAWALS REQUIRING MPC ACTION 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE TO 

WITHDRAW ITEM # 8, HENSLEY ESTATES – EAGLE BEND 
DEVELOPMENT A&B. MOTION CARRIED 15-0. WITHDRAWN. 

 
  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 
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  North side of West Gallaher Ferry Dr, west of Hardin Valley Rd, 
Commission District 6. 

 
  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). 

 
  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. 20A,B,&C. MOTION CARRIED 15-0. ITEM 
TABLED. 

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

be considered under one motion to approve. 
 
  Chair Longmire: I would like to add to that under Other Business 

consideration of the Agreement of Separation for Mr. Donaldson 
Fiscal Year 2014-15. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO HEAR THE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ. MOTION CARRIED 
15-0. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE CONSENT ITEMS AS READ.  MOTION CARRIED 
15-0. APPROVED. 

 
Ordinance Amendments: 
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 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. 

 
  Mark Donaldson: After three years of study by a whole variety 

of people including a task force assembled by City Council, we 
are getting close to final consideration of amendments 
regarding signs for the City of Knoxville Zoning Ordinance. But 
after discussion on Tuesday it became apparent that the 
Planning Commission would like a workshop on this item. I am 
going to recommend that we postpone. We will look for a date 
somewhere between 2 weeks from today and 3 weeks from 
today. So from Thursday, September 25th to Thursday, October 
2nd, we will find a date for the work and try to hold it late in the 
afternoon so more people can attend. We will let you know and 
provide proper public notice. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE 

MADE TO POSTPONE 30 DAYS. MOTION CARRIED 15-0. 
POSTPONED. 

 
W 6. KNOXVILLE CITY COUNCIL  9-A-14-OA 
  Amendments to the City of Knoxville zoning ordinance 

regarding pet services. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Alley or Street Closures: 
 
* 7. KNOX COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF BAPTISTS  9-A-14-SC 
  Request closure of portion of Jourolman Avenue between W. 

Scott Avenue and southwest boundary line of parcel 094BE002 
at unnamed alley, Council District 6. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve subject to conditions. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Street or Subdivision Name Changes: 
  None 
 
Plans, Studies, Reports: 
  None 
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Concepts/Uses on Review: 
 
W 8. HENSLEY ESTATES - EAGLE BEND DEVELOPMENT 
  a.  Concept Subdivision Plan 8-SE-14-C 
  Southeast side of Coward Mill Rd., northeast of Pellissippi Pkwy., 

Commission District 6. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
W  b.  USE ON REVIEW 8-J-14-UR 
  Proposed use: Detached Residential Subdivision in PR (Planned 

Residential) / TO (Technology Overlay) District. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS WITHDRAWN EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 9. THE RESERVE @ WEST HILLS 8-SF-14-C 
  East side of Vanosdale Rd., south side of Sheffield Dr., Council 

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

concept plan subject to 7 conditions. 
 
  Richard LeMay, 10816 Kingston Pike, Knoxville, TN 37934. I am 

here representing Mr. Medlyn. I would like to make a couple of 
brief comments and then I will yield to the opposition. We 
received a lot of correspondence after the meeting with the 
residents. I can address a couple of those issues. First thing I 
want to point out. The variances were read just prior to me 
coming up here. There are no internal variances required for this 
subdivision. Our plan requires no variances to put on the ground. 
The variance that we have asked for is a sight condition that 
would be there no matter what the development. Number two 
there are issues regarding us having a private street rather than 
public. We can change to a public street without altering the lot 
density. We would be happy to do that if that is their desire. 
Detention basin was an issue. We will fence it and berm it and 
make sure it is absolutely save. I will yield the rest of my time. 

 
  Ashley Williams, 522 Broome Road. I am the current president of 

the West Hills Community Association representing approximately 
1300 houses. As you are aware West Hills as a whole is 100 
percent against this project. We have met with civil and traffic 
engineers as well as storm water engineers. They have all 
identified with this project as proposed. Those issues would prove 
to become larger issues if passed by MPC today. I have supplied 
to you individually and as a whole the findings of the engineers 
and in doing so present a show of notice regarding the traffic 
concerns with the regulations, the retention pond concerns which 
he just addressed which is great, the stormwater concerns and 
regulations in the Ten Mile Creek Watershed as well as the deed 
restrictions regarding the private road and all the responsibilities 
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that go along with that. After stating these concerns of public 
record I ask you to deny this project. By doing so will help protect 
the integrity of West Hills and not harming it as well as possibly 
be saving tax payers dollars by us not having to foot the bill to fix 
these issues down the road.  

 
  Longmire: Is there anyone else in opposition that would like to 

speak. I would like to congratulate both sides for making an effort 
to get together, to have meetings. For member of the opposition 
you presented a very well stated letter with your opposition 
without having to become uncivil about it. For both parties 
congratulations. Did you wish to speak sir? 

 
  Lee Hume, 6902 Haverhill Drive. I serve on the Executive 

Committee of West Hills Community association and have been an 
almost 30 year resident now of West Hills. I just want to share 
from a prospective as a homeowner and somebody who has 
raised a family whose daughter has now moved into the 
neighborhood. We have a very we have a very big investment in 
our community and feel very strongly. We were drawn to West 
Hills because of the integrity of the neighborhood; its reputation 
as standing for quality and a great environment for people to live 
in. Our concern is very simple. We don’t mind seeing 
development. We know this property is a great location for 
development and for houses and we are all for it. We are 
concerned though with the number of houses that are planned to 
be built there, its proximity to school. The traffic is an issue. 
Reducing the sight distance from the 400 foot standard, we are 
concerned about that. Potential wrecks that could happen. Tehre 
is a lot of traffic on Vanosdale. Stormwater is a concern. People 
downstream right now have already had issues with flooding and 
we are concerned if 14 homes and all the impermeable surfaces 
that would be created by building this site the way it was planned 
will cause even further damage as far as stormwater downstream. 
We ask that you consider your primarily stated objectives which is 
looking out for the welfare of the community and the integrity of 
the neighborhood. We appreciate your time. We thank you also 
too for postponing your original plan voted a month ago so we 
had an opportunity to meet with the developer and learn more 
about the planned project and all the implications that would 
affect a neighborhood. We had, just want to quickly just mention, 
we had two community meetings. We did originally immediately 
after your last meeting. On August 18th we had 150 people from 
the neighborhood show up at that meeting. This past Monday we 
had approximately 100 people who showed for the meeting to 
voice their concerns which we have outlined in our document 
which we shared with you. We thank you for your time and 
consideration.  

 
  LeMay: I would like to go back just briefly to the stormwater 

issue. What we are asking for here today is the opportunity to 
design this subdivision so that it meets all the ordinances which 
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we obviously will be required to do. The base we are proposing is 
a retention basin which by its definition is going to go a long way 
toward not increasing any downstream flow. By ordinance we are 
required to look at that downstream situation and make sure we 
are doing no harm to it and in fact may have to improve it. We 
work with city engineering on that and any other issue that 
comes up. I will be glad to answer any questions.   

 
  Art Clancy: I have got a two part question. My first part of it is to 

Mr. LeMay. When you were laying out this subdivision was there 
any thought as to trying to line up your entrance with West Dale? 
I know it doesn’t seem like much but I had a couple of the people 
ask me if that wouldn’t be possible. Is that, is there any possibility 
that you could make that work. Seems like it would be better to 
have that as an intersection rather than three staggered 
entrances all on ne road there.  

 
  LeMay: We did look at that as a possibility. We don’t think it is a 

good possibility nor did City Engineering Department. That gets 
us too close to where Buckingham is turning right toward this 
entrance and moving it down, I don’t have it right in front of me. 
Moving it down 100 to 105 feet that we moved it down makes a 
better situation for people looking back to the left and really does 
not exacerbate the stacking situation at the intersection by any 
degree that would be substantial to slow down the traffic. City 
Engineering as well as I feel like this is the best location for it. 

 
  Clancy: I knew there was a good reason and I thought you had 

probably looked at that first but I wanted to hear what the 
reasoning was. The second part of my question is I would 
appreciate Tom giving us some insight as to… I know why we are 
here, I mean why we have to consider this and what our options 
are. Tom can you shed some light as to what else could go here 
and what are we looking at as opposed to one entrance as 
opposed to 17 or 23 driveway entrances. I don’t want the 
neighborhood, if it is voted to pass, I don’t want the 
neighborhood people to think we are not listening and think that 
we are not trying to do our best to take care of the interests of 
the neighborhood. I want them to understand that we have a set 
logic that we are trying to follow here to keep worse stuff from 
happening. 

 
  Tom Brechko: Under the existing zoning basically you can have 

here is a detached residential subdivision without doing some 
type of zoning change. They have an option where they can 
create a subdivision where they create lots fronting on both 
Sheffield and Vanosdale so you could create individual driveways. 
You could create flag lots that provide driveways to the area in 
the back of the property. So you could potentially have a plan 
where you have a similar type density or number of units and you 
would go from one proposed street access to the property to 12 
or 14 individual driveways coming out along those two roads. The 
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first plan that we actually reviewed from the applicant had an 
access going from Vanosdale to Sheffield. We had concern and 
City Engineering about that access onto Sheffield because of the 
grade of the road. There was a question about whether there 
would be adequate sight distance. Whether you have an access 
drive to Sheffield or Vanosdale you have the same issue that 
based on a category under the road plan of that road you cannot 
place a street access on either of those roads without requiring a 
variance from that standard. It is 300 feet on Sheffield and it is 
400 on Vanosdale. As Richard had mentioned looking at that 
access into Vanosdale we felt that the proposed location would be 
best location because it puts you approximately 350 feet from 
Buckingham to give you some reaction time to vehicles coming 
around that curve. It also puts you 300 feet from the intersection 
with Sheffield which allows stacking of vehicles at that 
intersection without interfering with it. We felt it was probably the 
best location if you are going to put a street there. One thing just 
as clarification, it was the report or letter from the neighborhood 
it has been mentioned about, this is not a variance from sight 
distance. It is variance from separation of intersections. The sight 
distance requirement in here with a 30 mile an hour speed limit 
would be 300 feet. They would meet that requirement at the 
proposed entrance. The variances are not a sight distance or 
safety issue. It is just the idea is the higher category of roads you 
have, you try to reduce the number of intersections or conflict 
points. There is no way they could put a road to serve this 
property without needing a variance from that separation 
requirement on either street. 

 
  Laura Cole: We received a lot of detailed information about the 

retention pond and how that may impact the intersection. I would 
like to hear from City Engineering on what the viability of that 
retention pond they put in would be. 

 
  Chris Howley: This is Ten Mile Watershed which Richard had 

mentioned. The requirements of this watershed are a little bit 
different than some of the other ones that we talked about 
before. It is a retention requirements instead of detention. And 
that does mean that the pond is going to hold water in some 
cases and not release anything. However in this community the 
soils that we have are generally clay and you don’t get good 
infiltration so our retention requirements typically require that you 
have a bleed off orifice at the bottom of these ponds so that they 
kind of trickle water out typically over a minimum of 6 days. You 
do have an increase level over detention ponds. It is a bigger 
pond than a detention pond. You have a much lesser flow coming 
out of that than you would under the detention scenario. The bad 
part of this particular situation is that directly across the street, or 
it goes into a pipe at the intersection, but when it crosses the 
street it actually is unusual in that the pipe system comes out at 
grade to the road so water comes out onto the road. With the 
concept of this thing draining over a 6 day period of time, they 
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are going to have to look at the downstream system and most 
likely have to put it in some sort of conveyance network so that 
we don’t have long term icing or flooding problems on the street 
itself. In general the pond will be bigger than if would be if it 
were a detention pond. They will still have to meet all the same 
pre and post conditions or outlet conditions from that site but you 
will have an improved benefit of being a retention pond design 
instead of detention. 

 
  Cole: Just to make sure I understand. I understand the additional 

storage needed for retention. We talk about the pressure it is 
going to put on the downstream system and that is to be taken 
care of by engineering? That is not part of the project or is it to 
be part of the project? 

 
  Howley: They will have to do a downstream study from the outlet 

of the retention pond to either the second road crossing 
downstream or blue line stream which is basically down to the 
park. When they do that evaluation that is when we will make the 
determination of exactly what needs to be required. At face value 
my best guess is that they have to have a piped network or some 
conveyance network from the outlet of the retention pond until 
they get it into a downstream existing system. 

 
  Jeff Roth: Tom I wanted to be certainly clear when you were 

talking about 12 or 14 driveway cuts. If that were what they 
decided to do there would be no action required by MPC or they 
would not have to come to MPC for approval. Is that correct? 

 
  Brechko: Because of the number of lots it still requires a concept 

plan approval. A concept plan is required if you are 6 or more lots 
or you have a public street involved. They would have to come 
before us with a concept plan. There would not be the issue of 
variances from the intersection spacing. It would be a subdivision 
in our opinion would not be as good because of the number of 
conflict points you have created with individual lots. 

 
  Michael Kane: Back to City Engineering. I apologize for belittling 

the point but one of the arguments was that, we heard from West 
Hills Association, was that based upon what we know now we 
should not approve this because of the stormwater impact. So the 
question then is from an engineering standpoint do you know of 
anything now that is so significant that reasonable engineering 
would not mitigate the issues in terms of the downstream impact? 

 
  Howley: I am not aware of any problems that couldn’t be that 

would be increased in severity because of this project. The 
retention pond concept in general for a number of the storm 
intervals, certain amounts of rainfall that occur, it would actually 
put in a retention pond and could make it less water coming off 
the site post construction than it does right now. There is an 
added benefit of that concept from a flooding standpoint. When 
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they look at that downstream system they are going to identify 
what exactly needs to occur. If they do like I predict will happen 
is have that conveyance system from the outlet of the pond 
effectively until it hits the park property. The magnitude of 
severity or worsening conditions will be minimized or eliminated. 
Additional if this system which I think will have to be put in is put 
in it will actually probably reduce the amount of water ponding 
and issues they have on Sheffield as it stands today To some 
degree it may actually improve some of the stormwater 
conditions in that immediate area. 

 
  Kane: Of course I guess it is based upon level of detail. Once you 

get into it you will understand more issues. Again from what we 
know today there is nothing that would say this should not go 
forward from that particular point. 

 
  Howley: At face value I have not seen anything that is a hurdle 

that cannot be overcome through that design process.  
 
  Clancy: Just Tom real quick. If they went to another concept plan 

where they didn’t use a joint permanent easement and they did 
used all separate driveways, technically they could probably get 
20 houses on this piece of property.  

 
  Brechko: I don’t know how many. You could probably get 4 or 5 

lots fronting on there to use the property on each street, but to 
get to the piece in the back they would have to have at least a 25 
foot wide access strip. That access strip could be used for two 
driveways, I mean for a driveway for a lot that it is on and as 
easement to another lot. You would not be able to get that many. 
The one thing about the existing zoning on this property, this is 
one of the only residential districts that doesn’t have a lot width 
requirement. All the other ones state a lot width requirement. 
This does not have one. We went back looking over the zoning 
ordinance over the years and found that it never at least what we 
could find never had a lot width requirement in there. So they 
could actually make narrower lots on this property as long as they 
met the minimum lot size.  

 
  Clancy: Right. That is kind of what I was basing that on. That 

being said I would like to make a motion to approve variances 1 
through 3 because the existing sight distance and topography 
restrict compliance with the subdivisions regulations and 
proposed variances will not create a traffic hazard.  

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION.  
 
  Elizabeth Eason: I heard discussion from the applicant that 

around the basin that there would be a berm and fencing and 
that is not in what we are voting on right now. Could that be 
added as a requirement? 
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  Longmire: Would it be added as a condition? This right now is 

just for the variances. When we whoever does the motion on the 
concept plan could add that as a condition if you wish. You might 
even want to make the motion.  

 
  Bart Carey: I am trying to understand how this water is going to 

go downhill. If it comes out of the retention pond it is going to 
overflow at the street level. So they are going to be asked more 
than like if the pond does not perk to carry the water through a 
concrete pipe. There is a blue line stream. It shows as one on 
OS2. Is that where it would be carried to? I guess that is the park 
right there.  

 
  Howley: Basically through the park. I don’t see a good reference 

point on the map to show it but through the park just past where 
the greenway crosses the road there is an existing stormwater 
inlet and at that location according to the USGS quadrangle maps 
it shows that as the local of the blue line stream. 

 
  Carey: Do we know that is a blue line stream or could it be a wet 

weather conveyance? 
 
  Howley: According to eh USGS they indicate that. I know as you 

get through the greenway property there is a point in my opinion 
it clearly is. Part of it is in a pipe for that area so it is hard to say 
what the conditions are in that pipe. That is at least a basis for 
where we would judge our downstream analysis to that point. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED 14-1 (Sharp). APPROVED. 
 
  Eason: I would like to see a condition that the fencing around the 

basin and a berm. A question. Are there any landscaping 
requirements with that basin being at the intersection? 

 
  Howley: I am not aware of any specific landscaping requirements 

other than meeting the tree protection ordinance. In general 
landscaping, we don’t want to see that on a berm of a pond for 
structural reasons. Other than that I am not aware of a 
requirement specifically stating where landscaping would need to 
go on that site. 

 
  Eason: Okay so just the berm and the fencing. Alright. 
 
  Longmire: I would like to see condition that states as the 

developer said that it be a public street rather than a joint 
permanent easement because that is not as a condition either. I 
would like to compliment you on your sidewalk plans. 

 
  Clancy: That is what three more conditions right there? 
 
  Longmire: Two. 
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  Clancy: The conditions were condition number 8 would be… 

Elizabeth what was it? 
 
  Eason: Fencing and berm around the basin. 
 
  Clancy: And number 9 would be that the road is a public rather 

than joint permanent easement. 
 
  Johnson: Is it not true that even though it is a joint permanent 

easement because of the number of lots that abut that easement 
that road even we don’t declare it a public street still has to meet 
the requirements of a public street. I think we are being 
redundant. 

 
  Brechko: As it is designed the road has a 40 foot right of way 

width that would be required to be changed to 50 so basically 
they would be moving right of way 5 feet into the adjoining lots. 
The cul-de-sac is already designed to meet the right-of-way 
radius of a public street. They are showing a 22 foot pavement 
which they would have to go to a 26 foot pavement width. The 
applicant understands. It can be done within the existing plan. 
You may want to add subject to staff review of the revision to the 
plan for the public street. 

 
  Clancy: I would like… Commissioner Longmire I appreciate the 9th 

condition but can you tell me to what end. 
 
  Longmire: I have concerns that when homeowners are 

responsible for the upkeep of a joint permanent easement it is 
based on 14 lots. If 4 houses get built and 10 lots aren’t built on, 
then 4 families are going to be responsible for the total upkeep. 
Whereas with a public street at any time, if it were built totally to 
the specifications for a public street that would be different, but 
at any time there is a public street then the city will be able to 
take it over. I am really concerned when the upkeep of the street 
is left to an uncertain number of residents. 

 
  Clancy: But it is a street that serves only those residents. So if 

they have got three potholes in it that are tearing their under 
carriage of their cars up, that is their... My problem is if only four 
people build houses in there it is only going to… the tax revenue 
coming from those four people isn’t going to cover our 
responsibility for keeping the street. I would just as soon see it be 
a joint permanent easement.  

 
  Longmire: I would remind you that the developer is perfectly 

willing to have a public street. He stated that. I guess too when I 
first thought about it I thought well the first houses will be built 
very close to the street. There is no guarantee that they will be 
built there. They might be built all the way to the back. I have 
just seen problems with joint permanent easements. It is a 
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personal thing. I don’t care for joint permanent easements. I 
think it leads to conflict in the community because if one person 
in the homeowners association doesn’t want to pay into it, it 
takes a court case. It leads to other problems. That is my stand. 
If you don’t wish to do it fine. But I think you are wrong.  

 
  Clancy: I don’t mean to be rude or belabor the point, but as a city 

tax payer, no thanks. That is kind of how I see it. 
 
  Longmire: Unfortunately city tax payers pay for lots of services 

they don’t get depending on where they are. 
 
  Clancy: I understand that. I understand that. I just think that it is 

a cul-de-sac. The people are living on it if it is a joint permanent 
easement and it is to county specs. I mean at some point I guess 
it could be deeded over to the city. It is going to be built to 
County specs. If it doesn’t I mean what are we talking about 
another five feet. But still I just think that way you… 

 
  Longmire: So you would be willing to agree to a joint permanent 

easement built to public street specifications so that at some time 
if it needed to be taken over it could? 

 
  Clancy: I am fine with the cul-de-sac being just designed that 

way and being five feet short. I think it is a cul-de-sac that serves 
a specific number of people and we have got a lot of other cul-
de-sac’s that the City of Knoxville owns and maintains but they 
are mostly within developments. If we are getting off the hook 
with this one I don’t see why we should jump in and volunteer to 
maintain this street if we don’t have to and if there is no benefit. 

 
  Longmire: We shall agree to disagree. Okay. 
 
  Clancy: Okay. Alright. 
 
  Jeff Roth: My question has to do with this disagreement between 

you and Commissioner Clancy. What determines and when would 
the city determine whether or not they would take this JPE over? 

 
  Longmire: You are looking at the wrong person. Turn around. 
 
  Howley: Typically if it is dedicated and built and constructed as a 

JPE we would never want to take it over. I think in the last twenty 
years it may have occurred one time and it has probably been 
requested more than one hundred times. In general the 
magnitude of inspections that we do on those, the standards that 
we can’t oversee to make sure things are maintained along the 
way put us at a point where we generally do not want to get 
involved in something that was not built and inspected and 
maintained in a way that we would want it to be. So to take that 
responsibility somewhere in the future we would rather that 
decision be made now and would take on that responsibility than 
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to I will say kind of bypass some of the rules, the inspections, the 
regulations and then try to get it taken over after the fact is 
something that generally wouldn’t want to be involved with. 

 
  Clancy: Is that the only benefit to the taxpayers of Knoxville to be 

able to dictate the quality of the roads up front? 
 
  Howley: That is part of it part of it is the width difference. Part of 

it is I will say, in this case it wouldn’t be that issue, but in other 
ones where there are some variances that can be requested 
where we would oppose it on a city street where if it were a joint 
permanent easement we wouldn’t oppose those. So there are 
some differences beyond just the oversight on the construction.  

 
  Clancy: Can you tell me and again I understand I am asking for 

your opinion can you give me your opinion is this a better deal for 
the citizens of Knoxville being a city street or joint permanent 
easement. I want your opinion. I mean I want you to agree with 
me and not Rebecca. 

 
  Longmire: And I want you to pull a rabbit out of the hat. So we 

are going to be okay with this. 
 
  Howley: At the end of the day from the city’s perspective, if it is a 

city street there is additional maintenance required, there is 
additional costs associated with that. Whereas if it is not then it is 
maintained by a homeowners association. There is less of a 
burden on city tax payers to have it as a joint permanent 
easement. As far as a preference one way or another that is really 
the only distinct impact really that it has on the city as far as we 
are concerned. It is the individual residents that use that it is you 
know people are not… It is not a bypass. It is not a connection 
between any two points.  They do get the benefit. The reason 
they want it a city street instead of a joint permanent easement is 
when they sell that property then they know that that is not an 
additional cost that they are going to bearing over the next 20 
years. The city typically, we typically resurface local streets on a 
20 to 25 year interval and usually when that 20 to 25 year 
interval comes up in a joint permanent easement that is when 
they call and request that the city take over that street is when it 
needs to be paved. That is kind of the recurring statement is 
where do you want that burden placed at the end of the day. Do 
you want city tax payers to pay that repaving cost in 25 years or 
do you want to leave that burden with that development. From a 
development standpoint you get more property per lot by having 
that narrower right of way and sometimes the setbacks work out 
a lot better when you are able to have that narrower right of way. 
I don’t believe that is the case in this particular circumstance but 
it can be. Joint permanent easements can give you additional 
benefits with the narrower road sections and the narrower right 
of way section. 

 



  MPC Minutes SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 

  Page 15 

  Roth: So my… 
 
  Longmire: Commissioner Roth I have two other people who have 

their lights on. I never know. That doesn’t county. You just can’t 
leave it on all the time. Who do you think you are Commissioner 
Clancy? 

 
  Roth: He interrupted me. I had my light on before him. My other 

question for engineering is this. So who determines if we said 
today, if we amended our motion to make this a city street or be 
done to city street standards, who decides whether the city wants 
to take it or not or if they are willing to take it or not. Do they 
have to if we make the motion today or is there some other 
person that gets to say no or yes? 

 
  Howley: If it goes through this process where it it dedicated as a 

public street and it does go through the permitting process, the 
bonding process, the platting process then the city will take that 
over at the end of that process. 

 
  Janice Tocher: I have got two questions. First is for city 

engineering. At what point does the number of houses offset the 
cost for the resurfacing of city roads? 

 
  Howley: That is a difficult question. I think that it is hard to 

deliberately define that because when you are paying your taxes 
they don’t, it is not like they all accumulate and accrue to pay for 
your paving because there are other city services: fire, trash 
pickup, debris pick up, street lighting and a variety of other 
things. So to compartmentalize that one item for all of the tax 
revenue that would be difficult to determine. The tax revenues 
are based on the valuation of property and without knowing 
exactly where that is, I don’t know that I can give you as accurate 
an answer as you might be looking for.  

 
  Tocher: Understood. You also mentioned something. The street 

lighting then if it is a street road the street lighting becomes city 
responsibility whereas a JPE the street lighting homeowners 
association responsibility?  

 
  Howley: Typically if it is included street lighting is not required. 

But if for instance the developer did want to include street 
lighting and they built it and installed it to city standards at the 
end of the day we would be willing to take that street lighting 
over, maintain it and pay the energy costs on that.   

 
  Tocher: Madam Chair, I would like to request that these two 

conditions be split into two separate votes.  
 
  Longmire: I understand what… say you want the regular 

conditions and then the two additional or do you want the fencing 
for pond on with the regular and the public streets separate. 
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  Tocher: Correct. 
 
  Dan Kelly: Our history on these on these small detached 

developments unless there is a very strong organization collecting 
money annually for the maintenance of these joint permanent 
easements they can be a problem in the future. I guess the other 
point that I would like to make is the other city taxpayers Mr. 
Clancy talked about that. The people that live in this development 
will also be city tax payers. I don’t anticipate that the tax bill will 
not be reduced by X number of dollars because they are on a 
joint permanent easement. They will pay the same amount of 
taxes one or way or the other whether public or private. So from 
that standpoint as city tax payers they would benefit from being 
on a public street. I think that would make sense to accept the 
developer’s statement that he would be willing to make it a public 
street. 

  
  Kane: Really two items that I had talked about, I mean was 

thinking about have already been discussed. The third one which 
I think is corollary to that is I guess when I came into this I was 
thinking the same thing that why do we need to make it a public 
street if somebody can do a joint public easement. However I 
would say that from the perspective of future buyers that you 
because of where this is and the way it looks you would not even 
ever think that you were buying into a place with a joint 
permanent easement. It is not like where we see joint permanent 
easements along river property where you have something that is 
a mile long and there are five or six people on it. You know you 
are off the public street. This one you would never know that you 
are off the public street. I think that is an indication as to why we 
probably should require this be made into a public street.  

 
  Carey: I think the rape on JPE’s or joint permanent easements to 

a large degree stems when you get below, is it 5 or 6, below 6 
when you have to make application and the road width is a lot 
narrower. Also Mr. Kelly on JPE’s the ones that you mentioned 
they have had problems in the past because when they come 
back up for repaving that maybe funds haven’t been allocated. 
How long have we been requiring JPE’s greater than five dwelling 
units to meet the county standards for road construction? 

 
  Kelly: It has been a number of years. We also require as part of 

the review process that the homeowners association the 
documentation that goes into that be submitted. But we can’t 
make them once they are created to collect the money from each 
individual property owners. That is what and in a small project 
like… if it were a gated community or something that you know 
we want to be separate from everyone else that’s a lot easier to 
deal with. But when you have a small community li8ke this with a 
limited number of homes, if somebody doesn’t pay their 
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assessment then they have to file a lien and hopefully get the 
money that way. 

 
  Carey: I don’t have a real strong feeling one way or another. I 

think it could survive either way. Additional cost to developer on 
asphalt costs and maybe some additional curbing and the setback 
is going to be the main differences. Maybe we are spending a lot 
of time on something that if the applicant it is perfectly fine with 
them I guess it is a flip of the coin for me. I guess we will just… I 
will roll from there. 

 
  Clancy: I am going to make a motion and I am going to roll them 

both in as one. I don’t see it as separating them. I think Mr. 
Kelly’s argument about taxpayers is compelling. I will make a 
motion that we approve the concept plan subject to 9 conditions. 
The 7 that are stated in our packets with the addition of fencing 
and a berm at the retention pond and public streets subject to 
staff approval. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE THE CONCEPT PLAN SUBJECT TO 9 
CONDITIONS, THE 7 STATED WITH THE ADDITION OF 
FENCING AND A BERM AT THE RETENTION POND AND 
PUBLIC STREET SUBJECT TO STAFF APPROVAL. 

 
  Tocher: I would like to hear from the gentleman at the stand. 
 
  Hume: One of the things that I haven’t heard in discussion yet 

there has been talk about the street as part of the common 
property that the HOA would be responsible for, there is also the 
retention pond and who is going to be maintaining the retention 
pond. Our understanding is it will be designed with a 2 to 1 slope 
which poses certain challenges as far as the maintenance goes 
long term. We are concerned about that. We are also concerned 
too as far as mosquito control. If there is standing water what is 
going to happen during the summer when you have mosquito 
population building. There are other issues that are out there. 
The last thing I want to mention quickly is too our concern about 
the roadway facing Vanosdale is if you any of the commissioner 
ever go out during normal times during the day when the school 
is changing or traffic during the holidays it is backed up. You 
could never make a left hand turn out there without running the 
risk of getting T-boned. It is a serious, serious problem. I invite 
the commissioners rather than talking in abstract to please go out 
and see exactly what it is we are looking at and what we have to 
deal with. 

 
  Longmire: I think I can assure you that a majority of the 

Commissioners have been out through there. 
 
  Hume: I appreciate that. For somebody sitting in the audience it 

sounds like a lot of things are being talked about in the abstract. 
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  Carey: Could we get an answer to that question? On who 

maintains the… 
 
  Howley: The way it is currently established or the way they have 

drawn it on the proposed plan indicates that they will have a 
homeowners association that would be responsible for the 
maintenance. The way our stormwater and street ordinance 
regulates that is they pretty much have two options. One of them 
is to have a homeowners association maintain it and when they 
do that our law department does have to approve the formation 
of the homeowners association to make sure that they can be 
legally responsible for that maintenance. The other option they 
have is to have two or more of the individual lots within the 
subdivision have the lot lines encroached to include the detention 
as part of their property. In that scenario you have a situation 
where only those two or more residents are 100 percent 
responsible for that and the remainder of the subdivision would 
not be. In this one they are at least dividing that responsibility up 
amongst the entire homeowners association. 

 
  Longmire: And as far as mosquito control, anyone in the city can 

request spraying?  
 
  Howley: I think that is the Knox County Health Department and 

they can request that. From a design standpoint the retention 
pond will hold water for a periods of times, but the design 
expectation is that it will drain out and it will dry up. It is not 
meant to hold water continuously. It might hold it longer than if 
you have seen detention ponds they usually drain out in a day or 
two. This one may take several days to drain out. The expectation 
is that the design will dry out the entire pond after enough days 
have passed. 

 
  Carey: I should apologize Mr. Johnson just pointed out to me that 

condition 6 fully outlines that situation. Not the mosquitos but at 
least who maintains the stormwater. 

 
  Longmire: A motion and second has been made to approve the 

concept plan subject to 9 conditions which include the care of the 
retention pond and the public streets.  

 
  MOTION CARRIED 14-1 (SHARP). APPROVED AS 

MODIFIED. 
 
* 10. VILLAGE AT SADDLEBROOKE - J & J DEVELOPMENT 

COMPANY 
  a.  Concept Subdivision Plan 9-SA-14-C 
  Northwest terminus of Saddlebrooke Dr., northwest of E. Emory 

Rd., Commission District 7. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve variance 1 and the concept 
plan subject to 4 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
*  b.  USE ON REVIEW 9-F-14-UR 
  Proposed use: Detached dwellings in PR (Planned Residential) 

District. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request for up to 54 

detached dwellings on individual lots and reduction of the peripheral 
boundary setback from 35' to 25' as shown subject to 1 condition. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Final Subdivisions: 
 
P 11. RIVER'S EDGE APARTMENTS 7-SC-14-F 
  South Side of Island Home Ave, west of Spence Place, Council 

District 1. 
 
THIS ITEM WAS POSTPONED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 12. ELIZABETH HINTON PROPERTY 9-SA-14-F 
  Northwest side of Meredith Road, southwest of Marlee Park Blvd., 

Commission District 6. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deny variance 1 and deny final plat. 
 
  Scott Umstead, 6943 Yellow Oak Lane. I am the surveyor for the 

project t. My client submitted this July 1st. There have been some 
questions and actually after you read that the staff planning and 
County Engineering they are still not clear on… There is a 100 
year old barn in the right-of-way. We have two parcels; same 
family. They want to just move the barn from one parcel to 
another parcel because of the, Ms. Hinton widowed older lady, it 
is going to remove this burden from her property.  

 
  Longmire: So you are not actually physically moving the barn you 

are just moving the property line. 
 
  Umstead: Moving the property line around the barn. We 

submitted July 1st. The correspondence of dimensions of the barn 
into the right-of-way and things like that. I have only received the 
final corrections Tuesday of this week. We have got everything in 
it is my understanding is we are required by county engineering 
to request the utility and drainage variance and not the right of 
way variance. I still have not got the clarification from planning 
staff on what they are requesting, requiring on this project.  
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  Tom Brechko: On Tuesday you received a blue sheet that is 
revision to the original staff report and there is only one variance 
listed and that is for the standard utility and drainage easement. 
The variance is not needed for the right-of-way by that change. 
We did receive we probably would have a disagreement as when 
we provided comments but we did receive a revised plat back 
that we have reviewed that does meet the requirements as an 
approvable plat and staff would recommend approval of the 
variance and approval of the final plat but it would require a 
waiver of the 9 day deadline rule.  

 
  Longmire:  Is that helpful sir? 
 
  Umstead: Yes, I got the original comments on August 5th. The 

only thing missing off the original comments were the variance 
that we were requesting. That has been in discussion with 
planning and Knox County Engineering until Tuesday as far as I 
understand. 

 
  Longmire: There is only one variance this time to reduce the 

standard utility and drainage easement under the existing barn 
from 10 feet to 0 as shown on the plan. That is acceptable, I 
mean understandable to you?  Right? 

 
  Umstead: Right. Also I need to request the waiver on the 9 day 

on the corrections. 
 
  Clancy: Make a motion to approve the variance to reduce the 

standard utility and drainage easement under the existing barn 
from 10 feet to 0 feet as shown on the plat and to waive the 9-
day rule. 

 
  Longmire: Mr. Clancy we have got to do the waiver first. 
 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO WAIVE THE 9-DAY RULE (ARTICLE 6, SECTION 1, OF 
MPC’S ADMINISTRATIVE RULES AND PROCEDURES AND 
SECTION 44-22 OF THE MINIMUM SUBDIVISION 
REGULATIONS). MOTION CARRIED 15-0. WAIVED. 

 
  MOTION (CLANCY) AND SECOND (JOHNSON) WERE MADE 

TO APPROVE VARIANCE AND FINAL PLAT. MOTION 
CARRIED 15-0. APPROVED. 

 
* 13. SCENIC DRIVE ADDITION TO KNOXVILLE 9-SB-14-F 
  North side of Oak Hurst Drive, east of Scenic Drive, Council 

District 2. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
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* 14. HOUSE OF THALLER 9-SC-14-F 
  East side of Harris Road, north of Rutledge Pike, Commission 

District 8. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 15. HIGHLAND HOMESITES RESUBDIVISION 9-SD-14-F 
  East side of Noremac Road, south of Babelay Road, Commission 

District 8. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 16. HIDDEN MEADOWS, UNIT 2 9-SE-14-F 
  At the terminus of Silent Springs Lane, both northwest and 

southeast sides, south side of Gray Hendrix Road, Commission 
District 6. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 17. THE LORD LINDSEY RESUBDIVISION 9-SF-14-F 
  North side of West Hill Avenue, east of Henley Street, Council 

District 6. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 18. MAYFIELD ADDITION RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS 146 & 

147R 9-SG-14-F 
  Intersection of Flemming Street and Gillespie Avenue, Council 

District 4. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 19. ZACHARY POINT 9-SH-14-F 
  Southwest of the intersection of Long Hollow Road and Pelleaux 

Road, Commission District 7. 
 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve  
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Rezonings and Plan Amendment/Rezonings: 
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T 20. 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).  
 
THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
T  b.  One Year Plan Amendment 7-D-14-PA 
  From GC (General Commercial) to HDR (High Density 

Residential). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
T  c. Rezoning 7-F-14-RZ 
  From C-3 (General Commercial) and I-4 (Heavy Industrial) to RP-

3 (Planned Residential). 
 
THIS ITEM WAS TABLED EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 21. WILL MORGAN  9-A-14-RZ 
  East side Green Rd., north of Chapman Hwy., Council District 1. 

Rezoning from A-1 (General Agricultural) & PC-1 (Retail and 
Office Park) 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. 
 
* 22. FAY B. BAILEY  9-B-14-RZ 
  Northwest side Chambliss Ave., northeast of Carr St., Council 

District 2. Rezoning 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. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 23. METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION  9-C-14-RZ 
  East and west sides of Parkridge Dr., north and south of 

Springplace Cir., Commission District 8.  Rezoning from CB 
(Business and Manufacturing) to RA (Low Density Residential). 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: RECOMMEND that County 

Commission APPROVE RA (Low Density Residential) zoning. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
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Uses on Review 
 
* 24. CHURCH OF THE GOOD SHEPHERD  8-C-14-UR 
  West side of Jacksboro Pike, south of Grove Cir.  Proposed 

use: Existing Church and Site Modifications in R-1 (Low 
Density Residential) District. Council District 4. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request for the 

parking lot expansion as shown on the revised site plan 
subject to 3 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE 

MEETING. 
 
* 25. GALBRAITH LABORATORIES  9-A-14-UR 
  North side of Cross Park Dr., southwest of Cross Creek Rd. 

Proposed use: Microanalysis testing laboratory and addition to 
the existing structure in PC-1 (Retail and Office Park) District. 
Council District 2. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request to permit a 

1,500 square foot expansion to the existing building and the 
proposed use as an analytical laboratory as shown on the site 
plan subject to 3 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE 

MEETING. 
 
* 26. VERIZON TENNESSEE PARTNERSHIP BY FAULK & 

FOSTER  9-B-14-UR 
  South side of Western Ave., east of Third Creek Rd.  Proposed 

use: 150' Monopole Commercial Telecommunications Tower in 
C-4 (Highway and Arterial Commercial) District.  Council 
District 3. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the request for a 150' 

monopole commercial telecommunications tower in a C-4 
(Highway and Arterial Commercial) zoning district subject to 7 
conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE 

MEETING. 
 
* 27. DESIGN INNOVATIONS ARCHITECTS  9-C-14-UR 
  Southeast side of Delaware Ave., northeast of Sherman St. 

Proposed use: Church expansion in R-1A (Low Density 
Residential) /IH-1 (Infill Housing Overlay) District.  Council 
District 5. 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve phase 1 and phase 2 of 
the church expansion as shown on the site plan subject to 9 
conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE 

MEETING. 
 
* 28. FAITH & DOUGLAS MCDANIEL  9-D-14-UR 
  North side of East Glenwood Ave., east of N Broadway.  

Proposed use: Bed and Breakfast Inn in R-2 (General 
Residential) / H-1 (Historic Overlay) District - H-1 pending.  
Council District 4. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the development plan for 

a bed and breakfast inn with up to three guest rooms in the R-
2/H- 1 zoning districts, subject to 5 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE 

MEETING. 
 
* 29. SCHULZ BREWERY / RANDOLF ARCHITECTURE  9-E-14-UR 
  Southeast side of Bernard Ave, just southwest of N Central St. 

Proposed use: Craft Brewery in C-3 (General Commercial) 
District. Council District 4. 

 
  STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve the development plan for a 

craft brewery within the C-3 (General Commercial) or C-2 (Central 
Business District), if rezoned C-2, subject to 6 conditions. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
Other Business: 
 
* 30. Consideration of payment over $10,000 to staff for 

accrued leave at time of retirement.  9-A-14-OB 
 
  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Approve the 

payment of approximately $30,000 in accrued leave. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
* 31. Consideration of amendment No. 3 to MPC's budget and 

work program for FY 2014-15.  9-B-14-OB 
 
  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDADTION: Approve three 

additional special projects in the annual work program and the 
associated budget amendment of an additional $13,500 in 
contract revenue and corresponding reduction in the use of 
unrestricted fund balance. 

 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
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 32. Consideration of separation agreement for Mark Donaldson. 
 
  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Approve. 
 
 THIS ITEM WAS APPROVED ON CONSENT EARLIER IN THE MEETING. 
 
 
Chair Longmire reminded Commissioners and audience that Mr. Buz Johnson 
was retiring as of tomorrow and thanked him for his service and for keeping 
them in order.  
 
Adjournment 
 
MOTION (CLANCY) WAS MADE TO ADJOURN. 
 
There being no further business, the Metropolitan Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned in order at 2:35 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. 


