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Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
March 25,2010
TIME.: . 5:30 p.m.
PLACE: Training Room, Municipal Building
" PRESENT: - Terry Doinm, Chuck Agle, Linda Brown, Kelly Callison, Charlie Hensley,
Claudia Lever, Pat McMillan, Austin Lance, Jane Shelton
- ABSENT: Lauren Biloski
ALSO | 3 | ~
PRESENT: ~ Kathryn Baldwin, Kahla Gentry, Tom Vicary , Bob Walker, Parker Hardy,

Nancy Snowden, Carolyn Roberts, Joanne Johnson, Kevin Hannan, Paul
Williams, Gene Rudesill, Daniel Boutte, John Huotari, “The Oak Ridger”

| Terry Domm, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

- Summary of Action

~ Approval of Minutes
Ms. Lever moved to approve the mlnutes of the regular meetmg held February 25 2010

(Motlon 1) as presented.

Mr. Hensley seconded the motion, passed 9-0.

Consent Agenda:
| The consent agenda was approved by unanimous Vote thereby

. Approvmg an extension of the bond for Rarity Oaks Phase 1 unt11 October 1,

2010
e Approving a s1x-month extension for the filing of ED-5 East final plat

o Approving a six-month extension for the filing Clark’s Preserve final plat.
+  Approving the March 2010 bond report -

Business Items:

Preliminary Plat; Scarboro Village PUD: Parcel 35, Tax Map 10SF, Group C

This preliminary plat provides the infrastructure design for the Scarboro Village PUD being
developed by Habitat for Humanity of Anderson County. The construction will be done in
phases. Phase One will have 8 residential lots. The preliminary plat.shows the entire
development with 36 residential lots. The approved PUD plan shows five of these lots being

- duplex lots. There is one new variance request for dimensional deviations to the
Hammerhead design standards. Staff recommends approval of this variance request. Staff
recommended approval of the preliminary plat subject to resolution of staff comments.
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Ms. Brown moved to approve the preliminary plat for Scarboro Village PUD with the

(Motion 2)  variance to allow dimensional deviations to the hammerhead design
standards; landscape alternative as recommended by staff; and an area of
5,663 feet for Lot 88 subject to:

1. An alternative for the landscaping must be approved by the Planning Commission due to conflicts with
utilities. - Staff requests that the applicant change Note 3 and the Table on Sheet 1.1.01 to clarify the
alternative, which is to provide the number of street trees as shown on the approved PUD Master Plan, but
changing the location as needed to avoid conflict with utilities. Some trees may be in open areas instead of
along the street. Staff recommends approval of the alternative.

Note 2 on Sheet .1.01 states that understory trees were substituted for canopy trees in 8 of the 19 perimeter
‘buffer sections to ensure adequate clearance for overhead electric lines. Staff recommends approval of the

alternative.

2. Planning Commission must approve duplex shown on lot 88. The required lot size is 7,200 square feet and
the lot size shown is 5,663 square feet. The unit shown on Sheet 1,01 meets the setback requirements. The
required floor area to lot area ratio is 30% and the ratio for shown is 30.5%. The Planning Commission has
approved floor to lot area ratios greater than 30% in other PUD developments. Staff recommends approval.

Utilizing open space that was shown between lots has enlarged the other duplex lots that did not meet the
minimum size requirement in the first submittal. The reduction of open space is less than 5% of overall
open space, meeting requirements for compliance with the PUD Master Plan.

3. - Setbacks on the revised plan were changed, some . increased to allow for utility
easements, however the front setbacks on Lots 105 to 110 were reduced from 18-feet to 14- feet and the
front setbacks on Lots 111 to 115 were reduced from 18-feet to 10-feet. The reduced setbacks are not
necessary and the reduced setbacks will be corrected to conform with the approved Master Plan on the

resubmittal.
4. Corrections required by the Public Works Department
5. Modify Note 12 on P1.01 to include an electrical easement on Lot 116.

6. Provide a minimum of 5-feet separation between the canopy trees and underground secondary street light
feed along Lot 116. Provide root barriers on these trees and add a note saying same. Underground
secondary street light feed can be placed underneath the sidewalk. Move the proposed red maple at the
corner of Road C and Lot 116 toward Road E to provide clearance from the street light.

7. Make minor changes to the electrical plan. Add and mcdify guys; add and modify easements;
add conduit information for underground secondary.

Mr. McMillan seconded the motion, passed 9-0.

Rezoning from O-1 Office to R-3 Medium Residential and Land Use Plan Amendment for
0. Office to R, Residential for Parcels 40 and 43, Tax Map 100A, Group A, Appr0x1matelv
4,27 acres on West Madison Lane.

Staff recommended approval of rezoning the subject property from O 1 to R-3 and approval of
the related Land Use Plan amendment from O, Office to R, Residential. The property was
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rezoned from R-3 to O-1 in 2007, but the anticipated development did not occur. Rezoning back
to R-3 fits the zoning pattern of the area. The surrounding zoning on three sides of the subject
property is R-3. The area is one of transitional uses between the hospital to the south and the
single-family neighborhood to the north The R-3 zoning district is appropriate for such a
transitional area.

Mr. Hensley moved to recommend approval'of rezoning Parcels 40 and 43, Tax Map 100A,
(Motion 3)  Group A from O-1, Office to R-3 Medium Residential. |

Mr. Callison seconded the motion, passed 9-0

Ms. Lever- moved to recommend approval of amending the Land Use Plan for Parcels 40
(Motion 4) and 43, Tax Map 100A, Group A from O, Office to R, Residential.

Mr. Lance seconded the motion, passed 9-0.

Rezoning: Parcel 59, Tax Map 940, Group B. Oak Ridge Tpke, from UB-2 to B-2 PUD and
PUD Preliminary Master Plan

Staff recommended approval of the proposed PUD for the following reasons. The requested B- 2
PUD zoning is in compliance with the City’s Land Use Plan. Utilization of the PUD eliminates
most of the differences between the current zoning and the proposed zoning and it provides

~ additional requirements for future development that lessen potential impacts from noise and
lighting. By requiring a 30-foot setback from residential property (Zoning Ordinance requires a
30-foot setback between a commercial PUD and residentially zoned land) adequate space is
provided for a landscaped buffer. The PUD plan supplements the landscaped buffer with fencing
and an intermittent berm. Another earlier concern with the B-2 zoning was the lack of a height
restriction. A Zoning Ordinance requirement is that buildings within a commercial PUD located
within 200 feet of a R-1 district cannot exceed 35 feet in height. The PUD eliminates the uses
allowed in the B-2 district but not the UB-2 district except for open air businesses. In summary,
the PUD addresses differences between the UB-2 and B-2 zones regarding setbacks, height, and
uses and adds additional conditions of development that lessen the impact on nearby residential

properties.

This item was postponed from the February 25, 2010 Planning Commission meeting. The
original motion to recommend denial was withdrawn and a substitute motion was made.

Ms. Brown moved to recommend approval of the request to rezone Parcel 59, Map 940,
(Motion 5)  Group B from UB-2 to B-2 with a Planned Unit Development overlay.

Mr. Hensley seconded the motion, passed 9-0.
Ms. Lever moved to recommend approval of the Preliminary PUD Master Plan for Parcel

(Motion 6) 59, Map 940, Group B including the variances to allow a commercial PUD
with an area less than five acres and an eight-foot high privacy fence.
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~ Mr. Callison seconded the motion, passed 9-0.

The variance to allow a commercial PUD under five acres was approved in order to memorialize
requirements placed upon the property to improve compatibility with neighboring residential
property. The variance to allow an eight-foot high privacy fence was approved to provide
increased screening between residential and commercial uses.

In the discussion of the motion, Joanne Johnson, Nancy Snowden, Kevin Hannan and Carol
Roberts spoke against the rezoning. Issues of concern were noise, lights shining into residential
area, and other potential uses locating on the subject property that would be considered
detrimental to the re31dent1a1 ne1ghborhood

There was a question as to what would happen if the property was not developed as proposed.
Ms. Baldwin responded that the Zoning Ordinance states that the property has to be developed in
compliance with the approved planned unit development overlay. If no development occurs
within three years the PUD must be reinstated by action of the Planning Commission, or a new
master plan must by approved by City Council or the PUD may be rescinded by City Council
upon receiving a recommendation by the Planning Commission. If the PUD is rescinded the
zoning reverts back to the zoning designation in effect before the PUD was approved.

Commissioners commented that they were voting to recommend the proposed rezoning to B-2
PUD and approval of the PUD Mater Plan because the PUD plan removed most of the of the
- differences between the current UB-2 zoning designation and the B-2 zoning criteria and the
- PUD provides more protection than available with the current UB-2 zoning through the
.landscape buffer, limitations placed on lighting, and the prohibition of outdoor sound systems.

Site Plan; Holiday Inn & Suites; 114 Tulsa Road

Staff recommended approval of the site plan for Holiday Inn and Suites at 114 Tulsa Road
subject to Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed alternative for street.tree locations, -
- approving the existing vegetation along the side and rear lot lines as meeting the buffer
requirement between residential property, and resolution of staff comments

Ms. Brown moved to approve the site plan for Holiday Inn & Suites, 114 Tulsa Road,
(Motion 7) including the proposed alternative for street tree location and utilizing the
| existing vegetation for the residential buffer, subject to the followmg
‘comments;
e Pavement cannot be closer than 5-feet to property line
o Add note that lighting will not exceed 24-feet in height
e Add additional shrubs along side lot line with Parcel 606.07
o Plant at least six canopy trees along Tulsa Road outside the electric -
easement S
e Dumpster enclosure and landscapmg must be in compllance with
Zoning Ordinance
e A mamtenance agreement between the Clty and owner for
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maintenance of brick pavers must be recorded in Anderson County
prior to the issuance of a building permit.

o Show the single phase pad mount transformer and the proposed feed
for LaPetite. Also show the underground secondary coming out of the
single phase pad mount transformer, not the sector.

e CORED will approve grasses and flowering plants within S-feet of the
underground line but will not approve shrubs or trees. The
underground infrastructure in the island and the plantings will need
to be rearranged to meet clearance requirements.

e There is a conflict between the underground primary feed and
sanitary sewer.,

Mzr. Callison seconded the motion, motion passed 9-0.

Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments
Staff recommended approval of the proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendments as presented in

the attached Community Development Memorandum 10-13, dated March 17, 2010.

Mr. Callison moved to recommend approval of the Zoning Ordinance text amendments as
(Motion 8) presented in Community Development Memorandum 10-13, dated March 17,

2010.

Ms. Brown seconded the motion, passed 9-0.

Other Items:
Election of Vice-Chairman
Kelly Callison was elected Vlce-Chalrman of the Planmng Commission by acclamation.

Reports from Other Boards -

a. City Council actions — There was a d1scussmn on the need to improve coordmatlon between
the City Council meeting date and the Planning Commission meeting date in order to allow -
sufficient time to provide legal notice and forward information on Planning Commission
actions to Council. City Council is now meeting earlier in the month and there is less time

“to prepare Planning Commission action items for the Council agenda. Suggestions to
~ improve timing included changing the Planning Commission meeting date.

b. Staff Report — The Dollar General store on the Oak Ridge Turnpike is adding light shields
in response to complaints about excessive lighting. |

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

ﬂ%% ¢ S
Terry Domm, Chairman

Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission




 

